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Abstract

The words ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ punctuate most elements of the Scottish Liturgy 1952, the
most recent eucharistic liturgy authorised by the Scottish Episcopal Church (SEC). By
undertaking a textual analysis of two aspects of the liturgy, the Confession & Absolution
(C&A) and the Sanctus & Benedictus (S&B), this study explores the question: should the
Scottish Episcopal Church consider abandoning these particular metaphors in their new
eucharistic liturgy, or supplementing them with others (either neutral or female), or
should the SEC remain steadfast in its use of the ancient metaphors which have for so

long shaped the church’s language and theology?

In seeking an answer to this question, research was conducted into the history of the use
of the terms ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ in the liturgy, with particular attention to their biblical
roots. Following a grounding in the history of the terms, the work of feminist theology is
reviewed with particular attention to the language used for God. Understandings of
‘liturgy’ and its purpose, as presented by liturgical theologians in the twenty-first century

are then explored.

Part IT of the study turns to textual analysis of the SEC 1982 liturgy more generally, and
of these two liturgical elements more specifically. This is complemented by a feminist
critical response to the findings of the textual analyses, which gives rise to four categories
to assist in developing missional liturgy, liturgy which is attentive to the needs of the
contemporary Scottish context and also coherent with the principles of feminist theology.
The liturgical revisions of other English-speaking Anglican provinces is then considered,
with particular attention to how they have altered the use of the words ‘Lord’ and
‘Father’ in their more recent liturgies. Finally, the four categories of feminist approach to
the liturgy are used to propose potential new liturgical prayers which might replace the

SEC’s C&A and the S&B.
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Introduction

The Scottish Episcopal Church’s (SEC) most recently authorised eucharistic liturgy is
Scottish Liturgy 1982. This liturgy has been in use in the SEC for nearly 40 years. Within
the pages of the liturgical text, worshippers find God referred to as ‘Father’ and ‘Lord’ on
many occasions; indeed, ‘Lord’ can be found in a vast majority of the prayers of the
liturgy. Various elements of the 1982 liturgy have been updated or permissions for
alterations granted, most of which introduce more inclusive language, but ‘Father’ and
‘Lord’ have remained in place, apparently consistently resistant to change. Is there
something about ‘Lord’ or ‘Father’ and their use in the liturgical text which demands
their apparently elevated status? This study undertakes a textual analysis of two liturgical
elements of the Scottish Liturgy 1982 in search of an answer to these questions. Key to
analysing the place of ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ in the SEC liturgy is feminist theology. Feminist
theologians including Elizabeth Johnson, Gail Ramshaw, and Marjorie Proctor-Smith —
among others — produced invaluable work on the issue of male-gendered language for
God. Their scholarship provides the basis from which this study constructively criticises

the use of ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’.

Part I, ‘Groundwork’, provides the building blocks from which to begin an investigation
into these questions. The first chapter ‘Historical Context’ looks at the history of the use
of the terms ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ to refer to the Christian God. Chapter 2, ‘Feminist
Theological Perspective’, explores feminist thinking about language for God, with a focus
on scholars who have worked specifically on liturgy and the use of ‘Lord” and ‘Father’.
The final chapter of the ‘Groundwork’ section conducts a review of contemporary

liturgical studies, developing a sense of the major issues being discussed in the field today.

Part II turns to the text of the liturgy, applying the textual analysis approach developed
by Bethan Tovey-Walsh. After presenting this approach and an initial overview of the

results of applying it to liturgical texts in general, the Confession & Absolution and



Sanctus & Benedictusused in Scottish Liturgy 1982 will be analysed. These two elements
have been selected as representative of a more modern liturgical text (Confession &
Absolution) and a liturgical prayer with deep historical roots (Sanctus & Benedictus).
Following the textual analyses, a feminist critical response is made, drawing the findings
of Part I into conversation with the results of the textual analysis. This leads to the
development of four possible categories of more inclusive prayers: ‘neutral’, ‘female’,
‘simple’ and ‘radical’. The final part proposes ‘solutions’. More recent forms of the
Confession & Absolution and Sanctus & Benedictus developed by other English-speaking
Anglican provinces with limited or no use of ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ are presented. Following

this some possible new versions of the prayers are introduced.

An important terminological note needs to be made regarding use of ‘female’/‘male’
where in some cases it might seem appropriate to use ‘feminine’/‘masculine’. This
distinction might particularly be noticed in reference to ‘male’ terms used for God. The
words feminine/masculine do not always clearly indicate a specific meaning. These
adjectives have been used to suggest stereotypes for people of different sexes as well as in
the context of a term having a particular gender. Gail Ramshaw puts it thus: ‘Concerning
the categories “masculine” and “feminine”: These adjectives are both too vague to mean
much and too explosive to keep around.’! In order to avoid any implication of
stereotyping as found in the use of feminine/masculine, I keep to the female/male
distinction. The terms ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ are referred to as male to be clear that it is the

gender which is of importance.

The study considers the place of the terms ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ and draws attention to the

difference in the contexts in which they have been and continue to be used. What does it
mean that God is ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’? Is this still appropriate language for today’s church?
The SEC has committed to drafting a new eucharistic liturgy over the next few years. It is

hoped that this study will contribute to that process.

! Ramshaw, Reviving Sacred Speech, 62.



Chapter 1
Historical Context

In the Anglican tradition, liturgical texts tend to be explicitly biblically based.? When
seeking to draw out the meaning of the terms ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ as they have been used
in the church’s liturgy it is therefore necessary to turn directly to the bible. Accordingly,
this chapter focuses attention on the biblical and early Christian understanding of the
terms ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ to lay the groundwork for a textual analysis of their use in
Scottish Liturgy 1952. Following a brief exploration of translation issues, the development
of ‘Lord’ is examined. The use of ‘Father’ for the Judeo-Christian God is then considered,
including a critique of the influential work of Joachim Jeremias on the language of
‘Father’ for God. It will become clear that the biblical history of these terms cannot be
disentangled from the patriarchal past in which they were chosen and developed for use
in the church. It will be shown that establishing the historical precedent for the use of
‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ in the 1982 Liturgy is a relatively straightforward task even if the

precedent itself is not unproblematic.

Despite the clear ecclesial practice, it is difficult to establish an undisputed point of origin
or foundational meaning for either ‘Lord’ or ‘Father’. This complex past is a good first
indication that the terms’ continued elevated use in the SEC’s liturgy warrants review.
Key to building an understanding of the use of these terms, with particular reference to
‘Lord’, is an appreciation of the complexity of translation. The reality of the male-
controlled environment in which ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ were established as central for an

understanding of the Judeo-Christian God will be apparent.

