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I GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The Church of England is deeply comnitted by its formularies to
the principle of the final guthority of Scripture in all matters necessary
for salvation. Article VI reads: "Holy Scripture containeth all things
necessary to selvations so that whatsoever is not read therein, nor may
be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should be
believed as an Article of the Faith, or be thought requisite necessary to
salvation."  Other authorities, though real, are subordinate %o Scripture.
Thus the Creeds are to be received because "they may be proved by most certain
warrants of holy Scripture" (Article VIII), General Councils have sometimes
erred, even in things pertaining unto God (XXI), Traditions and Ceremonies,
though they may vary, must not be ordained ageinst God's Word (XXXIV), and,
in short, the Church, while having guthority in controversies of faith,
must not ordain anything contrary to God!s Word written, and must not "so
expound one place of Scripture that it bo repugnant to enother". (XX).

Tn accordance with this principle, the priest, at his ordination,
not only undertakes to be diligent in reading and studying the Bible, but
also declares himself to be persuaded that the holy Scriptures contain
sufficiently all Doctrine required of necessity for eternal salvation through
faith in Jesus Christ, and to be determined to instruct his people from
the Bible and to teasch nothing, as required of neocessity to eternal salvetion,
except what can be concluded and proved by Scripture. At his consecration
a bishop makes the same declaration.

Throughout the controversies of the Reformation, and ever since,
the Church of England has maintained this principle, but from the early
16th century onwards there have been differences, sometines great, about
its meaning and applicetion. And it was soon recognized that there are
problems about the spheres in which Scripture can be directly applied, about
its interpretation, and therefore about the role of other "authorities"
(whether reason or tradition or the present mind of the Church) in inter-
preting end applying it to the ongoing life of the Church.

Tn the early stages of the Reformation in England, one prominent use of the

appeal to Scripture was negativein order to attack the Church of Rome:

that is, certain doctrines and practices were held to be contrary to

Scripture, others not required by Scripture as necessary to salvaetion,

and therefore not to be laid down, even by the Church, as thus necessary.

So, in practice, the English Church could continue to live in meny respects

by tradition. But from an early date there were always some Who wanted the

whole faith and 1ife of the Church to be rethought in the light of the principle

of the sole authority of the Bible, & desire which gathered strength from

the experiences of those who fled to the Continent under Mary and which
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became more explicit and very powerful among the go-called Puritans from
about 1560 to 1660. It was held, among other tiings, that the Bible demanded,
and proved, a presbyterian pattern of ministry and provided & code of ethics
and discipline which must be accepted and copiei in minute detail, without
alteration by the traditicns of men. Many believed not only that you must
do what Scripture commands (even in changed circumstances), but also must

not do, or lay upon others as necessary, what it does not command, at least
in matters of importance. This outlook furthered the already traditional
practice of trying to settle an argument with the hemmer-blows of proof-texts,
isolated from context, though Puritan theologians were also greatly concerned
with fundemental Christian principles. The challenge caused Church leaders
(notebly Archbishop Whitgift and Richard Hooker) to reconsider the nature

of authority. There was much common ground. Almost all accepted the
infallibility of Scripture in all its parts (all used proof-texts), and
believed, like many of the Fathers, that what is necessary is plain enough.
Most, probably, belisved that Scripture is its own interpreter - not meaning
by this thet each individual discovers, snd has a right to maintain, itse
meaning for himself, but that patient study, helped by the Holy Spirit, will
lead to the truth without bringing in extra-biblical matter to settle
difficulties. But importent differences also were clarified. When arguing
against the more biblicist Puritans, end not against Rome, those whom we

may retrospectively call "Anglicans" made e much more explicit and elaborated
use of tradition both in intervreting Scripture and in establishing end
justifying institutions, practices, and sometimes points of doctrine, which
are not directly laid down by Scripture. The distinction betwecen Faith and
Order was cxplored, Anglicans generally holding that, while the Church

cannot impose as nacessary to salvetion, any doctrine not proved by Scripture
to be such, it has authority in natters of Order, where these are not plainly
determined by Scripture, and may, where it thinks fit, impose its decisions
upon individuals for the sake of unity, hoth ecclesiastical and national.
Similarly the distinction between essentials or fundamentals and secondary
points of doctrine was explored, and this hes remained a constant concern,

in view of the Anglican desire for comprehension.

