
MID-STREAM , OCTOBER 1977 

ECUMENICAL RELATIONS AND 
ORDINATION OF vVOMEN 
TO THE PRIESTHOOD IN 
THE EPISCOPAL CHURCH 
\\"n.LIA.\l A.:"/ ORGRE:-: 

Debate :ibout the ordination oi won1en has some1in1cs appc.ired 

10 be a "di.1!0\!ue ,1f the deaf." Speakers on both sides explain their 
p0sition. but -their ro1ces pass one :inother by: T~e debate will 
c0n1inuc for a long time :.ind h:is become exceedingly coniplex. 
Pos;tions of -:!~ 11rches ;;nd :ilso positions \\'ithin churches ha\·e been 
cia;i!ied, hc,\\'e\·er. :1nd n1:i1;crs sc:e:n t,' ha\'e come to the p,)int 
\\'here undcrstancing ber"·ee n di\'crgen1 positions can gro,,·. Future .. . ,,. . 
discussion :ind e\·en ihc :ens ions :-n:iy he:p to cl;;n;~- t'ther quesuons 
:ind licht up nc\, a re:i.s . 

These retlcctio:-:s :i.re wrinen just n;ne n1onths after the 
Episcopal Church's General Con,·ention dt!cided to . remo,·e 
cJnonical obst:icles to the ordin:ition of women to the priesthood 
:::nd episc0p:ite. and must therefore be somc,\·hat 1cr,t:nive _and 
explor:uory. Episce>palians o,,·c to Chri~tians of 0thcr cor.1mun1ons 
an explan:uion 0f the present position in the Episcopal Church 
before· thev c:in ask tor their understanding. \ \' e shall not foc us ht!re 
0n the is~ue itself. but rather on ccumenic:il relations after the 
decision. 

The Decision 

\\'emus: tie accur.ite. \\'hai actu:illy happe:.ed in Sep1.:n1ber. 
i'•- n .i: :h..: Gen::ra! C0nvention in '.\1 illne:tpoli)'! Actil1n on the :ssu..: 
\,a, ,11i1i:1tcd i1: ;he Hl•u,e of B1sr.op~ \,i ,h the inrrcd:.:c110n of :h,: 
. ,. .. ,,,.:.,,. r..:,0lut:,1n cal lin:: for a :::anL,nical (not c1.1n~ti , u1i0n;11) 
•\,,\·ii .::, "-

Resnl\'cd. the House of Deput ies c0ncurring. th:it :1111:" sectivn 
11 of Tiilc 11. c·anon q_ b:! :idt,pted. \, ith ~c:1un1tierin;: cf the 
?iesent Sec tinn I and followin~. the s:iid Section l 10 r..::id as 
fL·' 1•"\\\'S: 

Section 1. The pro,·i,it•ns 0f the,c C.,l!vns f0r :he adn11ssi..1n oi 
Cand:d:itc,. and for rhe Oroin:1tion to the three Orders; 
B, .., p . l D • 1, .. ,,p,. rie,:s. ana eac0ns shall be equally :1pphc;iblc to 
rn..:n and -.\ ,1n1cn. 

I'-. Rt \ \\ ,;:,.1r: , ·\ ~•"'n:rcn !\ T~\." A,\rn.· .1: ~· L,,:u~.wn1,.,1! Q:;! ,. ;.r,~t t~c ri"''"-'"'P·d 
C'"u r:h 
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Fol!o,\·in_g_ lengthy dehate. the Bishops adopted the resolution 
by a \'Otc of9:, 1n fa,·or. 6 1 against. ,,·ith 2 abst:iining. 

Aft7r the results of t~e \'Ote were n1:ide known. the 8.ishoo of 
~au Claire read the fo llo\,·1ng s1:11en1ent :ind invited other bishop's t 
S I gn: O -

,vc stand con1n1ittcd to 1he Episcopal Church :i nd w~ d · • , • ~ a re 
eterm 1ne~. tf\ li\·e and ,_,·ork wi thin ii. \\'e c:innot accepr ,,·ith a 

good cons~1encc the a..:uon of this House. \\'e believe th J, todo 
so \\'Otlld ,·1ofate our ordina tion ,·o\,s to bt' faithfu l to a~d 10 
defend the \\.' ord of God in Holy Scripturt'. 

Fur.hern,orc. we c:innot ackno\,·lcdge the :iuthoritY 01 this 
Ger.e~:11 Con~·enrion to decide t: nil:ite r:il!y and in the face ot:he 
expressed d1s:ippro,·al of our Rom:in. Old Catholic and 
Or1hod~x brethren. J question 11 hich ot:ght to be decided hv an 
ccu n1cn1cal const!n::.us. • 

T~e ordin ~11on and con~ecration of \,·omen priests and bishoos 
will r:11se !or us the grayest of questions-chat is. how far this 
Church can accept such ministrations "·ithout f:it:ilh· cC1:n• 
promising its position as a Catholic and Apostolic Bod\·. \\·e 
:is,k ou r br,,thcrs in th is House 10 take to he:irt t,ur re~0iut:c --: . 
\\ e :.isk 1he whole Church to take no,t' of our unshaken lo;-alt\· 
to i he Episcopal Church . its te:ichings. its spiritual in:. its 
priesthood :ind its sacraments. • 

The nt'xt d:iy. the House e>f Depuiics. aficr lenITTh\· discussion 
\'(\!Cd b:· dioceses and orders !O concur ,,·ith the House of Bishoos·· 
action. In the Cleric:il Order 11-l dioce:,:in votes 11crc c:.is1. ,\\'i th S.S 
needed. there ,,e re 60 in the :1ffirma1i,·e. 3q in 1he negati \·e. an.: 1_:; 
dio,·e:,e~ \\·ere di, ided. In the La l' Order l 13 die>ces':in 101cs 1-ere 
c:i~L \\'ith 5,- needed . 1h~·re 1,e r t' ()J in •he al ';rm-. •·11e '1h :,. •n· ' ....... , ... , • 111,(' 

nefati,·e. and 13 d i0ceses- were d i\·ided. 
.-\ ;'1cr ,he , 0 1::- .i deputy lrom .\l ib, aukee r::::id a S!Jtt~:::nt 

,i1:1ilar 1,1 th;i, which had bec:n m:ide in che Hou\e _or Bish0ps. 
D~p1nies "ere invited 10 sign it. indic:i tinc their con~cic:n,ious 
inability :o :iccl.'pt the resul!s. ~ " 

• \c:1 r the cln)t: of G1:ner:il C0n\'en1ior. a s,a1en1cnt of oastoral 
:o:, .. t:rn \I .,s jr,!" n up by 1he Bishup 0 ! Cen tral Fk,rid:i ;1ntl s11mcd 
by 1hir.~ -1,,·o i_,ishops o n the n1inority side exprt:ss1ng the ,· ie11 • thai 
the :inon1:ily tht: Cu111·..:n tion had r.1:ide perrnissiblt: did not me:in t:ie 
~pi_~copal Church had abandoned its cathol ic and apost"lic 
nl.!ntac~: 

• 

As bishops ,,1 tht" Church deeply committed to thl' unity of the 
Church. 1\e would give a ,1·0rd of n::i~suranct: and hope to the 
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many clergy :ind laity .,.,·ho are deeply d istu'.bed by the_ act!on 
of this 65th General Convention to au thorize the ord1nat1on 
of.,.,·omen to episcopacy and priesthood. 