Any English bible, including all its references to God as ‘Lord’” and ‘Father’, is a translated

text. Though this might seem obvious, Ilona N. Rashkow submits that ‘[s]o securely has

2 See, for example: Senn, ‘The Bible and the Liturgy’. This observation is key to understanding the liturgical
context of 'Lord’ and ‘Father’. The textual analyses in Part II will explore the biblical basis of the liturgical
elements being analysed.



the English Bible established its place in the canon of English literature that to most of its
readers the English Renaissance Bible isthe Bible.” Rashkow explains that her use of
‘English Renaissance Bible’ refers not to any actual translation but to ‘an archetype
consisting of the Tyndale Pentateuch, the Coverdale Bible, the Geneva Bible, the Rheims-
Douay Bible, and the King James Version.”® For most people who read, or listen to, the
bible in English, an English translation is the only version accessible to them, and is
accorded the status of a sacred text. Understanding the context of the development of the
terms ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ in the church is therefore directly tied to the work of translation.
Francis Watson, in his 7ext and Truth, compares nine translations of a specific passage
with each other, as well as the LXX and Vulgate renderings.* On the basis of this
comparison, he describes the fundamental challenge facing any biblical translator:

a stable text with a stable meaning is unattainable. Indeed, each of the

translations might be seen as an act of bad faith. Each tacitly promises its

readers that it faithfully renders the original text, without deviation,

addition or subtraction, and that it is therefore an adequate substitute for

the original. Each presents the facade of a stable text with a stable

meaning; and yet this turns out to be an illusion when the various

renderings are compared and contrasted with one another.>
Certainly most modern translators would argue against this accusation of ‘bad faith’ in
their own work. Modern translators would also likely see the idea that any translation
might ‘[render] the original text, without deviation, addition or subtraction’, as
problematic. Watson however is highlighting the nature of translation of a text which
many of its readers will understand as sacred. Rashkow illustrates how particularly during
the Reformation, when to be on the wrong side could be a death sentence, convincing
biblical readers of a particular interpretation of theology or doctrine was as important as

bringing into English the Hebrew or Greek text.® This was not a uniquely English-

8 Rashkow, Upon the Dark Places, 9.

4 The passage is presented in the various versions as ‘Ps. 42.4 in the EVV [English versions], except for BCP
and ASB [Ps. 42.4-5]; MT Ps. 42.5, LXX and Vg Ps. 41.5”: Watson, Text and Truth, 109.

5 Ibid., 110.

¢ Rashkow, Upon the Dark Places, 37-42.



language phenomenon, as Charlotte Methuen demonstrates in her discussion of Luther’s
translation of the Bible. Methuen affirms that Luther wrote his own theology into his
translation.” A number of authors demonstrate, in Lynne Long’s aptly titled 7rans/ation
and Religion: Holy Untranslatable?, that translation is never a value-free activity.® As
Rashkow and Methuen show, this was especially the case when vernacular translations of
the bible started to appear during the Reformation. Richard Duerden reflects on the
nature of translation at the time:

Official discourse on translation in the early sixteenth century focused

on the ways in which English scripture might affect the balance of power

or, perhaps, how it might upset the desired imbalance of power among

monarchy, church, and people.’
Translation itself was associated with power, as the translators were aware. Although it
could be argued that the bible does not hold the same wider societal power today, the
position of a sacred text in a community is central. As Peter Kirk emphasises, a great

responsibility is therefore placed in the hands of biblical translators.°

Closely related to the issue of translation of the bible is that of interpretation. Elisabeth
Schiissler Fiorenza explains the complexity involved in understanding and participating in
biblical studies:

Studying the genealogy of biblical studies from the perspective of

emancipatory movements helps one to realize that scriptural “meaning

making” has been practiced for the most part not only by elite, Western,

educated clergymen but also for the benefit of Western cultural and

capitalist interests. A Western doctrinal, fundamentalist, or scientific

7 Methuen, ‘These Four Letters s o 1 a Are Not There’, 162-63.

8 K. Onur Toker, Adriana Serban, Peter Kirk, and David Jasper contribute chapters focused on translation in
the Christian context: Long, Translation and Religion.

° Duerden, ‘Authority or Power?’, 13-14.

10 Kirk, ‘Holy Communicative?’, 96.



approach declares its own culturally particular readings as universal

divine revelation or scientific data that may not be questioned.!!
Historically, according to Schiissler Fiorenza, biblical studies has been undertaken by a
specific, powerful, group of men whose interpretations of scripture have been used to
benefit their own culture and interests. As Fiorenza explains, the way in which biblical
studies and biblical interpretation are conducted profoundly influence the way in which
scripture is allowed to function. If those conducting the work wish for scripture to be seen
as the immutable word of God which must be given unquestioning authority, those who
meet the bible through this scholarship are limited by what it teaches. The perspective of
those conducting in the study influence the nature of the work. The issues of
interpretation and translation are deeply intertwined. For both, context is key. There
might be push back against any changes to the use of ‘Lord’ and/or ‘Father’ for God
because both these terms for God are found in standard English translations of scripture
and therefore, for some, not to be questioned. However, because the scriptures which
contain these words are translations neither term appears exactly as it is in the original
texts. The following explorations of the terms’ foundations seek to show the importance of
the context of the original choice of ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ for God, as well as the context in
which ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ were translated into English. Does understanding this context

impact the significance of the terms as translated terms?

Turning to ‘Lord’ and its use in scripture and liturgy, it is immediately clear that here the
matter of translation is particularly complex. To establish a lineage for ‘Lord’ in the
church, it is necessary to look first to the Torah. The name which Moses is said to receive
for the God of the Israelites is ‘YHWH’ (Exod 3-4).!2 These four letters, the
Tetragrammaton, Hillel Ben-Sasson proposes, represent the name given by God to Moses
which ‘is likely a permutation of YHWH: “Ehyeh asher ehyeh”, often translated as “1 AM

THAT I AM”.’!® Ben-Sasson explains that the etymology of YHWH is not ‘simple ... nor [is

11 Schiissler Fiorenza, ‘Powerful Words’, 262.
12 More on YHWH can be found in Chapter 2.
13 Ben-Sasson, Understanding YHWH, 3.



there] a clear-cut morphology.’'* The lack of clarity around the Tetragrammaton can be
traced, at least in part, to an instruction in Exodus 20.7 not to blaspheme the name of
YHWH. It became part of post-exilic tradition for the Israelites not to utter the name YHWH
outside the temple.!> The special sacredness accorded to YHWH has made tracing its
etymology more difficult, but the translation offered by Ben-Sasson, ‘T AM THAT I AM, is
the translation with the greatest theological impact!® and will be accepted here. In
addition to the declining practice of writing YHWH down, when the Hebrew Bible was
read aloud, the readers began to speak ‘Adonai’ where the text presented YHWH.!” ‘Adonai’
was used in the Hebrew Bible as a circumlocution of YHWH as well as in reference to
people; it is generally translated into English as ‘my Lords’.!® Getting to the English term
‘Lord’ from YHWH is a revealing, if winding, road which is directly related not only to the

language but also to the power structures of society.'’

As Greek became the more prevalent language of Near Eastern society, the Septuagint
(LXX) was composed — the earliest Jewish translation of the Hebrew Bible into Greek. The
writers of the LXX chose to translate ‘Adonai’ with the Greek word ‘kyrios’. Although
‘Adonai’ is a plural, the Greek translation ‘kyrios’ is a singular. A quick search of The
Oxford Companion to Classical Civilization brings up ‘kyrios’ in three contexts: ‘marriage
law’, ‘household’, ‘women’.?’ Given the common English translation of ‘kyrios’ as ‘Lord’, it
is telling to see its appearance in these three particular entries. The ‘marriage law’ entry
reveals the English translation of kyrios’ to be “lord” or “controller”.?! The other two

entries offer similar, authoritative, male descriptions of ‘kyrios’. The ‘household’ entry

4 Tbid.

15 Bonfiglio, ‘God and Gods’.

16 See Johnson, 241-3 for a brief explanation: Johnson, She Who Is, 241-43.

17 Mettinger, In Search of God, 15-6. As the tradition not to speak or write the Tetragrammaton grew, God
was increasingly referred to by names other than YHWH in the text of the Hebrew Bible, particularly
‘Elohim’.

18 Eisenberg, Dictionary of Jewish Terms, 8.

19 A full exploration of ‘Adonai’, both its development as a workaround for YHWH in the Ancient Israelite
religion and its use in the Hellenistic society in which the Judeo-Christian religions and language matured
is beyond the scope of this thesis.