Tn historical circumstances of great difficulty, discussion of
guthority involved discussion of reason and freedom. Hooker tried to
formulate the balance of authorities: Seripture fundamental, and ultimately
binding, but the appeal to it requiring respect for reason and for the mind
of the Church in antiquity and in gemeral. This went a good way towards
weakening the authority of individuel proof-texts, as well as the claims of
individual men to be Spirit-guided in isolation. At the same time it
enhanced the possibility of genuine freedom. Lgainst both Rom2 and the
Puritans, Anglicans refused to define unless. definition seemed imperative.
In particuler, no doctrine of the inspiration of the Bible (as distinct from
assertion of its final authority) has been laid downj; and no precise formuletion
of the authority of the Churcih has been promulgated, much being left to work
itself out in practice.

Since Focker, the Church of dngland may at times seem to have leaned
much towards the authority of tradition (e.g. around 4.D.1700) or towards
rationalism (around 1750), but there has alweys been ruch direct, and often
gimple, reliance upon the Bible, working at all levels in the Courch., To
some extent, reliance upon Scripture, tradition or reason respectively has
been tue mark of parties within the Church, but there has also been a strenuous
attempt to do justice to all thres. 4 turning-point in this endeavour was
the emergence of biblical criticism in the 19th century, wnich scemed to
many likely to destroy the final suthority of Scripture and with it the
basis of Christian faith and practice. After much distress and some bitter
conflict, especially over ZTssays and Heviews, 1860, the Church settled dowm
by the end of the century to the acceptance in principle of biblical criticism,
first of the 0ld Testament, then, rore reluctantly, of the New. This has
not led, as theoretically it might do, either to an extrene traditionalism
or to mere rationalism. But few can appeal to Seripture quite in the older way.
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The bulk of this paper will offer examples of recent practice when important
issues, doctrinal or ethical, have had to be debated, especially in the
decision-making orgens of the Church, Afterwards some general statement
will be attenpted.

1T TiIE ORDINATION OF WOMEN TO THE PRILSTHUOD

This limited doctrinal issue provides a useful case study in which
the appeal to Seripture by those taking part in official discussions can be
examined.

i) Backggouﬁd and Procedure

Social changes in the position of women during the 19th centiry,
including greater educational opportunities and the opening to them of such
professions as medicine, stimulated a demand for better organization of
women's work in the Church and a more professional attitude to it. It
was mainly regerded as lay work, but in 1857 the establishment of the order
of deaconess in the Church of England was proposed. This was done gradually,
and some general recognition was given to it at the Lambeth Conference of
1897. For long the training and work of deaconesses received the most
attention, but in time the theological question of their ordination and
status was raised, and this led on to the question of ordaining women to
the priesthood. .

In 1917, with an eye to Lambeth 1920, the Archbishop of Canterbury
appointed a commission to consider "The sanctions and restrictions which
govern the ministrations of women in the life of the Church, and the status
and work of deaconesses." Its work was understood to be purely historical
and the commissioners did not deal with "questions bearing upon sex in
comparative or speculative theology,; nor with the reasons why women have
never been ordained to the priesthocd."  Its report, with sixteen historical
essays, was published as The Ministry of Women (SPCK 1919).

Lembeth 1920, recounmending the formal restoration of the Diaconate
of women, resolved that "The Order of Deaconesses is for women the one and
only Order of the Ministry which has the stamp of Apostolic approval"., The
word "Order" should be noted, and the implication that the Priesthood is not
open to women, if apostolic approval is the criterion. Lambeth 1930
resolved that "The Order of Deaconess is for women the one and only Order
of the ministry which we ocan recommend our branch of the Catholic Church to
recogise and use", but the relevant committee reported urgent pleas for the
adnission of women to the Priesthoocd, and, while it did not encourage them,
believed that a fuller theological answer should be given to those who
pressed for it. How live the issue was ie proved by the formation of the
inter-denominational Society for the Equel lMinistry of Men and Women in the
Church in 1929, and by the wenorandum, Women and Priesthood (1930), presented
to the Lambeth Conference by an influential group of inglicans who saw no
objection in principle to the ordination of women to the priesthood.
Consequently the Archbishops of Canterbury and York appointed a Cormission
"To examine any theologicel and other relevant principles which have governed
or cught to govern the Church in the development of the Ministry of Women."
This received evidence from many societies and individuals, and produced its
report, The Ministry of Wouen in 1935. Using arguments which will be
considercd below, it could not recommend the wdiiission of women to the
priesthood. Discussion of tiis report in the Upper (episcopal) House of
the Canterbury Convocaticn centred upon deaconesses; it was agreed thet
their ordinztion confers a distinctive cheracter and stztus with the permanence
which belongs to Holy Orders. Discussion of this status continued, Lambeth
1948 end 1958 echoed 1930, and the new Cancn Law of the Church of England
(1969) states (D 1) that "the order of desconesses it the one order of
ministry in the Church of England to which women are sduitted by prayer
and the laying on of hands by the bishop"; and that it "is not one of the
holy orders of the Church of Englund, and accordingly decconesses wnay accept
membership of any lay sssembly of the Church of fingland without prejudice
to the standing of their order'". Whatever the implications of this Canon,
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ordination of women to the priesthood was receiving fuller discussion.
Lembeth 1948 and 1958 by-passed it; Lambeth 1968 took it seriously. Some
bocks and many pamphlets were written, conferences were held, lectures were
given. The Report, Gender and Ministry, 1962, prepcred by a working-party
of the Central Advisory Council for the Training of the Ministry (CACTM),
did not, despite its title, investigate the ordination of women es prieats,
but asked, as the New Delhi Assembly of the World Council of Churches had
done, that the issue should be examined by theologians. During the Church
Assembly's brief debate on this report it was stated that neither the
working-party nor CACTM itself would dare to say that admission of women
could never happen; the Church must be open to the Spirit. It was agreed
to request t he Archbishops to appoint a Commission, which was done, with
the task of examining '"the question of Women and Holy Orders". Its report,
under that title, appeared in 1966 and was debated at length in the Church
Assembly (Pebruary and July 1967). The arguments are considered below;