\Ve find it most difficult to accept this action. We believe that 
the con~equences of it "·ill introduce an anomaly into the 
min isu;· of the Church. However, anon1alies ha\·e existed in the 
Church· at other times in its history . One such anomaly similar 
to this one occu rred during the Sixteenth and Seventeenth 
centu ries .,.,-hen great numbers of non-espicopally ordained 
ministers funct ioned in the Church of England. As w·as true 
then. so now·. \\'C a re confident that anon1alies do not destroy 
the Church. Thev in fact exist in ever.· branch of Christendom. 
The authoritv ot~ a convention or other cou ncil of the Church 
depends upon more than a majority decision on church 
legislation . In matters of Faith and Order it is generally ac• 
cepted that consensus and not just major ity agreement is 
necessarv. Furthermore, that consensus must come from ac• 
ceptance· amongst the faithfu l throughout the Church before its 
authority is established. An election is not the linal decision. 

In this particular case there v.·as not a consensus of the Church 
but a division of the Church. l ess than a h\'O-thirds majority in 
the House of Bishops. and a bare majority in the House of 
Deputies is no consensus. Therefore we would have to say that 
this action is not a clear n1anifestation of the mind of the 
Church. \\'e would also point ou t that it is not irrevt:rsible. 

The re are many w·ho w ii! have a deep problem of conscience 
about receiving the Sacrament at a Eucharist at which the 
celebrant is a woman. This problem does not arise from anger 
or ranc,, r. nor does it imply v,ithdrav.·a l from the Episcopal 
Church. but from a serious question as to the authenticity of 
episcopacy or priesthood conferred upon w·omen as a result of 
tht: ac tion of this Con\'ention. 

\Ve send our assurance to anxious members of our Church. 
\Vhile living v, ith th is anomaly, v,e ....-a it in l.'onfidcnce upon the 
leading of the Holy Spirit. We .,.,-ould rem ind one and all that 
our Orders as Bi~hups in the Chu rch of God ha\'e not been 
invalidated: Catholic and Apostolic life can and shall continue 
in the Episcopal Church. \Ve pledge to w·ork \\'ith in the Church 
for the n:-estahl i<,hment of our historic and Apostol ic Faith and 
Order. "'·hil t·\\ ,1iting upon th e l ord. The Bishops and Priests of 
ou r Church mu\ t continue to ce lebrate the Sacraments. preach 
the Gospel, and pastorall y , upport those who have been shaken 
by this c risis in ministry. Pray . belo\·ed in Christ. for the unity 
of the Church. 
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This brief ac~ount of what happened in Minneapolis clearly 
~h~v.·s tha t the Episcopal Church has decided through its canonical 
le~1sla1ure that \\'Omen can be ordained to the priesthood and 
episcopate and that they may be so ordained . At the same time. it 
clearly shows that a consensus on such ordi nation has not emerged 
among leader"> of the Episcopal Ch urch. So far. up to 100 .,.,-omen 
have been ord:iined to the priesthood out of a total of 11 . 9C() prie•as. 

Background of the Decision 

The question of women in ministry was first discu">sed in 
General Convention in 1871. and in 1889 it "'a~ decided to admit 
women to the order of d_eacone">s. Deacone">ses often sc::rved in places 
v.·here ther_e ....-·ere no pnest.s and began to preside O\'er the assembly 
for Morn ing and Evening Prayer. Gradually the canon on 
deaconesses w·as made less restrictive. male diaconate \1,as restored 
as a permanent order and not n1erely a step to the priesthood. and 
the General Conven tion of 1970 decided that deaconesse<; 11,ere true 
deacons. 

The l ambet.h Con ference of Anglican Bishops took up in 1920 
the broad question of w·omen in ministrv in the enc,·clical letter 
"'·hich included the following important s

0

tatement of ·principle ◊n 
the customs (n? t dogn1as) of the Church: ··w e feel bound 10 respect 
the custon1s ot the Church, not a<; an iron law·. but as results and 
records of the Spirit's guidance . In ">uch custom\ , there is n1uch 
whi.ch ob\·iously w·as dictated by reasonable regard to conternp,lrary 
social cOn\'enuons. As these d 1ffer from age to age and countrv 10 

country. the use which the Church makes of the ser.·ice of \\'0~1en 
\\·ill also differ." 

In the Episcopal Church. articles in theological journals. 
~tatements by theological fac ult ies. and hooks on the theological 
issues and on human sexuality, have indicated that a \izable 
majority of the theological community believe~ that the ordination 
of women to the priesthood and episcopate is nO\\' theologically 
acceptable. though a significant minori ty i<; not so persuaded . 

The Lambeth Conference in 1968 expressed the opinion that 
Biblical and theological considerat ions .,.,-ere not decisive either for or 
again,;t ordination of won11.'1t to the prie,thood and epi<icupate. ,\II 
parts of rhc Anglican Con1 n1union were asked to study the n1;irter 
and repon back to the Anglica n Con~ultative Council. The Council 
then discu,,ed the qu estion at tw·o successive meetings. w·hen various 
churches reported thei r fi ndi ngs and were supported by the Council 
in further action. 

The House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church in 1972 \'otcd an 
expre5sion of opinion by a narro\v majori ty in fa\'OI" of thl' eligibility 

• 

• 



I . 

' 

f 

'I 
➔ 

r 

l 

I 

378 1-IID·STREAI\.I 

of \\·omen for these orders . \-Vhen the question came before the 
House of Bishops again in 1974. the same subject \vas app roved by 
an over,\·helming majority. 

A careful revie\v of the question \\·as undertaken by Roman 
Catholic and .<\nglican scholars in the U.S .. leading to a staterncnt 
by the Anglican-Roman Catholic Consultation in 1975.' Its con• 
clusion "·as that each chu rch must decide the issue for itself. 