20 Hornblower, Spawforth, and Eidinow, The Oxford Companion to Classical Civilization.

2 MacDowell et al., ‘Marriage Law’.



offers ‘kyrios’ as the term for ‘senior man in the household’/’head of household’.?? The
entry on 'women' describes the female situation in relation to her male counterparts:

Because they were thought to be easily deceived and thus unable to

make sensible judgements (Gai. /nst. 144, 190-1), women were supposed

to have a guardian; in the absence of a father or husband a kyzios or tutor

acted for them in economic transactions.?
‘Kyrios’ was ‘used by the culture to denote respect for any male authority from a stranger
to the emperor’, as Gail Ramshaw describes it, and women were beneath this kyrios’.*
The significance of the decision by the LXX translators to use ‘kyrios’ as the translation for
‘Adonai’ cannot be underestimated. Just as ‘Adonai’ served in the Hebrew Bible to signify
both a name offered for God, YHWH, and respectable — according to the norms of society at
the time — male humans, ‘kyrios’ was used for those purposes in the Old Testament
translation into Greek. The LXX used ‘kyrios’ to refer to God and to men, as ‘Adonai’ had
in the Hebrew. The term then took on further meaning in the New Testament of the
Christian Bible. Given the use of ‘kyrios’ for certain men holding authority in society,
including ‘tutor’, the title was accorded to Jesus as a term of respect. This then led to a
useful duality: drawing on the LXX, in the New Testament ‘kyrios’ served not only as the
circumlocution for YHWH but also as a term of respect for the God-man Jesus. This then
enabled the two, YHWH and Jesus, to be drawn together and made of ‘kyrios’ a central
term for the Christian faith. Before it reached modern English, the double-meaning term
was rendered into Latin as ‘Dominus’ (most often translated into English as ‘Master’, also
with the implication of both ‘Teacher’ and ‘Lord’). In Old English it was translated by ‘the
term for male authority: Alaford’. » When the translators of the early modern English
bibles opted for ‘Lord’ as the translation for ‘Adonai’/’Kyrios’/‘Dominus’ it too became a

central term for the Christian faith. Following (though misunderstanding) Luther’s

22 Foxhall and Bradley, ‘Household’.

2 King, “Women’.

24 Ramshaw, God beyond Gender, 49.

5 [bid., 50. Note that Gail Ramshaw has provided the most succinctly detailed account of the meaning and
development of ‘Lord’ for Christianity.



guidance on typesetting, it became tradition in English bibles to use small capitals to

differentiate between the rendering of ‘YHWH’ as ‘LORD’ and other uses of ‘Lord’. 2627

In this way, as Ramshaw has aptly and succinctly explained, the ability of ‘Lord’ —
following ‘Adonai’ and 'Kyrios’ — to present two ideas, that of YHWH and that of Jesus’
human authority, made the term central to the expression of the Christian faith in
English.?® Its use as a translation of ‘kyrios’, in turn a translation of ‘Adonai’, appears to be
a clear foundation for the long history of ‘Lord’ in the church. In their scriptural context,
each of these words, at points, represents a circumlocution or translation of the word, or
name, YHWH, which resists definitive translation. Here is a key moment to adopt a critical
gaze at the development of ‘Lord’ into such an instrumental term for the Christian faith.
At each juncture, the rendering of YHWH into a new language has been reflective of male
authority. This central image for the establishment of the Christian faith reflected
patriarchal culture where the male was at the top of a hierarchy of society, as ‘Lord’.
Whilst this no doubt seemed culturally appropriate at the time, this recognition raises the
question as to whether it remains appropriate today. Does the circumlocution of YHWH
into a noun describing a male authority figure, the tradition of setting
‘Adonai’/Kyrios’/’Lord’ as equivalent, still represent the best practice for building a

relationship with the Trinitarian God in the church today?

The term ‘Father’ has also played a significant role in the church’s history and theological
developments. Joachim Jeremias’ work, Abba. Studien zur neutestamentlichen Theologie
und Zeitgeschichte (‘Abba: Studies in New Testament Theology and Contemporary
History’), published in 1966, proved very influential in New Testament scholarship, and
remains an important resource when assessing the significance of the term ‘Father’ used

in reference to the Judaeo-Christian God.? In 1967, selected portions of Jeremias’ work

26 Tbid., 47-50.

27 Methuen, ‘HErr HERR’, for a description of Luther’s typesetting method, see 6.
28 Ramshaw, God beyond Gender, 47-50.

® ‘Preface: Prayers of Jesus’, 7.



were published English under the title 7he Prayers of Jesus, a translation which Jeremias
himself oversaw. Jeremias asserts: ‘[i]t is quite obvious that the Old Testament reflects the
ancient oriental concept of divine fatherhood.’®® That is, for Jeremias, the term ‘Father’ as
a reference to a god in the time of the ancient Israelites was not uncommon. Although
issue has been taken with some of Jeremias’ analysis (and will be here also), his premise
that ‘Father’ was a common term for gods in the ancient middle east remains widely
accepted by scholars of the Ancient Near East and of the Hebrew Bible.3! Having
established the relative normativity of understanding the Divine through the lens of
‘fatherhood’, Jeremias then goes on to suggest that there are ‘amazingly few (italics
original) examples of reference to God as ‘Father’ in early Judaism.3? In particular, he
claims, although the Ancient Israelites appeared to have related to God as ‘Father’, post
Second Temple Judaism had begun to relate to God differently, using the specific
reference of ‘heavenly Father’ and understanding the notion of God’s fatherhood
specifically through a covenantal lens.3® This notion that the Jewish community around
the time of Jesus did not refer to God as ‘Father’ in any significant or personal way was
foundational to Jeremias’ understanding of the way Jesus expressed his relationship to
God, and many scholars followed in his wake. Thus, Robert Hammerton-Kelly’s study
God the Father relies heavily on Jeremias’ arguments. Reiterating some of this work in an
article for the journal Concilium, Hamerton-Kelly presents Jeremias’ reasoning:

On the basis of Mark 14:36 where Jesus addresses God by means of the

colloquial term of endearment, ‘Abba’, and Romans 8:14-17 (and see Gal.

4:6-7), where Paul characterises the presence of the Holy Spirit by the

cry of “‘Abba’, Joachim Jeremias argues ... that Jesus characteristically

called God Abba.3*

30 Jeremias, Prayers of Jesus, 6:12.

31 To name but a few: Geffré, ‘Proper Name of God’; Hamerton-Kelly, ‘God the Father in the Bible’;
D’Angelo, ‘Abba and “Father”.

32 Jeremias, Prayers of Jesus, 6:15.

3 Ibid., 6:16-17, 21.

3 Hamerton-Kelly, ‘God the Father in the Bible’, 98.
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Hamerton-Kelly — drawing once again on Jeremias’ work — contends on the basis of these
instances of ‘Abba’ in the New Testament that “Father” was Jesus’ special appellation for
God.’® This theory seems first to follow a twisted interpretation to arrive at ‘Father’ from
‘Abba’ and then to elevate ‘Father’ as the preferential form of address when speaking to
the Christian God. Both the logic of this argument and the claim that Jesus created a

special use of ‘Father’ for God have been disputed, as will be seen below.

Jeremias’ work produced a flurry of further scholarship defending his ideas, but it has also
drawn significant critique. Scholars tend to agree with Jeremias that belief in a divine
fatherhood was common in the time of the Ancient Israelites.?® However, for some, that
is about as far as the agreement goes. The assertion that there are few references in early
Judaism to God as ‘Father’ has been challenged. Writing nearly 30 years after the
publication of Jeremias’ Abba, Mary Rose D’Angelo, in a paper which dismissed many of
Jeremias’ conclusions, finds rather that:

the address to God as father was by no means absent from Judaism before

Jesus; it was based on biblical imagery for God and was surrounded by

use of this imagery in other contexts in the works of early Judaism. It

may have been rooted in mythology of the ancient Near East.?”
According to D’Angelo, there is evidence of the use of ‘Father’ as a personal reference to
God in early Judaism — also referred to as the ‘Second Temple Period’, spanning
approximately the years from 520 BCE to 70CE®* — thus casting doubt on Jeremias’
insistence that Jesus’ Jewish contemporaries did not use this image.* Moreover D’Angelo
warned that much of the scholarship on which Jeremias based his concepts had been
produced by a distinctly anti-Semitic scholar, Gerhard Kittel, who was deeply influenced

by National Socialist ideology and appears to have been intentionally seeking to

% Hamerton-Kelly, God the Father, 71.