no practical conclusion was reached, except that the most radical motion
was heavily defeated, namely: "That this Assembly having weighed .the
arguments set down in the Report, judges that individual women who feel
called to exercise the office and work of a priest in the Church shall

now be considered, on the same basis as individual men, as candidates for
Holy Orders.n

Meanwhile a joint working party of CACTM and the Council for Women's
Ministry had been set up, and reported with Women in Ministry, 1968. This
dealt mainly with practical and canonical matters, but, while showing itself
to be divided on the priesthood of women, affirmed that until the Church resolves
this matter, it will be elmoct impossible to define woman's part in ministry

clearly (that is, presvmably, even in other respects). At the Lambeth Conference

of 1968 the relevant coumittee's report appears to favour ordaining women
to the priesthcod. The resclutions of the whole Conference were more
cautious: they call for study and ccusultation with other Churches, and
affirm that "the Theological argumente as at pregent presented for and
against the ordinaticn of women to the priesthood are inconclusive."

Had the Church Assembly proposed the ordinetion of women as priests
(which it was in any case unlikely to do just before Lambeth) this would
have been further debated, as involving doctrine, in the Convocations. Any
further proposals will comc bafore the new Synod of the Church of England,
which will itself deternmine the ocurse of debate zund the methods of taking
action; these would include, almost certainly, a reference to the Convocations
of clergy sitting separatel;.

The above sketch is not merely & chronological record; it intends
to bring out certain principles nnturel tc the Church of England as at
present constituted. :

i) The whole issue, in principle snd in detail, should be brought
out into the open, 2nd studied and debated throughout the Church at all
possible levels.

ii) This debate aud the literature throwvn up by it should be
reviewed by a csrefully appointed commission, which would also take fresh
evidence, whether at its own recuest or voluntecred to it. The commission
must represent clergy (bishops and othars) end laity, and include those,
men or women, with sipecialist knowledge or representing particuler points
of view.

iii) Their report should be published, and thus open to general
criticisn, and should be debated oublicly in the constitutional bodies of
the Church (the reference of the problen before us to the Church Assembly
gove women the right to spealk), and the debates should be published.

iv)  Throughout it is assumed thet Scripture and Tradition will be
studied in the light of 1:0dern knowledge, and that account will be taken
of the relation of the Churchi of England to other Churches, as well as of
the immediaste relevance of the subject discussed to the present mission

of the Church.
. OOntdo/ocno
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v) Final decision is by a formal act of the Church through its
representative organs, in which bishops, other @dlergy end laity all share,
though the laity cannot impose a doctrinal decision upon the clergy.

vi) So far as practicablec, there is constant interplay between
the Church of Fnglond itself and the general opinion of the Anglicen Communion
28 a vhole, especially tirough the Lambeth Conferences.

I1I THE LRGUMENTS USED IN TH: DEBATE ON THE PRIESTHOOD OF WOMEN, 1919 -
1968, WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE .

(2) It can be assumed that most of those who engege seriously in this
discussion, clergy and laity, will have some knowledge of the methods of
modern biblical eriticisi, and that in principle they accept the necessity
of it, though with varying degrees of conservatism and radicalism as to its
results. DBut there is also an instructed and articulate body of people
whose approach to the Bible, though not necessarily "fundamentelist" or
"infallibilist", is much more conservative.