The ~\ nglican-Orthodox Theological Consultation in the U.S. 
met in 1973 and in 1976 to consider the effect of a decision to ordain 
,von1en . Its I 976 statement ,vas in t\VO parts.1 The Orthodox held 
that the question involves not on ly church discipline but also the 
Christian faith as expressed in the Church's ministries. God created 
n,ankind as male and female. establishing a diversity of function 
and gifts ,vhich arc complen1entary but not all are interchangeable. 
Appro\'al \\·ould have a decisively negative effect on the issue of the 
recognition of Anglican orders and v,ould call for a reassessment of 
the goals of the dialogue. The Anglicans held that dealing with this 
question required both a \Villingness to be led into a ne,v perception 
of the truth and fidelity to the basic tradition of the faith. Orthodox 
and Anglicans agreed that there can be no inferiority of ,von1en in 
the eyes of God. The question is \\·hether ,vithholding from \l.'Omen 
the sacrament of ordination violates the com n1on status of all 
Chrisitans imparted in Baptism. Orthodox say no to this question 
and some Anglicans agree .,.,·ith them; others see a contradiction. 

The international Anglican-Orthodox Joint Doctrinal 
Discussions issued in 1976 a communique noting the many dif
ficul ties .,.,·hich remain to be overcome. among ,vhich ordinat ion of 
,vomen ,viii figure prominently. The Orthodox delegates stated it 
.,.,·ould create "a very serious obstacle to the development of our 
relations in the future. ·• 3 

A consultation in I 976 .... ·ith the Polish National Catholic 
Church. \\·hich shares .,.,·ith the Episcopal Church a concordat and 
intercomn1union. concluded that the PNCC ,\·ou ld co.itinue to 
support the agreen1ent of intercomrnunion ,vith the understand ing 
th at if "·omen .,.,·ere ordai_ned they would not function in any 
sacramental acts involving PNCC men,bers or priests.' 

I . .. Chri\lb n Un 11y and Won1cn\ Ordinjtion:· f.'c11111t'11ical 8 ullcti11 ( Episcopa l 
Ch urchJ. No. 15. I Q7o. p. ~S. 

2 . .. Sw1cmcn1 o n thl' Ordin.1t 1o n o f Wn ntcn: · Fc11111 rnical f/111/, ·1111 . No. 16, 
I Q7t, , p. 2o. 

J . " ,\ n~lican ,Orth11d <1 , Jo in , 011c tiri 11 ,tl 0 h.:u,,iu 11 , : C,, n1n1 u ni q uc ... 
£n 1111 ,·111cal l/11/l,·ri11 . No. l <J. 1976. p. I~. 

4. " P,,li,h NJ1ionJI CJthnlic P11 li.:y.' ' £c11111,·11h·,,t flull.-1111 . No. ill. JQ7o. p. 26. 

- - -
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A consultat_ion in_ 1976 \\'ith representatives of the Consultation 
on_ Church ~ n1on d 1scussed a gro\ving sense of authenticity of 
~ncstly ~x_perrence among ord?incd men and \VOmen in Protestant 
con1mu~1he~, the problems "·h1ch ,von1en in ordained ministry meet 
~nd r?1se 1_n the churches a~d the 1vider society, and an af. 
ltr~at1on b) C~C':J r~presentat1,·es and some of the Anglicans of a 
pr1esthoo~ . which 1n its fen1ale ~nd male membership symbolizes 
,vholeness tor the Church and points to\vard a richer imaging of the 
presence of God among his people. 1 • 

The Episcopal Church after the Decision 
. 
Reactions in the Episcopal Church to the tvl inneapolis decision 

have been some,vhat muted, but it is clear that the q t· f , d · • . . ues 10n o 
,,·o_m_en s or ~n~tt~n 1s tar from settled. Most people hold some 
op1n1on. but it_ 1s 1_mp~rtant to be a.,.,·are that, despite the publicity 
given to pol~r~at1on Ill the Episcopal Church. there are various 
shades of op1n1on b~t,veen out-and-out advocates and opponents. 
Ma~y people ar~ neither deeply th rilled nor gTeatly scandalized by 
the 1n1plem~1~tat1on of \\'ha

1
t has ?ee~ discussed for so long. 

Oppos1tion to ,vomen s ord1nat1on comes from a sizable bloc of 
leaders, though it is hazardous to assess the num bers involved. In 
son,e dio~cs~s opposition is a small minority "·hile in others it is the 
great maJor1ty among cler~y a~d lait_Y. In perhaps t\1·enty•fi\'e per 
cent of the dioceses no ord1nat1ons ot 1\·on1en to the pries thood \\ill 
t:ike place. 

!he grounds on \\·hich the opposition is based are being 
carctully ~lated b~· leaders: Jesus con1missioned only 111en; the priest. 
representing Christ to the people, has. ahvays participated in His 
"maleness;" t~e General Convention had no authority to change this 
rule of catholic order by amending either the canons or the con
stitution \Vithout an ecumen ical consensus. 

Advocates of the ordination of \VOn1en argue that \\'omen and 
n1c1~ ar_e created together in the in1age and likeness of God; being in 
Christ 1s to be capable of representing Jesus Christ in the \vorld , and 
1vhy not in the Eucharist; classic statements ·or the reason for ex
~·luding \\'On1en fron1 the priesthood depend on their inferinr status. 

Disse nt has taken certain instit utional forms. The more 
1111.>d~r.ate approach . taken at a Chicago meeting sponsored by the 
Coalt11on for the .t.. postolic /'vtinis try. is to re1nain in and support the 
Episcopal ~hurch but to refuse to accept ,,·omen priests in any ,vay. 
~nurrcc n h1shops and more than t\\·o hundred clergy and lay leaders 
signed there an Evangelical and Catholic Covenant stating that "the 

5. "C'nn,11l1a1io n on Churdt Union:· En 1111,·11ica/ [J11//, •1i11, No. 18. 19 76. p. 29 . 
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ordination of women to the episcopate and priesthood provides no 
assurance of apostolic authority, consecration. ordination, ab
solution and blessing. Therefore \•,e will not accept sacramental acts 
of this ne\v ministry." What is envisaged is a coalition, sin1ilar to a 
missionary society. providing educational and theological guidan~e, 
materials on liturgy and spirituality. and procedures and strategies 
to make sure they are heard in dioceses. The ain1 is not simply to 
oppose priesthood for wome~,. but_ rather to gi~e shape and 
definition to a movement of pos1ttve witness to catholic truth as seen 
in the coalition. 