% See for example: Geffré, ‘Proper Name of God’, 44.

% D’Angelo, ‘Abba and “Father”, 622.

% Wandrey, ‘Early Judaism’.

% D’Angelo references the Qumran texts addressing God in this manner and the need to re-examine
existing arguments; see: D’ Angelo, ‘Abba and “Father”, 617-22.
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distinguish the Christian understanding of God from the Jewish, and Jeremias followed his
arguments. This claim puts the work of Jeremias into question. In particular, there is only
one occasion where Jesus is referenced in the Gospels as explicitly calling out to God as
‘Abba’: in Mark 14:36. D’ Angelo rightly questions whether this one appearance of ‘Abba’
from the mouth of Jesus — supported by just two further references to ‘Abba’ in the New
Testament in the Pauline corpus: Romans 8:14-17 and Galatians 4:6-7 provides a sufficient
basis to suggest that Jesus spoke to God as ‘Abba’ in a special, distinctive way. In addition,
D’Angelo suggests that the one instance of ‘Abba’ in Mark could be understood as
‘redactional’.®? If this were indeed the case, Jeremias’ entire proposal, whether anti-
Semitic or not, would crumble. D’Angelo’s critique of Jeremias highlights the absolute
necessity of an awareness of the context in which ideas are developed. If D’Angelo is
correct and the term ‘Father’ was not used uniquely by Jesus, what evidence is available
that might help to explain its prominent use in Christian language for God? A look at the
context of the development of the use of ‘Father’ in the early church can provide some

insights.

As indicated by Jeremias, and supported by a range of scholars, the Hebrew Bible’s use of
the word ‘Father’ for the God of the Israelites arose in a social context that saw a number
of ancient religions with faith in a divine fatherhood. This divine fatherhood was directly
related to the belief in a G/god who was the originator of all that exists, both other gods
and humanity.*! Hamerton-Kelly suggests that the biological understanding at the time of
the Ancient Israelites was that the male was solely responsible for the ‘creation’ of
children. #> His perception of the biological understanding of in the period of the ancient
Israelites is supported by other scholars, including Elizabeth Johnson and Sarah J. Dille.*
This being the case, it would not be surprising to see a god referred to as ‘Father’. The god

was the originator of the people, and therefore that god was necessarily understood in

0 For D’Angelo’s full discussion of ‘Abba’ in Mark see: D’Angelo, ‘Mark and Q.
4 Hamerton-Kelly, ‘God the Father in the Bible’, 97.

42 Hamerton-Kelly, God the Father, 27.

# Johnson, She Who Is, 35; Dille, Mixing Metaphors, 23.
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male terms as the male was the creator. Hammerton-Kelly, drawing on Jeremias, has
argued that in the time after Moses, the Israelites began to move away from the originator
understanding for YHWH in opposition to the surrounding communities who maintained
this belief in their father-gods.* If Hammerton-Kelly is correct, the development of the
language for God among Christians in the fourth and fifth centuries may then have
reverted to an earlier understanding, as the originator principle appears to have been a
key theory in the development of Christology, as considered further below. It appears,
therefore, that the first uses of ‘Father’ for the God of the Israelites were developed in a
society that elevated the importance of the male in terms of (pro-)creation; therefore
when they worshipped the originator of all, this was a distinctly male ‘Father’ God. The
foundation of the use of ‘Father’ in relation to the Judaeo-Christian God was thus
established in a distinctly male-oriented context in which women were subordinated to a
passive role in the creation of life. Only the male actively created life and only male terms

would therefore be appropriate for a creator god.

The first descriptions of God as ‘Father’ in the history of the church — reaching back to the
time of Old Testament — are therefore found in a context in which many gods were
referred to as ‘Father’. The use of the term ‘Father’ to refer to God in the earliest Judeo-
Christian context is thus unoriginal and highly contextual. How did this develop through
the time of Jesus and the early church into an established term for the Christian God? The
theory provided by Joachim Jeremias that ‘Father’ established itself due to Jesus’ special
use of the term for God has already been challenged. As opposed to ‘Abba’, on which
Jeremias based his premise, ‘Father’ appears in the gospels far more frequently. Seeking to
get a sense of the use of the term attributed to Jesus, and thus focusing exclusively on the
gospels, my own calculations revealed the following uses of ‘Father’ for God in the four
gospels:

Mark: 4

Luke: 17

4 Hamerton-Kelly, God the Father, 31-32.
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Matthew: 44

John: 1214
At first glance, it would appear from the number of references to God as ‘Father’, as many
as 186, that it was a significant term for God in the time of Jesus. However, taking a closer
look with Elizabeth Johnson and James Dunn, a more nuanced picture is revealed:

God is referred to as father in the Gospels with increasing frequency: ...

As James Dunn concludes, it is scarcely possible to dispute that ‘here we

see straightforward evidence of a burgeoning tradition, of a manner of

speaking about Jesus and his relation with God which became very

popular in the last decades of the first century.’ It is a matter of

theological development in the early church rather than abundant use by

the actual Jesus who lived.*
By this reading, it seems debatable whether Jesus referred to God as ‘Father’ as frequently
as the gospels, particularly John, suggest. Was the increase in the use of this term across
the gospels associated with a deepening desire in Christian circles to think of God’s
relationship to humanity in this way? If so, there may be some factors beyond the faith of
the church which contributed to this development. It has already been acknowledged that
in the time of the Ancient Israelites, other peoples referred to their gods as ‘Father’.
Jirgen Moltmann explains that during the earliest days of the Christians, the term
‘F/father’, both for biological fathers within individual homes and for gods and rulers,
carried great weight. As the Christian community established itself and began to grow,
society was in an apparently flourishing patriarchal order. According to Moltmann,
fathers in the home owned everything, including his wives and children (not to mention
the slaves); he was known as the paterfamilias, the father of the family. Similarly, the
ruler of the land — the patria, ‘the Fatherland’ — was called ‘paterpatriae, that is, the
‘father of his country’.#” Although it is likely that the functioning of the male-led society

differed across the Roman Empire, the hierarchy of society based on sex seems quite clear.

% These figures were established by counting every reference to God as ‘Father’ in the gospels.
4 Johnson, She Who Is, 80-81; with reference to: Dunn, Christology in the Making, 30.
47 Moltmann, ‘The Motherly Father’, 52.
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This underlying patriarchal perspective must have seeped into the church as more people
from secular Greco-Roman society became Christians, whether or not it had been
inherited in the original Christian teachings. It seems likely that Hellenistic culture will
have had an influence on the terms used for the God of the Christians. Although it is
impossible to assess the extent of this influence, the context of the community and

development of language and ideas is important to bear in mind.

The increase in reference to God as ‘Father’ from Mark’s Gospel to John’s seems also to
reflect a commitment to a particular Christology. Even as the ‘Father’ language may have
entered the church language both from earlier Jewish understandings of God and through
the ambient patriarchal culture, the church itself may have drawn increasingly on the
‘Father’ language as it sought to find a way of articulating its beliefs about the divinity of
Christ. Calling God ‘Father’ may have been unoriginal and contextual, but it may well
have become important for the Christians in order to establish a Christology. As already
conveyed, the pagan religions referred to their originator, ruling god as ‘Father’. Yves
Congar, writing in 1981, suggests

The monarchy of the Father is one of the most unanimously affirmed

aspects of trinitarian theology in the writings of the Fathers. ...