On the whole, however, the documents here under consideration appear
to make such critical assumpiions as the following:

i) It is legitimate to uestion, and to try to decide by scholarly
methods, whether the words attributed to Jesus in the Gospels were spoken
by him, how the Gospels came to bs written, and whether St. Paul wrote
FEphesians and the Prstoral epistles.

ii) It is necesoary to ask whether or in whal sense the words
believed to be dominicel were influenced by the conditions of the Lord's
humanity end environment (and similarly with the apostles); and how far,
or in whiat instances, biblical teaching and institutions were Intended
for their own tinmc and mey legitimetely be madified in changing circumstances;

iii) Theological questions cannot be settled by mechanical citation
of proof-texts. Individunl pessages nust be studied in the light of
biblical teaching as & whole; and account must be teken of the varieties
of teaching.

In this critical study, anglicans of course use the exegetiodl
work of scholars of mony countries and denocninations.

() Particular passages.

It is acreed that Jesus did not velue women as such less than men,
that women are called to serve (diskonein) in various ways in the Church,
that they are cepeble of receiving special gifts of the Holy Spirit, so
thot some "pronohceied” in the Clristian Church. It seems unnccessary to
cite the evidence for this here.

It is agreed that Jesus did not appoint any women to be apostles,
that the Hew Testament affords no instance of a woman holding the office
of episkopos or presbyter (I Tim. 5:2, Tit. 233 are not rogorded as excaptions)
or exercising esuthority over men, and that St. Paul did in some sense subordipate
women to men. It is not the facts here, but their pignificsnce which needs -
glucidation. It is also agreed that Phoebe, the dickonos of Romons 16,
may have held an office, and that diszonod of I Tin. 3: 8 = 13 may include
wormen. In any case the propriety of having the office of deaconess in tho
Church is not disputed; it is the noture and implications of their Orders
which is in question, and this is not decided by the above texts.

The most discussed passaeges and texts have been I Cor. 11: 2 - 16
with 14: 32 - 37; Gal. 3s 28 with Col. 3: 18, I Tims 2: 11 = 15, and
with Genesis 1 - 3; Ephess 53 22 - 33 with Gal. 4: 19 and Isaiah 49: 15,
66: 13.

Gontdc/-o .o
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i) I Cor.ll and 14 and I Tim. 2 have two aspects, regulations for
the ministry, and the subordination of women in general., We will consider
firat the regulation aspect.

The 1919 Report appears to draw no inference from I Cor. 1115,
rejects the suggestion that 141%4-5 may be an interpolation, and concludes
briefly and without discussion that "If we may judge from } Cor. 14134
v..and I Tim. 2:12, the Apostle did not sanction teaching in public by
women." Here the possibility that Paul did not write I Timothy is not
mentioned, and what lies behind the hedging "if we may judge from" is left
unexplained. In Appendix I, Dr. Mason had tried to reconcile I Cor. 1l and
14: prophetesses may speak in the assemblyj even pro hetesses must keep
good order; women in general (i.e. not pr0phetesseag should keep silent.
I Tim. 2312, he thinks, forbids not all teaching, but such as would imply
sharing in the office of presbyter; this he derives from the following
words, authentein andros. In App. II Miss Gardner dwells on the consistency
of 11 and 14, and seems to think that Paul was driven by disorder at Corinth
to forbid what he would normally permit. The principle which both scholars
point to is the necessity of allowing for immediate circumstances.

The 1935 Report is brief here; it regards I Cor. 11 as referring to
preying and preaching in public assembly, allows that cc.ll and 14 are
inconsistent, and affirms that the Pastorals, whether by St. Paul or not,
regard women as debarred by sex from being official teachers in the Church
or exercising government over men (cf. Mason above).

The 1966 Report goes into more detail. c.1ll does not deny that women may
pray or prophesy at the church meeting; the argument concerns only veiling,
and the appeal is primarily to custom. I Cor.14:34-35 also appeals to custom, but
here the Report allow that the position of these verses in the manuscripts
presents a textual problem and that "it is a reasonable, but in no sense a
necessary, deduction that they were first written in the margin and thence
inserted by copyists." Possibly they are an addition in the spirit of I Tim. 2
by an early editor. If original, they are aimed against disorder ai Corinth.
The point is, what is most conducive to edification?

No appendix is devoted to the biblical evidence as such, though it
enters into several. Miss Baxter appeals to the Lutheran tradition of exegesis
of 14:34 which, with few exceptions, puts it on a par with the veiling of c.ll,
as a matter of order and decency, to be classified among things indifferent which
are to be determined by the judgment of the Church of what is oconducive to
edification.