It is illuminating to take note at this point of the meaning of 
"dissent" as understood in a Letter to the Apostolic Delegate from 
the faculty of the Jesuit School of Theology in Berkeley, California, 
opposing the Vatican declaration against the ordination of women 
(see belo\\·): 

The \\·hole purpose of our \V~ting \V!II be ~tiated beyond repa!r 
if the nature of our dissent 1s misunderstood. Public 
disagreement and frankness of response can often be taken in 
other cultures or read by unfriendly eyes as schism or as insult 
or as disobedience to la\1.·ful authority. 

Precisely the opposite is the case. We dissent not because \Ve 
disassociate ourselves in any way from the Catholic Church or 
from the Roman pontiff. but because \Ve feel ourselves very 
much united \\'ith both. Dissent in our culture is the protest of 
those \\'ho belong. lt is the loyal oppos ition of those who feel 
that their very identification is leading them into a situation in . . 
,,·hich they seem to acquiesce in ,vhat is evil. • 

The American Church Union. long-time association of Anglo
Catholics. also rejected the Minneapolis decision. A third 
organization . An glicans United. founded by Albert J . Du Bois, 
former executive of the American Church Union, has been diso\\·ned 
by the ACU council. Canon Du Bois is planning a "continuing 
Anglican" diocese for North America. saying that he knows of at 
least fifty parishes that 1\·ould join. In \\'Ords reminiscent of the 19th 
century schism \\'hich resulted in the Reformed Episcopal Church. 
thou gh for opposite reasons. Canon Du Bois ha~ said. "\Ve arc not 
founding a new church: we are not lea,·ing the Episcopal Church as 
constitutionally established in the USA: \\'e represen t the loyal 
remnant. The others have left us." 1 He has expressed confidence 

t> . "letter to the Apost()Jic Delegate," On'gins. NC Doc11,11,·11t<11)' Sen·ic,·. Vol. 
h,phol . 

7. Diocc~an Press Senice. Exccuti,·e Council of the Episcopal Church. January 
6, l'ti7. 

• 
ECUMENICAL RELATIONS AND OR.OINATIO:-- 381 

that ~ pa~allel Episcopal jurisdiction could be established. A fourth 
organization. the Fello\\·ship of Concerned Churchmen while 
vigorously opposed to the Minneapolis decision , also disas;ociated 
itself from Anglicans United . 

The major ity favoring priesthood for \Vomen has under
standably not formed new institutions, but organizations \Uch as 
the Episcopal Women's Caucus may move into the area of 
deployment of w~~en. priests . A_ Task Force on Women set up 
through_the lay m1n1str1es office ot the Episcopal Church is expected 
to \\'Ork ~n the broad field of ministries for \\·omen, lay a.nd ordained. 

As tt touches the sacramental life of the Episcopal Church. "''e 
sadl_y record the.announcement of the Prime Bishop of the Polish 
National Catholic Church that "the relationship of sacran1enta! 
intercommunion bet\\·een our t\\'O churches is terminated until a 
determination is made by our General Synod." lntercommunion 
bet\\·een the two churches ,vas in force for thirty years. The future is 
uncle~r because the International Old Catholic Bishops Conference. 
to \\'h1ch the PNCC belongs. rejected the ordination of 1\·omen to the 
priesthood. but deliberately refrained from precipitate action and 
called for joint discussion on the subject.• Thus the Episcopal 
Church rema.ins in communion .\\·ith the Old Catholic Churches in 
Europe, if not 1vith the PNCC. 

Anger and hurt have been \\·idely experienced in the Episcopal 
Church over the last nine months and. of course. in the rears before • 
Minneapolis. The fact allo\\·s us to describe the Episcopal Church 
as a "suffering church." \Vhen in the Body one suffers. all suffer. 
The Church cannot, of course. be built on anger and hurt. but the 
pain of suffering may be part of the gro\\·th. \Ve hope for an assisting 
response 1l'ithin our Anglican con1n1union and our sister churches 
beyond in the one Body. 

The Presiding Bishop. John M. Allin, has spoken to this 
pastoral situation and to the need to strengthen the existing com
n1union and fellO\\'Ship 1\·ithin the body of the Episcopa l Church. 
,vhich llO\\' becon1es n1ore diverse. There is no better summary of our 
present posit ion. 

The only pure and perfect expression of ministry and priest
hood \1·e can kno\v is Jc~us Christ our Lord. At best all other 
cxprC)~ions among us arc 'becon1 ing.' None is 'perfect' .. . 

The diversity of this Church \\'as again demonstrated in the 
Minnesota General Convention. In the face of long tradition. 
many held the conviction 1von1cn should be ordained priests. 

l\. " J\ Dbclaimer from the Bi\hop of llaarkm," Church Tim,·,. January 14. 
IQ 7i' . 
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l\,fany maintained the conviction they should not. Arguments 
produced no consensus. Nor did_ legislative res?luti~n spre_ad 
an\· faith or result in anv conversions. A resolution did receive 
sui"ticient positi\·e votes: ho\vever , to allo\.\· the Church op
portunity to learn by experience. 

Those fa voring the ordination of ,\·omen requested res pect for 
their convictions and permission to pro,·ide for the ordina tion 
of qualified ,vomen. Those not believing in the ordination of 
"·omen like\.\·ise requested their conv ictions be respected and 
recognition provided fo r their inab il ity to a~cept "·omen_'s 
ordination to the priesthood. Some on both s1des reacted 1n 
fear. ~1anv on both sides continued to respond in faith. ,,·it
nessing to· the belief that the Holy Spirit, ,\·hen obeyed, is the 
unity (,,·ho produces community) amid our diversity. 

T he Episcopal Church is a 'becoming' con1m unity as the 
members of this Church are 'becoming' Christians. Any 
member is fr ee to aba ndon this 'becoming· community. One 
abandonment. hO\.\'e\·er . causes all to suffer some loss of 
di\'ersitv and unity. Ecumenisn1 suffers ,vithin and \\'ithout 
\.\·hencver ,ve cease to seek truth together. Respecting one 
another's faith and convictions. ,ve c:i n search fo r the truth of 
God 's ,\·ill together . .. 
T he Presiding Bishop prays fo r the developn1e nt of our ,vhole 
ministry and for greater understanding oi the particu lar ru le 
for each of us. May each offer ministry in the Spirit of love. 
remembering we cannot all demand the acceptance of our 
offering. l\-t ay thc priesthood of Christ become increasingly the 
central realitv in 0ur commu nity by each learning to sen·e 
Him. • 

Ec11rnc11ical Relations after rhe Decision 

Turning to the Episcopal Church's relations '"ith other com
munions after the decision. ,ve hope to sho,v that relation~ ,1·ithin the 
Episcopal Church ine\'ilab ly have parallcls "·ich her rela tions 
,vithout. 