Tertullian has the fine sentence ... : “ Trinitas per consertas et

connexas gradus a Patre decurrens et monarchiae nihil obstrepit’.*
Congar conjectures from Tertullian’s thought: ‘[t]he Father alone is arché, [first-]principle,
aitia, cause, péghé, source.” Congar’s finding in Tertullian is an echo of the wider pagan
principle where the god who rules is also the god who is source of all. Although
apparently working towards a trinitarian doctrine, Tertullian’s focus on the place of the
‘Father’ at the head, as well reflecting the originator/ruler understanding, will have been

key to constructing an understanding of Jesus’ divinity within the Jewish belief in

8 “[In like manner] the Trinity, flowing down from the Father through intertwined and connected steps,
does not at all disturb the Monarchy, while it at the same time guards the state of the Economy.’ Tertullian,
‘Adversus Praxeam’, 8.
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monotheism. There can only be one God who is source of all: if Jesus Christ is divine, that

divinity must come from the ‘Father’ as source.

On the same line as the father-god as source of all, the understanding that the male is the
only active party in the conception of children seemed to become more widespread
during the time of the early church. In the minds of the first Christians and particularly in
those Greek Fathers most responsible for writing the doctrine of the church, the
relationship between Jesus and God — and as a side-interest also Mary — was heavily
influenced by the biological theories of the time.* The male was seen as the only active
party in conception, and the woman merely a receiver, the material from which the child
was grown. There was a deep-seated belief in this order of creation with the male solely
responsible for new life. In order firmly to establish Jesus’ divinity, therefore, the church
heavily emphasised the ‘Father’ language for God. The language of ‘Father’ for the
Christian God further rooted itself as the church grew and doctrinal arguments about
Jesus Christ as the Son of God raged.>® The language of ‘Father’ firmly established itself as
central to Christian, ‘doctrinally-sound’, belief.>! The context in which the creeds were
written, and the gender and education of those who wrote them are crucial. In addition,
later doctrinal movements which focused on Christology helped solidify the importance
of ‘Father’ language.>? Indeed, as Catherine Mowry LaCugna explains it:

Gregory of Nazianus’ idea [is] that the divine monarchy is not the sole

possession of “God the Father” but is shared equally among the divine

persons ... But the theological defeat of [this] doctrine ... by the

preoccupation with the structure of God’s inner life meant also its

political defeat. A unitarian, patriarchal, monarchical, hierarchical

theism gradually replaced trinitarian monotheism, with disastrous

political results. Christian theologians justified every kind of hierarchy,

4 Methuen, ‘Mary in Context’.

5 For more on the associated doctrinal issues, see, for example: Dam, ‘Imperial Fathers’; Lyman, ‘Arius and
Arianism’.

51 Sprinkle, ‘Standing Together’, 209.

52 D’Angelo, ‘Abba and “Father”, 622.
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exclusion and pattern of domination, whether religious, sexual, political,

clerical, racial, as “natural” and divinely intended.>
LaCugna indicates that although some of the early church thinkers interpreted the nature
of God in a less hierarchical way, the language through which the Christian God was
understood — that of monarchy and fatherhood — ultimately maintained the status quo of
the cultural context. When the church became an established institution with its fortunes
now tied up tightly with that of the empire, these doctrines took on a more hierarchical
leaning. It would seem obvious from the current perspective that the language of ‘Father’
and ‘monarchy’ will have made this shift quite simple. Congar, in 1981, suggested that in
a balance to this, the church is returning to a more fully trinitarian understanding of God
with Pneumatology receiving further attention. This shift may support a loosening of the
grip of ‘Father’ language for God as the ‘monarchy’ of the ‘Father’ is abandoned in favour
of a more relational concept of God.>* Perhaps the time is ripe for the shift to continue and
move yet further away from the ‘Father’ language which appears to stem from a sense of

patriarchal monarchy and hierarchy.

This chapter has attempted to shed light on the origins of the terms ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ in
the English bible and provide a base from which to develop a textual analysis of the use of
these two terms in Scottish Liturgy 1982. For the purposes of this thesis a few points
should be held in mind. Firstly, the exploration of the history casts significant doubt on
the originality of ‘Father’ for the Judeo-Christian God and shows the cultural and
biological assumptions that underpinned its further development in the church. Secondly,
context is of central importance, particularly when diving into the messy reality of
translation in which ‘Lord’ is to be found. Translation is not neutral but reflects power
dynamics, and the history of translation of the biblical texts cannot be separated from the
long history of cultures ruled by men, in which the texts were written and their

translations undertaken.

53 LaCugna, God for Us, 17.
>* Congar, ‘Classical Political Monotheism’, 35.
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Chapter 2
Feminist Theology on Liturgical Language

Whereas the old theology justified sexual oppression, the new theology
for the most part simply ignores it and goes on in comfortable

compatibility with it>

These words were written in 1971 by one of the earliest and most outspoken feminist
theologians, Mary Daly, for her article, ‘After the death of God the Father’. Although
Daly herself eventually gave up on the possibility of reforming the Catholic religion, her
insights furthered the development of the field of feminist theology. This chapter will
consider whether Daly’s accusation against ‘the new theology’ is still valid. Having
delivered her indictment, Daly suggested that ‘[t]he work of fostering religious
consciousness which is explicitly incompatible with sexism will require an extraordinary
degree of creative rage, love, and hope.”® In the decades since Daly’s work, there has been
much ‘creative rage, love, and hope’ from feminist theologians as the following discussion
will show. Yet, the Scottish Episcopal Church continues to use a liturgy authorised eleven
years after Daly’s criticism of theology which relies heavily on prayers to God as ‘Father’
and makes reference to ‘Lord’ in nearly every prayer. This prevalence of male imagery
would seem to bear evidence to the ignoring of issues of sexual oppression and going on
in ‘comfortable compatibility’, as Daly claimed. To conclude the Groundwork section,
this chapter will look at general themes in feminist theology concerned with language for

God and at what feminist scholars have said about the particular terms ‘Father’ and ‘Lord’.

In the late twentieth century a flurry of work was produced as the feminist liturgical
movement gained momentum. Key players contributed to the development of feminist
theology which focused particularly on the language for God used in the formal worship

of churches. Elizabeth Johnson, Gail Ramshaw, Teresa Berger, Janet Walton, Lesley

5 Daly, ‘After the Death of God the Father’, 53-62, at 62.
% Ibid., 62.
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Northrup, and Marjorie Proctor-Smith published some of the crucial work of the
movement which remains fundamental to feminist liturgical theology today. As the
secular feminist movement grew, exposing society’s patriarchal structures, feminist
theological scholars applied this critical eye to the church. Elizabeth Johnson puts it
succinctly: ‘Religious patriarchy is one of the strongest forms of this [patriarchal]
structure, for it understands itself to be divinely established. Consequently, the power of
the ruling men is said by them to be delegated by God (invariably spoken about in male
terms) and exercised by divine mandate.”® In their writing, feminist theologians such as
Johnson sought to expose the reality of the church’s place in the patriarchal configuration
of society and the impact that misogynistic and androcentric beliefs had on the most
common language used for God.>* As well as revealing the context within which language
for God developed, some feminist theologians have also wanted to show that the earliest
years of Christianity resisted the misogynistic tendencies of the era. Drawing on historical
writings, feminists have found that the way God was spoken about (and to) changed over
the course of time as the church became recognised as a legal entity and therefore more
integrated into the androcentric structures of the empire. Consequently the development
of liturgical language solidified some images for God — which fit with the context of the
established church — but lost many others, ridding Christianity of a plethora of images
and metaphors for God that had originally shaped early Christian life. For example,
imagery of God as ‘root, the tree, and the fruit, or fountain, the river, and the stream’
from Tertullian in the second century disappeared from mainstream theological

thinking.®

57 ‘Patriarchy is the name commonly given to sexist social structures. Coined from the Greek pater/patros
(father) and the arche (origin, ruling power, or authority), patriarchy is a form of social organization in
which power is always in the hand of the dominant man or men’: Johnson, She Who Is, 23.