The Report of 1966 concluded that the New Testament gives no clear answer
to the question whether women may be ordained priests. Consequently the Church
Assembly debate of 1967 did not turn mainly on biblical details, and certainly
did not treat Scripture as a book of regulations. Similarly the relevant
committee of Lambeth 1968 did not argue from I Cor. 1l and 14 as rules. In
poth attention was drawn to the relation of the veiling and the silence of
women to contemporary social custom. But the more theological aspect of these
chapters received more attention, together with Gal.3, Ephes.5 etc. as listed
above.

ii) So we must consider these passages again together with others which
bear on the nature of male and female as such and may be relevant to
the present issue. So far as possible, argument from Scripture will be
distinguished from arguments from theological principles; in fact, they must
merge. (OWP is used for Ordination of Women to the Priesthood). The arguments
turn much upon passages expressing the subordination of woman to man in general,
and in particular in marriage and the femily; and upon the bearing of Gal.3:28 as
an expression of ultimate Christian principle upon attitudes to woman which may '
srise from Jewish tradition (including Genesis 1 - 3 and Rabbinic interpretations
of it) and social custom of the New Testament period.

The 1919 Report itself states briefly (pe4) that while in certain
passages, e.g.I Tim., 2: 11-15, I Pet. 336, the apostolic writers use arguments
about women coloured by rabbinic exegesis, these have no bearing
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on the ninistry; end that while in Gal.3t 28 and Col.3: 11 St. Paul teaches
that in Christ there is no room for distinctions of race, rank or sex, the
work and calling of the sexes continue different. (I Tim.2: 11 - 15 should
perhaps read 13 -~ 15, since v.12 is obviously relevant and is used by the
Report, as above (i). Also these peesages could be regarded as relevant
when put with the '"marriage" passages, Ephes. 5 etc.)

The Report echoes Dr. Mason's Appendix rather than Miss Gardiner's.
Mason concluded (pp. 34 - 5) that to St. Paul equelity of gift did not
involve identity of use (though his "mystical reasons do not concern us
at this point"); and that he associated authoritative teaching with the
office of pastor or presbyter, for a woman to share in which would conflict
"with the apostolic conception of the relation between the sexes". He
2llowed (pp. 37 - 8) that "those who consider themselves at liberty to
criticise the apostolic teaching wmay object that the apostles were hampered
by the traditions with which they grew up and by the outworn ethics of the
0ld Testament", whence they "regard the female sex as normally and by the
divine constitution of things subordinate to the male'. But he argues that
St. Paul's language (man as head, woman from him end for him, Adam first, .
Lve second, etc. - is not an interim ethic like his teaching on slavery, |
but that, however quaint and rabbinic his illustrations may seem, he rests
on the permanent truth that male and female are different, so that, although
there is no difference in spiritual privileges, their tasks and funotions
can be differentiated in the form of "subjection'.

Against the inferior status of Gen. 2 -~ 3, Miss Gardiner sets Gen. 1,
where "man" conmprises male and femsale. That is, both are in the image of
God, and thus, in the order of creation, by nature equal. She does not
deny that St. Paul regerded women &s in scme senses inferior, but claims
that his specific teaching about them arose in part from his own personality
and in part from Jewish tradition end custon.

She argues (pps 50 - 1) that the point of the marriage analogy
(Ephes. 5, II Cor.ll) is not primarily the inferiority, but the bond of
love uniting the two. She concludes, especially from Gal. 33 28 where
she emphasizes that male and female become one man (heis) in Christ, that
St. Paul recognized spiritual cepacities common to man end woman. "The
difference in powers ... and the social rules grounded therein belong no%
te 'faith' but to 'the law' - not to 'the spirit', but to 'the flesh'".

This 1919 Report, though it comes t0 no theological conclusion,
collects nost of the scriptural passoges teken up in later debates and
indicates the lines on which they will be discussed.

The 1935 Report is rather slight on the argument from Scripture and
tends to put questions rather than give answers. It asks whether the
spiritual equality of Gal.3:28 entails identity of function. It declares
that Cen.l, "mele and female created he then", is as much a fact determined
by the creative will of God as "in Christ there is meither ... male nor
femele" is a fact debtermined by His redemptive purpose. (That is, it does
not use Gen.l in Miss Gardner's way.)

The Report of 1966 is fuller. It states (para.l9) that Gal.3:28,
with its close parallels (Rom. 10: 12; I Cor. 12: 13; Col. 3s 11), is concerned
with beptism. It does not explain the implications of this remark. It
expounds I Tim. 2: 12 - 15 - despite Eve's guilt, women can be saved if they
accept the position assigned to them by Gen. 3: 16 - and regards the
historical background of this passage and prescription as uncertainj but
does not draw any immediate conclusion (para.22). It points (23) to
the certainty of St. Paul's belief that women are subordinate to nen gus
wives and mothers, especially emphasised in Ephes. 5 by the comparison with
Christ as heed of the Church. But, it concludes, "It remains unclear
whether this prineciple of subcrdination is also applicable quite apart from
the merriage relation" and whether it is necessarily "a bar to the conferring
of valid orders upon wcnen."