\Ve n1ust ack no"· leclge first that the ecumenical irnpact of the 
decision ,,·as grea ter than many of u-; had perhaps anticipated. 
Surely this is a ,ign of greatly in creased :),,·a reness among Ch risti ans 
that they belong to one another. despite everything. What the 
Episcopal Church does has an efl'<.'ct beyond its borders. and 

<l . " On Becoming 1he \V hok Church.'" £psicnpulia11. May. 1977. p . 5. 
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Ep!scopalians ne_ed to be m_o re sensitive to such effects. Christian 
believers and their leaders discern the unity th rough the diversities 
Let_us not pass over th is gift lightly, but reflect about it, tha nk God 
for it , a nd sec ,1·hat ne"· bur?ens of love this gift lays upon us. 

. Second. 11·e must discern beyond all the debate about 
pnest~ood for "·omen tha t an ecumenical consensus exists about the 
equaht7 of "·omen and men in the Church. Orthodox. Ron,an 
Cathol_1cs, Protestants, . and Anglicans a like arc little by little 
be_c~n11n g a:,'·a re of their lack of conce rn and imagination for the 
ministry ,,·h1~h :-'·o~en can and should \.\·ield in the Chu rch. Support 
for the_ r:nult1phcat1on of ministries fo r men and ,\·omen and their 
recognition by the Chur~h i~ gro11·ing. We can hope that the energy 
of the debate about ordination to the priesthood will be channeled 
in to a revised consciousness of lay ministry . There is also a revival of 
interest in the d iaconate for \.\·omen and men. 

. T~ird. t~e. question of ordination of women not only divides 
Chn_s~ians -:v1t~1n and bet.,.,·een churches, but also produces· ne"· 
coalitions :,"ithin an<\ bet"·een churches. It is not a case simply of this 
church being for and that being against priesthood for \.\'Omen. Let 
us look at developments within Protestant. Roman Catholic. and 
Orthodox Churches that need _to be taken into account as this 
question is discussed further. 

1. Protestant Church es 

The response to the Minneapolis decision from Protestant 
Churches has been far less vocal than that from the Roman Catholic 
and Orthodox Churches . We may speculate on reasons for this . that 
many Protestant Churches (though by no means all) already ordain 
woi:1en, and that discussions of priesthood do not engage churches 
having other forms and concepts of ordained ministry. 

It may be thought th at the Minneapolis decision removed an 
obstacle to unity bet\\·cen the Episcopal chu rch and certain 
Protestant Churches. but the absence of consensus in the Episcopal 
Church o~ the question makes ~approchen1ent of the Episcopal 
Church "·1th any other group unhkely. On the Protestant side !he 
situation is con1plicated by the fact that churc hes which ordain 
,vomen experience difliculties in acceptance of \.\'Ome n's ministry. 
On the other ha nd . women ord ai ned in ministries of Protestant 
Churches may offer ,1·on1cn priests insight into the difficulties and 
opportu nities ordained n1in istry holds for .,.,·omen. 

2. Ron1an Ca tholic Church 

The debate on won1en's ord ination is fairly recent in the Roman 
Catholic Church. The ques tion "·ill be stud ied. but priestly or-
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dination of \\·omen will not be approved in the foreseeable future. 
Present signs indicate that rhe Roman Catholic Church ""ou ld seek 
action only through the Holy Catholic Church as a whole. including 
the Orthodox Church. 

The position is summed up by the issuance and response to the 
"Declaration on the Question of the ;\ dmission of W omen to the 
Ministerial Priesthood .. from the Vatican Congregation for the 
Doctrine of the Faith, " ·hich concludes that "The Church. in fidelity 
to the example of the Lord, does not consider herself authorized to 
admit \\'Omen to priestly ordination . " 10 The declaration settles on 
t\\·o controverted reasons adduced by opponents. the argument from 
tradition and the argument based on the sym bolic role of the priest 
as representative of Christ. 

The decla ration is authoritative but neither infallible nor 
irrevocable. In effect, this means that the Vatican considers the 
matter officially closed, "·hile discussion of the issue continues in 
the Church. An example of such discussion is a letter of dissent 
addressed to the Apostolic Delegate from the faculty of the Jesuit 
School of Theology in Berkeley, California. \\·hich says the con
clusion of the declaration is "not sustained by the evidence and the 
arguments alleged in its support. " 11 The letter does not question the 
opportuneness of the negati1·e decision. but says the declaration 
erred in arguing the case on the basis of dogmatic impossibi lity. "To . 
say that " ·e have never ordained "·on1en in the past and therefore. 
cannot do so no"·· is to ignore the fact that the issue has never arisen 
in -precisely these contemporary terms and " ·ithin the ne\\' realization 
ofwomen·s place in the " ·orld." 

The declaration itself concedes that • its conclusion is "not 
theologically demonstrable ... though it also says that reasons fo r 
changing the Church's long-standing practice are not persuasive. It 
is difficult to see ho"· the question might be resolved in the long run 
unless the Church issues a dogmatic sta tement on the sacrament of 
order and its relationsh ip to human sexuality. an unpopular course 
of action in this day "·hich "·ould. in any case. invoh·e extensive and 
lengthy study and discussion. 

The declaration appears in the midst of a widespread re
examination of the role of "·omen in the Ron1an Catholic Church. 
The need to identify. fo rmally authenticate. and expand ministries 
performed by \vomen is "·idcly recognized . Authority and its exe rcise 
are the issue here, for they hal'e traditionally been associated \.vith 

10. " Oedararion on the Quesrion of the Admission nf \\'omen rn rhe /v11 nistcrial 
Priesthood."' Ori;:ins. Vol. 6. p. SI i. 

11 . " Lener to the Apostolic Dc!C!(ate." Ori11ins. Vol. b. p. ()()J . 
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the sacrament of order. The conjunction has meant the exclusion 
of \\·omen from positions of responsibility and decision-'llaking in 
the hierarchical structure of the Church (though not in religious 
orders). The declaration "·elcomes the possibilities of a fuller 
participarion by women in the life of the Church. presumably to 
include leadership_ The declaration may also clear the way for 
\\·omen in the order of deacon. lt is difficult to see ho"· ordination 
of "·omen to the priesthood can be contemplated "·ithout prior 
experience of women in the diaconate. 