58 Ibid.

5 androcentric: ‘pattern of thinking and acting that takes the characteristics of ruling men to be normative’
ibid., 23-24; misogynist: ‘A person who hates, dislikes, or is prejudiced against women.’: ‘Misogynist, n. and
Adj’

¢ Ramshaw, God beyond Gender, 80; with reference to: Tertullian, ‘Adversus Praxeam’, 8.
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In Holy Misogyny, her exploration of how ancient attitudes to gender have shaped
contemporary Christianity, April DeConick exposes the shift in the place of women in
the early Christian community as it moved towards the centre of society in the fourth
and fifth centuries. Although there is evidence of women in positions of leadership and
teaching in the very earliest incarnations of Christian communities, DeConick suggests
that ‘male leaders in emerging churches who had their own interests to front and
authority to assert and maintain’ took control of the texts and reshaped the stories to fit
their own narrative and maintain their position of power.®! As women were marginalised
by a male-dominated society, they lost their opportunities and voice, and the men of
power had complete control over the development of theology. DeConick submits this
male-led theology was shaped specifically to keep women down. Making reference to the
words of theologians such as Tertullian, Epiphanius, and Augustine — to name but a few —
DeConick shows how early Christian, male, theologians laid sin at the feet of women. ¢
The visceral words against women articulated by these revered theologians support
DeConick’s argument that the theology shaped by these men was done in such a way as
to keep women in a subordinate position. Teresa Berger highlights how this
marginalisation of women had particular impact on the church’s liturgy through the
centuries as women were consistently left out of the conversation. Berger describes how
the central point of influence in the study of liturgy, and consequently the development
of liturgy, increasingly became the university. Although women had been kept to
marginal roles within the church’s liturgical enquires for many years, if not since the very
beginning, ‘the academy in which liturgical studies ultimately found a home was
established as a specifically gender-constrained terrain of scholarly inquiry.’®®* Women
were prevented from contributing to the development of liturgical studies, kept on the
other side of closed doors by universities, as well as from the development of liturgy,
found guilty of bringing sin into the world and prohibited from taking leadership roles in

the church. Although female mystics, such as Hildegard of Bingen, were present and

¢! DeConick, Holy Misogyny, 147.
62 Tbid., 122-23.
6 Berger, Gender Differences, 9; italics mine.
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active in the church, Berger describes how these marginal sites of differing ‘eucharistic

reflections ... were lost or devalued ... with the emergence of the medieval universities.”®

With any dissenting female voices blocked out, it is no surprise that the position of male
language for God solidified. Gail Ramshaw describes how Christian thinkers such as
Augustine, followed by medieval theologians, pursued their personal interests in the
nature of God. Ramshaw admits these pursuits may have been theologically interesting,
but she asserts that the “primary task [of] helping Christians pray’ was lost. Instead,
according to Ramshaw, the debates over the internal nature of God taking place within
the closed walls of the academy ‘evolved for fifteen hundred years into a masculinized
Trinity.’®> Ramshaw’s accusation that theologians lost sight of the church’s prayer life in
favour of esoteric discussions is severe; however, it does not seem completely unfounded.
Ancient authors, such as Tertullian — though, of course, not without his own misogynistic
scruples® — provided a breadth of imagery for God, as shown above. This wider imagery
seems to have all but disappeared as male theologians worked alongside each other in
androcentric settings with little consideration for the impact of exclusively male language

for God.

Despite the androcentric context in which Christian liturgy was developed feminist
theologians have sought to retrieve something from the tradition. Claire Renkin supports
Teresa Berger’s argument ‘that “tradition” is not a stable, monolithic, unproblematic
category. It is in fact dynamic, fluid and open to new readings.’®” Looking anew at the
earliest sources to find fresh meanings in the tradition has enabled feminist theologians to
free God from the constraints of a sexist classical tradition. Elizabeth Johnson’s, She Who

Is, has been key to this process.®® After confronting the limited — and limiting — theology

64 Tbid.

¢ Ramshaw, God beyond Gender, 81.

% See, for example, the infamous ‘Devil’s Gateway’ passage: Tertullian, ‘De Cultu Feminarum’, 1.

67 Renkin, ‘Real Presence: Seeing, Touching, Tasting’, 131; with reference to Berger, ‘The Challenge of
Gender’.

%8 For discussion of classical theism see Johnson, She Who Is, 19-22.
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of classical theism and stressing that the Bible itself was ‘written mostly by men and for
men in a patriarchal cultural context and reflect[s] this fact’, Johnson turns to Aquinas
(who subscribed to the subordinate understanding of women’s humanity of his time®) for
support in her argument against the limited images used for God. Johnson shares Aquinas’
own words: “we see the necessity of giving to God many names.”” This leads to the
classical theological theory of apophasis which teaches that one can only know what God
is not. Apophatic theology is key to some feminist arguments against the restricted
imagery in liturgical language. Apophasis may seem a negative, perhaps discouraging,
way to approach the Divine. However, Susannah Cornwall, writing in Trans/Formations
— edited by Marcella Althaus-Reid and Lisa Isherwood, two giants of feminist theology in
the early years of the twenty-first century — suggests that ‘apophatically influenced
theologies, those which resist a finality of understanding and are grounded instead in a
proactive unknowing about God’ may lead to a more inclusive meeting with God and one
another.”! Although classical theology and the men who shaped it were in turn
influenced by their patriarchal and distinctly androcentric context, feminist theologians
in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries have made novel readings of the tradition.
While taking into account the culture in which traditional Christian writings emerged,

feminist scholars breathe new life into them.

Two main strands in feminist theological arguments regarding the language used for God
have developed: the first exposes the patriarchal context of the culture in which the
traditional language was solidified, while the second turns the tradition on its head to
reveal a more nuanced, flexible language. There has not been, and is unlikely ever to be,
complete agreement on what this language should look like; however, there is a desire to

reduce the use of male terms for God and increase the use of female and other forms of

 ‘Only as regards nature in the individual is the female something defective and misbegotten’: Aquinas,
Summa Theological, q. 92, a. 1, ad. 1, from: Ibid., 24; Note that despite this androcentric thinking, Aquinas
argued in favour of the equality of women’s souls: ‘in matters pertaining to the soul woman does not differ
from man’: Aquinas, Summa Theologica Supplement, 39.1.ad1.

70 Johnson, She Who Is, 76, 117.

7t Cornwall, ‘Apophasis and Ambiguity’, at 17.
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language.”” Whatever new imagery might look like, the task of changing the language of
the church is a difficult one. Generations of Christians have developed a tendency to
focus on a fixed image of God in order to feel a sense of security. Lisa Isherwood
highlights, however, the words of John 1:14:

[t]he author of John’s Gospel tells us that God pitched a tent among us, that

is to say a very flexible structure, one that moves with the winds of change,

one that is mobile, one that can be pitched in many different locations and

one that is permeable yet firm.”
Despite the useful analogy, it is worth keeping the idea of a tent which ‘moves with the
winds of change’ in check. Paul’s words in Ephesians 4.14 (“We must no longer be
children, tossed to and fro and blown about by every wind of doctrine’) question this idea
of being moved by the winds. Perhaps it is within the bounds of holding onto something
of the tradition that Isherwood’s argument that the church, and the language used for
God, should allow itself to be reshaped by the winds of change stands. The fixed way in
which churches continue to reference God as ‘Father’ and ‘Lord’ with only limited
introduction of more creative imagery, however, does not reflect this ‘flexible’ and

‘mobile’ experience of God in the world.