Gontdo/ooc. -
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In chap. VI, which summarizes the argument used in favour of OWP,
para. 66 affirme that arguments based upon the deficiency or inferiority of
women or upon Pauline restrictions on the activities of women in the Churoch
are no longer tenable. Para. 67 says that those based on parental or
nuptial imagery must be treated with reserve, that against the subordination
to the Bridegroom of Ephes. 5 must be set the maternal imagery of Isaiah 49: 15,
66: 13 and Gal. 4: 19, ayd that these metaphors do not decisively establish
that the priestly function is exclusively male. Para. 73 sums up, "“The
Biblical evidence provides no evidence to justify the exclusion of women
from the priesthood." The Commission as a whole does not commit itself
to the case stated in this chapter VI. Chapter V similarly summarizes
the case against OWP, but in that the argument is not conducted directly
from individual passages of Scripture. It must be remembered that parsa. 18
did state, as the opinion of the Commission, that the New Testament gives
no clear answer to tho question of OWP (ef. p. 6 above).

In the accompanying essays, Dr. Demant (p. 99) writes that Gal. 3: 28
is often misinterpreted to support OWP, that it refers to baptism, and that
lay-membership of the Church is not a mark of inferiority to ordination.

(But this overlooks the distinction that if lay men are capable of ordination
and women not, the inferiority lies not in the lay status as such, but in the
incapacity). Miss Baxter (pp. 116-7) discusses more fully the parental and
nuptial imagery (cf. Report para. 67) asking for caution in arguing from anslogy
end metaphor. As to the Pauline subordination and its roots in Gen. 2 - 3,
she writes that Protestant theologians are not agreed whether the command

that women should keep silence in church is an expression of a permanently
valid principle, or a restraint imposed by first century conditions. A
Christian theologiasn today is more likely to insist that husband and wife must
be mutually subordinate, with an absolute self-giving on either side in which
both obey. (That is, the analogy with Christ and the Church only applies

in part.) (She notes, p.119, that until this century scriptural interpretation
and the formation of the consequent tradition has mostly been in masculine
hands, and almost exclusively of the ordained clergy.)

At the first Church Assembly debate (15.2.67.) the Bishop of Chester,
who introduced the Report, pointed to its warning against "1ifting passages
of Scripture from their context and using them as proof-texts", and declared
that the Cormission did not think OWP can be assessed by any clear directive
from the New Testament. (The reference tc the New Testament, rather than to
the Bible, should be noted.) Naturally, then, his introduction dealt mainly
with other, non-biblical arguments, as did much of the debate.

On biblical points: Mr. Duffield (layman) argued thet, if we are to
avoid proof-texts by doing justice to context and background, Genesis must
be fully considered as the background to the relevant Pauline passages, since
St. Paul may have seen eternal principle there, e.g. in Gen. 3: 16, He did not
wish to be dogmatic, but would have liked a more careful evaluation by the
Commission. Dr. Jalland, expounding Gal. 3: 28, as directly concernecd with
Christian initiation, mainteined thet its connection with OWP is so slight
that it can safely be disregarded here. He argued also from the kephale
passage in I Cor.ll that, so far as concerns function, the same theological
distinction exists between male and female as between the male and his Redeemer,
and that this distinction has its ultinate counterpart in the relations between
the persons of the Godhead. This principle of kephalaiosis rules out the
possibility of according to women spiritual functions which would make them
kephale to men. Contravention is, for St. Paul, unthinkeble and unknown to
the Churches of God. Replying, Professor Lampe objected to Dr. Jalland's
translation of Gal. 3: 28, and said that in I Cor. 11 St. Paul, hard pressed
to find g priori theological objections to something he disliked, is reduced
to saying, We have no custom. Professor Laumpe did not regard catholic tradition
as inherently unalterable except where it concerns the fundamental truths
of the CGospel.