Nevertheless. the official attitudes of the Roman Catholic and 
son1e Anglian Churches are at variance \\·ith each other on women's 
ord in at ion to the priesthood. In correspondence in 1975 and I 976, 
Pope Paul VI made clear h_is opposition to such a change, and 
\\·arned the Archbishop of Canterbury that approval by the Anglican 
Church \\'Ould introd uce "an element of grave difficulty'' into the 
ecumenical dialogue bet,\·ee n the two churches. but ackno\vledged 
that "obstacles do not destroy mutual commitment to a search for 
reconciliation. '.' 12 

In I 975 . at informal talks of Anglican and Roman Catholic 
delegates at the Secretariat for Christian Unity. participants ad
dressed a note to their respective authorities suggesting the 
follo-.,.· i ng: 

Given that member Churches of the Angli~an Communion are 
aln1ost certai n to ordain 1\·ornen priests in the next fe\\· years. we 
recom mend a consultation bet\veen Anglicans and Roman 
Catholics not to discuss -.,.·hether or not it is right to ordain 
\l'Omen. but to try to find to \vhat extent and in -.,.·hat ways 
Churches \\' ith \\·omen priests and Churches "·ithout can be 
reconciled in sac ran1ental fellO\\'Ship. 

'iVe are ho,\·ever aware of the difficulty that this issue may pose 
for the Orthodox Church, and we also recommend that the 
ordination of \,·omen be considered by the Anglican/ Orthodox 
Commission. ' 3 

The Agreed Statement on Authority in t_he Church. ~u~lish~d 
by the Anglican-Roman Catholic lnternat1~nal Co_mm1~s1on rn 
1977 . •• is a new but mostly untested element tn the s1tuat1on. em-

I 2. "Letters Exchanged by Pope and Anglican Lc:adcr," £c:umenical Bu(( .. 1in. 
Nu. IQ, IQ'o. 

IJ. /11Jormuti<111 S,·ri,c.-. Sc:,·rcr.1ri.il fn r Prn11101ins (hr,q1Jn L'niry. V,111.;an. 

No. ,;J. p. 20. . . -· . . , . 
1-1. " ,\n /\1,!rci:d Statement on ,\ u1hor11y 1n the C'h11s,·h. \cn1, ·c . I 1 <'. 

Publicalions on;,-e. U.S. Carholis· (',)nfercnn·. 1.11 2 .\la"a,·hu,c:rts .\ .. cnuc . .''I . \\' .. 
\Vashini,on. O.C. 20005. 
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bodying a substa ntial agreement on how the Church maintains its 
continuity ,,·ith Christ and the apostles. While the churches may 
disagree on particular decisions. each can understand ho\\· the other 
makes those decisions because they emerge from a similar process. 

3. The Orthodox Church 

The question of the call of \\'On1en to the ordained ministry has 
not yet occurred in the Orthodox Church. The issue has not been 
discussed and some believe that it should not be. In a sho\\· of rare 
unanimity. Orthodox lead ers disapproved of the Minneapolis 
decision . In the· U.S. the reaction \\·as one of dismay. No one ex
pected the Orthodox to agree ,,·ith ordaining ,,·omen to the 
priesthood. but Anglicans "·ere surprised by the strength of the 
reaction. and by some extreme statements. ,s 

It soon appeared that misunderstanding played some part. 
Assuming an Anglican stance ,,·ithin catholic tradition, Orthodox 
sa"· Anglicans attempting to decide on behalf of the whole church. 
Anglicans did not intend the Minneapolis decision to include any 
implicit judgment on any other church or its ministry, still less to 
claim universal authority. but did not say so. The effect of the 
decision \lo·as to make it clear to Anglicans that the "special 
relationship" \\·ith the Orthodox, \\0 hich had existed for a very long 
time. had life in it still. Those ,\·ho had been special seemed more 
distant. People are ah,·ays disturbed by an alteration in traditional 
practice \lo·hich disrupts established group relationships, and a 
strong response is likely to ensue. This ,vas as true for Anglicans 
interested in the Orthodox as it ,\·as for Orthodox interested in 
Anglicans. 

T he deeper reason for this reaction is the Orthodox view of the 
Church. which has been stated in this connection by the Roman 
Catholic theologian Herve-M arie Legrand: 

... the ancient understanding of what \\·as reception: that is. 
that in the Church of God che Faith and the fo rmulations of 
faith. tradition and ministries· are the object of a reciprocal 
reception among the local churches. No Church is believed to 
make deci,;ions about it unilaterally \\'ithout seeking the ap
proval of the others. 

The essence of reception is that it is based on relationship of 
reciprocity an1ong sister chu rche'\: even in the case 11·ht!re a 
Church \lo'as not disposed to receive a decision. and even n1ore 
11·hen a Church had refused to receive a decision . neverthelc'\s, 

'-'· S,·,· Or1h11d"x Ohs.-n·,•r , 0,"lober IJ. 19i6 :ind The Orrhodox Church , 
i-(l,,:mbcr, 19-6. 
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it \lo'Ould al\\·ays feel icself called· into question bv the decision of 
a sister-Church. Such 1vould be the challenge already made by 
the Reformed Churches to the Catholic Church. No11· that the 
challenge has been made by the Anglican Communion. it 
cannot be ignored ... 

Finally. ho,1·ever. I \\Ould think personally that it is not so much 
the ans,,·er in its materiality (i.e. yes/ no) \\'hich is important. as 
the ecclesiological structure of how it is arrived at. If a basic 
discussion could be organized sometin1e in 11·hich questions and 
solutions could be sha red. I believe that the question of the 
ordination of 1,·on1en, far from being a cause of crisis. \\·ould be 
rather an occasion of progress along the road to,vard unity ... 
this question is part of a concatenation of other theological 
questions \\'hich the ecumenical movement has led us to 
reconsider together. t i 

Did interested Orthodox feel themselves called into question by 
the Minneapolis decision? This may ,\·ell account for the d ismay, fo r 
example. in the reaction of Alexander Schmemann: 

\Ve are nO\\' tremendously unhappy about the "·hole thing. \Ve 
don't 1vant to be pushed into the comer of'against' simply. 

\Ve are forced right no\\· into the position of sa)ing, 'Are you 
for? No. 11·e are against.' And it is a horrible ching to define 
oneself as 'being against. ' . .. It ,,·as another example, for us at 
least. of \Vestern se lf-sufficiency. 

The \l':l}' the questions have been formulated, raised·. debated 
and theological ly and canonically resolved are certainly not the 
,vay the Orthodox Church 11·ould consider the normal "'ay for 
an issue of such t remendous importance a nd decisiveness. 11 

1\ ng\icans appear to 01\·e the Orthodox an explanation of the "ec
clesiological stru~ture'' of the decision. if 1ve ask for their un
derstanding. 