Before turning to look specifically at feminist theological engagement with the language
of ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ a few terms need to be clarified. Reference has already been made to
apophatic theology, and it is from this perspective of ‘proactive unknowing about God’
that the discussion of specific language for God is considered. Gail Ramshaw and
Elizabeth Johnson both employ a threefold method for engagement with language about
God, but each uses different terminology to describe her method. Johnson builds on the

theology of Thomas Aquinas, using ‘analogy’ to describe language referring to the nature

72 Johnson argues for the balance of female and male terms to be redressed by use of mainly female terms
for a period, though she ‘theoretically’ agrees in more equivalence and expansive language in the long term.
Johnson, She Who Is, 56-56.

73 Isherwood, ‘Introduction’, 2; with reference to John 1.14 ‘And the Word became flesh and lived among
us’, ‘lived’ here translated from the Greek term eskenosen, from the root skene which can be translated as
‘tent’.
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of God.” Her threefold method follows the work of ‘early Christian theology [which]
articulated ... a threefold motion of affirmation, negation, and eminence’, where terms
used to speak of God both affirm the relation between the human reality as well as setting
the language apart in its use to refer to God.” Johnson describes how it is only by
following this method that language for God is kept in its appropriate analogous state.”®
This method suggests a term to be used, acknowledges that no human term can accurately
describe God, then proposes that in God the term may find its perfection: ‘affirmation,
negation, excellence’.”’ In a similar vein, Gail Ramshaw uses a ‘yes-no-yes’ methodology.
She applies this threefold method specifically to liturgical language which she calls
‘sacred speech’. The language is first given a ‘yes’ as sacred, followed by a ‘no’ as being
unable to capture the essence of God, before a renewed ‘yes’ completes the circle as the

faithful accept that the speech is used in the story of salvation.”

Ramshaw suggests that all language about God is ‘metaphor’ rather than ‘analogy’, but her
conclusions are very similar to Johnson’s. Although relying on the Thomistic analogy
theory for her language about God, Johnson includes a footnote with reference to the
work of Frederick Ferre ‘who holds that even though analogy may not be any longer
metaphysically credible, it still remains linguistically useful for speech about God.”” In
contrast, Ramshaw, writing four years later, rejects the Thomistic understanding of
analogy which serves to ‘relegate [metaphor] to secondary status’.®* Ramshaw adopts Paul
Ricoeur’s understanding of all human communication as essentially metaphoric.®!
Nonetheless Johnson, although using different terminology, appears to reach the same
conclusions as Ramshaw: “‘Whether expressed by metaphorical, symbolic, or analogical

theology, there is a basic agreement that the mystery of God is fundamentally unlike

74 For Aquinas on analogy, see: Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 1, q. 12-13.
75 Johnson, She Who Is, 113.

76 Tbid.

77 Ibid.

78 Ramshaw, Reviving Sacred Speech, 32.

7 Johnson, She Who Is, 292.

80 Ramshaw, Liturgical Language, 8.

8 Tbid., 9.
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anything else we know of, and so is beyond the grasp of all our naming.’8#*> Apophatic
theology, where God is unknowable to the point that we might only be able to define
what God is not, is the foundational method in this thesis for accepting that no language
can clearly speak of the mystery of God. A plethora of metaphors, analogies, symbols are
required to build a relationship with an unknowable God. It is important, however, not to
take apophatism too far, for surely God has revealed something of Godself, at the very
least, through the incarnation of Christ. Theories such as the ‘theology of
accommodation’ look at Christ’s incarnation and provide a starting point to speak of this
unknowable God. According to Jon Balserak, a leading scholar on the theology of
accommodation, ‘Divine accommodation refers to God stooping down (so to speak) to
communicate with human beings in ways that they can understand, like a mother cooing
to her baby’.® Just as apophatism was developed by early Christian thinkers and
embraced by feminist theologians, theologies such as divine accommodation, also to be
found in the work of early theologians®, keep apophatism in check and provide a

platform from which Christians can speak about God.

A final terminology question to be addressed is that of ‘names’ for God. Gail Ramshaw
defines her use of ‘names’ as ‘those metaphors so basic to the tradition that they can refer,
“while not univocally, at least more than usually,” to the deity Christians worship.’8
However, she also recognises ‘that some Christians use the term “God’s name” with a
quite technical meaning, as if God “has” “a name,” revealed in certain Bible passages, a
name that is analogous to the name stipulated on our birth certificates.”®” Against such
‘borderline fundamentalism’ Ramshaw suggests that ‘metaphors do not stay untouched by

time’, and even these more frequently encountered metaphors for God which have

8 Johnson, She Who Is, 117.

8 For more on distinctions between metaphor and analogy, see, for example: McFague, Metaphorical
Theology, 1-29; Soskice, Metaphor, 64-66.

8 Balserak, Calvinism, 74; For more on the theology of accommodation, see also: Balserak, Divinity
Compromised.

8 For example, Justin Martyr, Tertullian, and Augustine: Balserak, Divinity Compromised, 13-19.

8 Ramshaw, Reviving Sacred Speech, 60.

87 Ibid.
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become accepted as ‘names’ can be, and should be, scrutinised for what they convey
today.® Johnson appears to make lighter use of the term ‘names’ for references to God,
simply iterating that there are ‘many names’ for God’.* Using apophatic theology as a
guide, this thesis will prefer to refer to language for God as metaphor, or image, avoiding

the possibility of slipping into an attempt to speak directly to what God is.

The discussion of the ‘names’ of God leads into consideration of ‘Lord” and ‘Father’. These
two terms used for God have historically been aligned with God’s ‘name’ in the sense
addressed by Ramshaw, as ‘analogous to the name stipulated on our birth certificates’. It
could be argued that if God were indeed to have a ‘name’ it would be that which was
revealed to Moses in the burning bush: YHWH.? As discussed in Chapter 1, ‘LORD’ is used
in most English translations of the Bible where YHWH would be found in the origin texts.
If YHWH was considered God’s name that could certainly elevate the term LORD above
other terms for God. However, despite the fact that YHWH has been widely accepted as
the name uniquely revealed to Moses, Ramshaw calls attention to:

evidence of the invocation of this divine name [YHWH] among tribal

peoples in the eastern Sinai prior to 1300 B.C.E. Thus, similar to other

biblical divine names, also this privileged name was borrowed from

another religious tradition and incorporated by the Israelite people into

their own religious vision.”!
Such a borrowing, also referred to as syncretism, in which elements of another religion
are incorporated, does not appear to be widely acknowledged in churches. This has led to
a special status in Christian language for LORD as a reference to God, in its role signifying
YHWH in the Hebrew Bible. Given the syncretism involved in bringing YHWH into the
Israelite religion, however, any argument for maintaining the status of LORD for

Christians would need further grounds. *? In fact, Carol Christ has used the reality of

8 Tbid., 60, 44.

8 Johnson, She Who Is, 117-20.

% See Exodus 3.1-15

91 Ramshaw, Reviving Sacred Speech, 61-62.

%2 For more on the development of ‘Lord’/’ LORD’ in Christian lexicon, see Chapter 1, 6-9.
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Israel’s syncretism to make a case for continued ‘re-imagining’ of language for God. Christ
suggests that ‘feminist re-imagining is not a departure from the way symbols have always
been created, but a continuation of it. What may be different is that feminists are
conscious of our part in the process of symbol creation.’®® More will be said in the final
chapter on feminist re-imagining of symbols for God, but it is worth noting here that re-
imagining could be seen as simply a continuation of the tradition around language for

God.