Gontd-/.o-o
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In the second Lssembly dobate (3.7.67.) Professor Nineham cleimed that
Professor Demnnt contradicts Gal. 3: 28 and reduces women to a second-class
citizenship of the kingdom, which here St. Paul clearly denies. Professor
Nineham applied Gal. 3: 28 beyond baptismal status to the practical implications
of what Christ had done and been. St. Paul saw the principle involved in

his, but it took the Church a long tire to see its implications for Jew and
Greek, then for slave and free, and even longer for male and female.-

Mr. Riley swmarized St. Paul's teaching as "That just as there was
a differentiation of sexes in the first oreation, so this remains with some
new significance in the new creation, and thet this has its inmpliocations both
in the life of the fanily and in the liturgical and pastoral nministry of the
Church." In the words of Dr. N. P. Williams he appealed "not so much to
the thesis that it is dogmatically certain that women cannot receive Holy Orders,
but... that there is an overwhelming probability based upon the example of
Our Lord, the teaching of the New Testament and the universal tradition of the
Church, that they camnot; and that no serious reason had been alleged for
supposing that they can." Mr. Wenham returned to the theologically profound
Genesis 1 = 3 in which Our Lord himself taught the early Church to fing its
understanding of the nature of men and women, as St. Paul in fact did. It
is of divine order, not social custom, that man is the head of woman, solid
biblical reasons for the ordination of women cannot be found. Dr. Jalland
repeated that Gal. 3: 38 hos no bearing on whether women should "adninister
publicly", and suggested thzt prophesying (I Cor. 11) nmay not mean preaching,
but other more private spiritual exercises. :

On the other hand, several speakers insisted that we are now free,
on Christian rrounds, to breek from the customs which temporarily bound St. Paul,
Thus, Mrs. Meyland: St. Paul must groan (when people quote him against OWP).
Mrs. Moffet: We have becen redeened and do not need to go back to Genesis 3
to find rensons about OWP. Miss Pitt: The Book of Gonesis is concerned very
mich with the 01d Covenant. We members of the Assembly ere living under
the New Covenent - and the whole nature of the New Covenant was not necessarily
understood by the first generation of Christisans. ‘

The Bishop of Brigtol esked that the whole questicn of the place of
sexuality in God's providence, should be responsibly and svuneniocally discussed.
His words should be quoted: "I understend the phrase 'conclusive theological -
reasons! to mean that there is nothing in Christian revelation which forbids
it. It is at this point that we have to meke up our mirds on the biblical
evidence on the extent to which the Christian tradition is tantamount to
revelation" - and this needs cormon discussion with other Churches.

4s explained above, the 1966 Report and the .sseubly debates did not
at once issue in . decision in principle for or against OWP. Lambeth 1968
had this material to consider in the light of the experiznce of other Provinces
of the Anglicen Communion. The relevant cormittee found no conclusive
theological reasons against OWP. The appeal to Scripture and tradition must
be taken with the utmost seriousness. But the data of Seripture appear
divided on this issue. St. Poul's insistence on female subordination, made
to enforce good order at Corinth, is balanced by Gel. 3: 26. (Note the
jmplications here “hat the subordination wes conditicned by ocircumstance
and that the application of Gal. 3 extends beyond baptism). Tradition,
on this point, is held to have been chaped by assunmptions no longer accepted.
"The New Teatezent does not encourage Christians to think that nothing should
be done for the first tiue." The paternal and nuptizl inagery used by 8t.Paul,
yvaluable in itself, is metched by his own use of maternal imagery in Gal. 4: 19.
The Conference (Resolution 34) affirmed its opinion that the theological
(this inciudaa biblical) arguments as presented for an against OWP are incon-
cluegivae.
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CCNCLUSIONS fron the Above Debate, so far as concerns the Appeal to Soripture.

The course of the discussions, 1919 - 1968, has made plain how the
Church of England wishes such an issue to be handled. It wante the subject
to be considered from every relevant standpoint: the teaching of Scripture
and tradition, the mission of the Church in the modern world, including the
spiritual edification of Christians, the restoration of Christian unity,
the preaching of the Gospel to all mankind, the promoticn of & Christian
society. And it wants, before decisions are token by ite authoritative
orgens, the whole issue to be made public and to be studied and diecuased
at 21l possible levels of the Church, clergy and laity, nen and wonen. It
does not want to impose an authoritarian or an acadeunic decision upon a
pessive laity; it wents the leity to study, think end speak for thenselves.

In the present issue, because it must act in the modern world, it
wishes to draw upon relevant modern kncwledge, both the biblical and theological
scholarship of other Churches and the speciel knowledge of modern physioclogists,
psychologists, sociologists, aducationists etc.

That the discuseions here considered have so far proved to be indecisive
is due, in large part, to the (probably increasing) belief that direct scriptural
evidence is itself indocisive on the point. Had Scripture given a clear '
verdict against OWP, then, in the present continuing respect of Anglicans
for seriptural authority, the verdict would be accepted. If Scripture plainly
and directly sanctioned it, the debate would have turned partly on tradition
end partly (for neny, 1mainly) on practical, including ecunenical, considerations.