Soon after Minneapolis. the Anglican-Orthodox Theological 
Consultation postponed its regular n1ee ting and the delegations met 
separately to a~sc!>S the situation. The 1\nglicans sent a message_ to 
the Orthodox urging that the Consultation look at the underlying 
issues . poin ting out that the departure from traditional practice did 

Ill. " Vic" ~ o l the Ordination uf \.\\,men:· £c11111~n,cul Bulle1i11. No. 22. JCl77. 
p. 20. 

17. The Orthodox Obscn•er. No,ernber. 1976. p. I. 
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not create a nev.· ground of division but was rather an expression of 
more fundamental differences deriving from the long separation of 
the two churches. 14 

. 

The Holy Synod of the Orthodox Church of America, perhaps 
the only synodical response to Minneapolis of an Ortho~ox Church, 
stated that the decision "is contrary to the true understanding of 
Christianity as expressed in Orthodox tradition and cannot ever be 
considered by the Orthodox Church ... ,. 

The Archbishop of Canterbury's visit to the Ecumenical 
Patricarchate this year v.·as the occasion of clarifying statements. 
The Agreed Statement issued after the meeting said: 

The most specific difficulty during the meeting was the or
dination of women. v.·hich the Ecumenical Patriarchate of
ficially declared to be unacceptable to the Orthodox Church . 

The ansv.·er of the Archbishop of Canterbury v.·as that the 
Anglican Church was not seeking the agreement of the 
Orthodox Church on this subject, but v.·as hoping for un
derstanding of it. 

The tv.·o leaders agreed that the official dialogue betv.·een the 
Anglicans and Orthodox should continue. as being one of the 
most promising ways of resolving the problems which di \ide the 
tv.·o churches ... 10 

The Archbishop of Canterbury emphasized. "We do not seek to 
impose this on any part of the Church of Christ; nor do v.·e ask your 
Church to accept it, but v.·e hold that those \.\·ho ~ee this action as 
being right should be free to do so. It is our duty \•,ithin the Anglican 
Chu rch to live in love and peace v.·ith those v.·ho take this action."11 

Is There a Way A head:' 

In the Church v.·c do not all hold exactly the same beliefs and 
agree completely \.\' ith one another. We are alv.·ays to strive for this 
goal. recognizing that in any con1munity of human beings. even in 
the body of Christ , it can never be fully achieved . There is a danger 
that ,ve v.·ill confuse v.·hat ought to be with v.·hat is. 

IR ... ~1 .,..<age '" the Orthodo.\ Members of the Consultation." Eounrn ica/ 
ll11/lc1in. No 21. 1q·· p. 22. 

1'1. TJ,.. Orrhvd,,x Obs~n·,·r, DeC"Cmber. 1'1:6.p. 8 . 
20. " Agreed Statement SiRned 10 Ista nbul on May I . l lli7 by the Ecumenical 

Patrl.lrch and the An:hb1shop or Canterbury." £cu111r,r1ca/ Hu/1,1111. No. 24. 1977. p. 
II . 

21. P, /Rrim fnr u ,,,ry, London: SPCK. J977. Reply to the We lrome of the 
Ecumenic~! Patria rch. !\!lay I. 1977. 
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\Ve are one body in Jesus Christ. He keeps us bound together, 
but our nature, which we cannot deny. gives rise to disagreement 
and connict. As in the book of Acts, the Church discovers again and 
again that the Spirit brings, not only signs and .,..-011ders, but also 
doctrinal headaches and arguments. cultural impasses, personality 
clashes. and the stunned realization that not everybody is going to 
agree. Believers learn that complexity. pain. and change are part of 
life in the Spirit. 

To believe that .,...e a re bound together in one Body makes an 
im portant difference in the way \Ve deal with varying positions. Th at 
difference is seen in treating opinons as potentially clarifying rather 
than harmful. for God often speaks through small groups or even 
individuals. It is also seen in the belief-stubbornly maintained by 
the Church through the centuries-that no conflict is irreconcilable 
in Jesus Christ. When disagreements can be approached from the 
standpoint of the one Body, unity ca n be a reality. Even in the 
context of c.,ctraordinary diversity. unity can be maintained and 
established. David Jenkins has written about this: . 

What is the goal of the ecumenical mov~ment and our various 
activities within it in the years .,..-hich lie immediatley ahead ? ls 
it the rapid production of a consensus in the various areas of 
our .,..-ork and the hope of a steady enjoyment of reconciliation? 
Or is it the task rather to find. under God, v.·ays of holding 
together rncn and v.·omen who. in their particular situations 
and experiences arc bound to disagree. v.·ill sometimes quarrel 
and v.·ill sometimes .,..-onder why they bother to stay together? 
Can v.·e discover the transcendentally uniting power of Jesus 
Christ in the midst of the full mutual facing of ou r differences. 
our enn1 ities. our fears of one another? Can v.·e allov.· one 
another to be authentically human as v.·e are nov.·. in all our 
variety, mut ual strangeness and particular forn1s of sinfulness. 
so that God can mo\·e us to a human con,ensus and hun1:in 
reconciliation v.·hich is also div ine? 11 

Neither Episcopalians nor the Christian v.·orld is obliged to 
assume that. because GenC' ral Convention took a decision on or• 
dination of \,·omen. it has the automatic ratification of the Holy 
Spirit. Even the Council of Nice a v.·as not accorded the s1a_1us of an 
ecumenical council until n1any years later. General Convention has a 
hurnblcr role, that of doing the best it can as an assemhly ofhun1an 
beings in making derisions that affect the life of the ch urch . 

22. Th,· l fumo,rum SruJi~s l<lbll -1975. David Jenkins. ed. \\'orld Coun,il of 
('hun:hc,. J<)i5. p. J9 . 
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There ha,·c ht·c n false starts and wrong turnings a~ 11·cll as 
dc,elopments ,1·hich have made hcad11·ay in the Church and been 
accepted. \Ve arc faced 11·ith a ne11 question . Hi~tory cannot help us 
hel'ond a certain point. \Ve may tru st che Body. Decisions may pro,·c 
t0 ·bt' entirely right or en tirely 11·rong. or n1orc probably they II ill be 
~ifted through 1n che years to come. \\'e are still seeking God ·s 
cuidancc. \Vh at the General Con,·ention did bccornes part of the 
procc~s b~ 1rhich thei,·hole Church ,,·ill eventually reach a decision. 

Those 11ho helie,·e 11·on1en·s ordination is righ t intend to ordai n 
won1en 10 the ancient historic order of the priesthood and no other. 
They ha,·e no inren1io11 of creating a new or different n1inistry. They 
belie,·e that br th is action the life of the Churl·h ,vi ii be enriched and 
that 11·e ,,·ill d·isco,·er ne11· dimensions of priesthood . Anyone kno,vs 
tha1 such a 1

7
cn1ure in1oh·es a risk . \.Vhcther all Christians agree or 

not that Conven tion should ha,·e done this. 11·e are bound to 
recognize that · the intent of this venture is to enhance. not destroy 
the: priesthood. Those 11·ho hold these l'ie11·s need to be respected and 
listened to as fello1,· Christians \.rho hare something to contribute ro 
the dialogue. Br the same token. those 11·ho hold the opposite 1·ie11· ~ . 

that priesthood fo r ,,·o,nen is incompatible 11·ith apostolic faith and 
practice . should be respected and liste ned to as Christians 1rho ha1·e 
s0methi ng to contribute. -

Is there an ecumenical impasse on 11·omen's ordi nation. ,,·it hi n 
and ben,·een churches . or is there a ,ray ahead? The appeal to 
Scripture is una"ailing. the appea l to tradition is doubtfu l. 
theolog ians disagree. The option is to appeal to a council. The 
question h:is ne\'er been decided by the 11·hole Church because it has 
ntit becn raised before in the 1vay it is bei ng raised today. No council 
of the undi,·ided Church and no Pope has made a pronouncement on 
the ma leness of priests as a matter of faith. It is part of the custom, 
practice. and tradition of the Church until now. but it is not a 
defined dogma . 

~ 

Granted tha t the Episcopal Church is understanding tradition 
in a ne1\· 11·av: if Con,·ent ion had excluded ,,·omen this 11·ould also 
have bern a new· understanding of tradition because the question has 
nt:1·cr been rai sed before in the ,ray it is be ing raised today. Any 
decision. for or against the ord inat ion of women, 1\·i ll in face requ ire 
a church to expla in or develop its tradition in an unprecedented ,ray. 

\Vhat. then. is the 1\·ay ahe:id for the Episcopal Church 
ecu n1e11ically on this debate? We offer fire suggesti ons. First. the 
Episcop;il Church could recognize publicly that a decision to ordai n 
11on1en to the priesthood has implications for the 1\·hole Church and 
for the 1\·hole society, th at it is not simply an "internal affair" of the 
Episcopal Church or the Anglican Con1munion. Our pr iesthood is 
the priesthood of the 011e Church of God in Christ Jesus and is 
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thcn.'ftire linked, ho\1.-el'er in1perfectly in practice. to the priesthood 
of other churches. Our 11·itncss to the faith through the ordained 
n1inistrv irnplicatcs 01her churches, ho11·cver imperfectly in practice. 
11·hethe~ 11·e (or thev) like it or not. This is the ecumenical 

• signifit:ance of11·hat h;1s happene::d in the last nin_e n1onths. 
Second. the Episcopal Church C()uld publicly state that 11·e_do 

not ~t•ek to in1po~e our deci~ion on any part of the Chur~h of~hnst, 
nor do \1 l' ask an,· other church to acl·ept it. nor do 11·e \\·1sh to rm ply 
that ch urches 11·hich disagree ,,·ith our decision_ are \\TOn~. -~t the 
~an1e tin1c. the Episcopal Church C(lUld ~tate 11s re_spons_1b1ilty to 
studv and to act upon the question. 1rhile consu_ltrng ,,·1th. other 
churches. in a more th an theoretic 11·ay. In the_ d1v1?cd sttuatron of 
the churches. se parate processes ,1 ill be required in the sepa rate 
churches. They cannot share responsibility for ~ecisions. 

Before the tv1 in neapol is decision the Episcopal Chu~ch con
su ltcd 11·ith Roman Catholic. Orthodox. Old Catholic .. _and 
Protesta nt Churches . That process can continue after the d~c_1s1on . 
and niay becon1e pan of the ren1ote preparation for a council 111 the 
distant future . Th ird. the Episcopal Church ~ould 11~lcon1c oth~r 

h •hes to ()bserve and evaluate our experience with 11·omen s 
c u n.: • • • • f th H I · ordination. \V e ,viii learn if this change 111 m1n1stry lS o e o) 
Spirit by the resting of experience. . . 

Fourth. ·the Episcopal Church and the Anghcan Communion 
could invite other churches, particularly the Orthod_ox and R_oma~ 
Cathol ic. to a rene11'ed . cxam inatio~ 11·!th us of the issues w~rch Ire 
behind the quest ion of\l,·omen's ordrn~tron. In the last analysis these 
arc not denon1inational issues. but differences bet~·~en the Eastern 
Patriarchates and the Western Patriarchate, cen!errng around t~e 
understand ing and explication of the catholic and aposto~1c 
tradit ion. The differences are profoun~. n1ore so than t~e dif
ferences posed by the \Vestern Reforn1at1on. Fr. Legrand points to 
this compelling task: 

Our most urgent cask is to understand each other as profo~ndly 
:bl So that whatever our official or personal attitudes as poss I e. • . b d d so 

niav be. ,,·e arc 11·ill ing to carry each others ur ens. _an 
acc.omplish the ,viii of Christ. By each of us exploring !he 
other's difficulties. \1·e open the ,ray to a better understanding 
of each other. and he better equipped to remove from the 
n1iddlc of the path an obstacle \,·hich \1·e en~ only ignore at the 
r isk of slo\,·ing do1\·n ou r progress to,,·a rd unity: perha~_s , on t~e 

at t he •• end of this encou nter we n11ght \\Iden tie cont rary, 
road. B 

. 
23. 

p. :?0. 
"Views 011 the Ordination of \Vomen:· Ecun1en1cal Bull~rin. No. 22. 1977. 
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Fifth, Episcopalians need to remind lhen1sell'CS that they joined 
with the Orthodox, Old Catholic. and Protestant Churches in 
condcrnning the Church of Roine for its unilateral actions in 1870 

~ 

and 1950 .. For si n1ilar reasons. the Orthodox and Old Catholic 
Churches n1 ight wish to condemn the Episcopal Church for its 
unilateral action in 1976. Docs it make a difference that we are in a 
different epoch? The churches are in dialogue, see king the tru th as 
it is in Jt'sus. ls the new n1ovement of consultation and con1-
munica tion between them not the fragile beginning of conciliar 
fellowship? 
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