The present paper tries to illustrate how Anglicans attenpt to discover
what Soripture teaches and in whnt sense particular statements are binding
in an issue which involves Christian doetrine and calls for decision in
practice. The arguients which, in the issue of OWP, led so nany, including
the Reports of 1935 and 1966 and of Lambeth 1968, to the conclusion that
Scripture is not directly decisive provide an instructive example.

Some of the principal arguments should here be sunarizeds

1) Few pessages deal directly with the issue. Use of these as proof-
texts, more citation of which is decisive, rust be avoided. We zust see them
in their irmediate context, their historical background, and within the
general teaching of Scripture.

2) This entails esking where Christian principles, revealed in Christ,
transform or supersede the 0ld Testanent; and where passages in the New
Pestament, even in St. Paul, are still too closely bound to the thought-
background of the 0.T. or to rabbinic oxegesis of it.

3) St. Paul may have contradicted hinself in I Cor. 11 and 14; if not,
7o has at least noi thought the problen through. (And one uust now be
allowed to say this, despite Article XX).

4) St. Peul may be taking decisions for iumediate action in particular
circunstences, decisions which do not apply in cther circumstances unlesas
based on principles permensntly valid and relevant to the changed circumstances.

5) In searching for his principles, it nppears to many that St. Paul

a) is sometimes influenced by oontemporary social custom or non-
theclogical baliefs,

b) sonetines bases his beliefs about women on rabbinic exegesis of
Genesis which we do not regerd as in itself correct or authoritative,

c) expresses his teaching in innges and snalogies from marrisge and
fanily life which are not completely applicable to the issue of
OWP, and which can be countered by his own use of other, e.g.
naternal, inages.
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6) Gal. 3: 28 must not be used as a proof-text any more than I Tim.2: 12.
But here opinion divides, many regarding it as so crystallizing and focussing
St. Paul's teaching on the work of Christ that it is an expression of funda-
mental principle and does, in fact, justify the Church in proceeding to
ordain women; others restricting its epplication to baptism and spiritual
status before God, but rejecting the extension to ordination.

7) In general, most of the discussion eppears to move on the assumption
(implicitly and without objection being raised) that there are different
levels of authority witkin Scripture: all 'texts! are not equally 'inspired!,
simply by being within the Canon. Hence, for many, the force of I Tim. 2

is weakened if it is not Pauline but some decades later.

In view of such uncertainty, the appeal to Scripture is, for many
Anglicans, essentially to the implications of its whole teaching on the nature
of God, the work of Christ, and the mission of the Church. Thus the issud.
of OWP must be determined by the wider issues and needs which the Bible does
make evident. To interpret particular texts and decide particular issues
in the light of over-riding scriptural principles even if it entails going
against some texts is the way to maintain the fundamental suthority of
Scripture, whereas servitude to such texts and neglect of modern hermeneutic
would destroy that authority for educated people. Others fear that such
methods lead to secularisation of the faith, whose purity is protected by
closer adherence toc the words of Scripture.

However that may be, it has been generally felt that, if Scripture
leaves the issue of OWP open, one cannot proceed at once to the practical
questions without evaluating the tradition of the Church. Here opinion has
veen divided.

Report 1919 recorded without discussion the fact that the restriction
of the priesthood to men originated in a generation guided by gpecial gifts
of the Holy Spirit. The relevant committee of Lambeth 1930, though divided
on the theology of OWP, did not think circumstances demanded a departure
from the universal custom of the Catholic Church. Report 1935, puzzled about
Scripture and unwilling to say that women are inherently incapable of Orders,
believed that the general mind of the Church still accords with the continuous
tradition of male priesthood, and was convinced that this consensus of tradition
and opinion is based c¢n the will of God and sufficient witness of the guidance
of the Holy Spirit. Report 1966 posed as a question the force of new insights
over against tradition, and summarised the facts of the tradition (paras. 27-50)
without giving its verdict on its authority. In the Assembly debate the help
to be gained from the tradition and experience of the universal Church was
acknowledged, and very many wished no action on OWP to be taken without a
large measure cf concurrence with other Churches. On the point of principle,
the authority of tradition, it is certain that both the position clearly
stated by Mr. Riley (p.9 above) and that of Prof. Nineham and Miss Pitt (p.9)
received in the debate, and would receive throughout the Church of England,
considerable support, the balance of which cannot at presant be estimated.
The committee of Larbeth 1968 clearly discounted the force of tradition, but
the Conference passed this over (p.9). Hence the importance of the Bishop of
Bristol's words (p. 9).

We have thus observed, in a difficult case, an earnest attempt of the
Church of Bnglend to grapple with the authority of Seripture in the light of
reason (that is, using modern knowledge) and of the subordinate authority
(scripture not being decisive) of tradition. The attempt is so far indecisive;
the process is informative.