‘Translation is no innocent or gender-neutral enterprise.”* These words from Teresa
Berger should remain central to any consideration of the language used for God. As
discussed in Chapter 1, the Bible in almost all contexts is a translated text, and no
translation is purely objective. The establishment of ‘Lord’ as a key image for God was
done by men with power and emphasises an hierarchical relationship with God. Marjorie
Proctor-Smith argues the use of hierarchical language for God was done ‘to enforce the
submission of persons with little or no power to persons with great power.””> The image of
‘Lord’ in general conjures up a relationship of ‘power over’. Though traditional theology
has encouraged this kind of submissive relationship between people and God, feminist
theology asks questions of this interpretation. Instead, new readings of Scripture which
emphasise instead a relationship of ‘power with’ are encouraged. An example of this
‘power with’ can be found in Luke 1.28 where Mary encounters Gabriel: ‘And he came to
her and said, ‘Greetings, favoured one! The Lord is with you.” The Greek term ‘kyrios’, as
discussed in Chapter 1, refers to a person of power. In which case, the Greek of the
second sentence (6 Kvptoc uere ood) might be translated as ‘the power/the one with
power is with you’. ‘Lord” has been used through centuries of Christianity with an
emphasises on ‘power over’; however it might be reimaged as a representation of ‘power
with’. The term is trapped, particularly without a wider use of expansive imagery

alongside it. Leaving aside its male connotations, referring to God as ‘Lord’ so

9 Christ, She Who Changes, 228-29.
% Berger, Gender Differences, 174.
% Procter-Smith, Praying with Our Eyes Open, 78.

27



consistently, as the 1982 liturgy does, prevents the development of this liberating

theology of God’s ‘power with’.%

The image of ‘Father’ does not escape these accusations. As Janet Martin Soskice puts it:
the term ‘Father’ has been ‘compromised by its consistent association with omnipotence,
as in “almighty Father”.””” The image of an ‘almighty Father’ draws the mind away from
the immanence of God and upholds patriarchal values with the father at the head of a
household and all others in submission to him. ‘Father’ also falls victim to the syncretism
charge, as discussed above in reference to ‘Lord’. There is evidence which suggests that
any male deity in the Greco-Roman world was referred to as ‘Father’ which leaves those
who would argue that ‘Father’ is a definitive ‘name’ for God with more questions to

answer.”

Finally, and importantly, continued use of these obviously male terms emphasises the
widespread understanding of God as male. Despite protestations from theologians and
many in the church, consistent use of these terms, with little space for other metaphors,
creates an image of a male God. Gail Ramshaw affirms this: ‘[t]he church cannot continue
to repeat classical Christian language ... of father, ... claim the words do not mean what
people think they mean, and ignore the resulting confusion. If historic terminology is
easily misunderstood, Christians must find alternative speech to assist the proclamation of
divine mercy.’® This confusion over the gender of God which is continually fostered by
the excessive use of ‘Father’ and ‘Lord’ could be an indication that they are ‘dead’
metaphors. A metaphor is considered dead when it ‘no longer surprises’, as described by

Ramshaw. She suggests that:

% See for example: Christ, She Who Changes; Hipsher, ‘God Is Many Gendered Thing’; Ramshaw, God
beyond Gender; Walton, Feminist Liturgy, Northup, Ritualizing Women; Procter-Smith, Praying with Our
Eyes Open.

97 Soskice, The Kindness of God, 72.

% Ramshaw, God beyond Gender, 79; further discussion of this can be found in Chapter 1.

% Ibid., 87.

28



too many metaphors in Christian speech are dead ... They may be dead

because the world of thought from which they are transferred is alien. ...

metaphors are killed because, especially to a literal-minded generation,

they come to be believed. ... All too often the church uses metaphor to

conclude the religious quest rather than to spur it on in wonder.1%®
Ramshaw submits that the church, in seeking a sense of security, kills its metaphors by
overdoing them, or holding on to them for too long, or losing sight of the metaphorical
aspect of the term. Even though there have been continued discussions around the gender
of God and repeated denials to the accusation that God is male, the male symbols are the
ones still present in the church’s liturgy. Is this presence giving life to the words which

shape Christians’ understanding of and relationship with God?%!

With this, we return to Mary Daly’s indictment laid out at the beginning of the chapter
that new theology ‘simply ignores [‘sexual oppression’] and goes on in comfortable
compatibility with it’. Daly was speaking into a theology of the 1970s, and since then
feminist theologians in her wake have laboured to bring sexual oppression out of the
shadows and into the consciousness not only of those in the academy, but also of those
throughout the church. There is certainly evidence that progress has been made. In
general there are fewer male images used for God in Anglican churches, for example, and
the language for humanity in recent SEC liturgies has, for the most part, been altered to
be more inclusive.!®? And yet, the prevalence of these two particular metaphors for God
remains. ‘Father’ and ‘Lord’ are inarguably male-gendered words, and they dominate the
liturgy to the detriment of a ‘proactive unknowing’ of God. Chosen originally by men in
an androcentric society that created images of God elevating powerful men yet further

above all others, do these metaphors still surprise and help twenty-first century

100 Thid., 99.

101 Alongside feminist theology’s concern to emancipate God and Christians from the limited terms
provided in the litugy, there is also a recognition of the impact that language, particularly ritual language,
has on the way people relate to God. The importance of the liturgical context is dealt with in Part II, and a
discussion of alternatives to 'Lord' and 'Father is in Part III.

102 See table in the Appendix for examples.
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Christians relate to a God who is beyond gender? Moreover, does the current use of these
metaphors not contribute to the ‘comfortable compatibility’ of theology with sexism and
the upholding of patriarchal ‘power over’ beliefs, at the expense of alternate ‘power with’

possibilities?
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Chapter 3
Liturgy Here & Now

This chapter sets out the context of the liturgical theology in which the terms ‘Lord’ and
‘Father’, as found in the Scottish Liturgy 1982, are to be examined. The discussion begins
by investigating how the term ‘liturgy’ is understood, before reflecting on recent
developments around the purpose of liturgy in the twenty-first century. The chapter then
covers the idea of liturgy as mission and the significance of justice to that mission. In
seeking out the current issues important to liturgical scholarship, the following categories
have arisen: diversity and contextualisation, ritual and identity-formation, and the
embodied nature of liturgy. These topics are discussed in the light of work by theologians
who engage with liturgy in their research, such as Edward Foley, Michael Jagessar, Teresa

Berger, Thomas O’Loughlin, and Judith Kubicki.!®

The ideas presented in this chapter will be key to understanding the principles which
might guide the SEC’s approach to liturgical revisions. In particular, it will be argued that
liturgy is a place where God’s mission of justice can and should be enacted; this will draw
into question the place of ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ in the twenty-first century context. The
other topics covered will similarly demand critical consideration of the suitability of these
terms in contemporary SEC liturgy. The significance of identity formation in liturgy, the
advantages of an openness to variety and diversity, and the importance of embodiment all

contribute to the interrogation of ‘Lord’ and ‘Father’ as used in the SEC’s 1982 liturgy.

What is liturgy?

What is liturgy? A definitive answer to this question has remained elusive despite a great
deal of work by liturgical theologians. The starting point for many attempts at an answer
is, understandably, the stem word for liturgy, leitourgia. In his chapter, ‘Liturgy’, from

the Alcuin Guide, The Study of Liturgy and Worship, Benjamin Gordon-Taylor is no

103 Because of the changing nature of the question, I have tended to limit the cited literature to work
published since 2010.
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exception to this general approach. Gordon-Taylor explains: ‘the derivation of the English
world “liturgy” [is] from the Greek Jeitourgia, literally “the work of the people”, which in
ancient usage has a secular sense of what would now be called public work for the benefit
of the community’.!* However, Edward Foley disagrees with this translation of Jertourgia
as ‘the work of the people’, offering instead ‘work for the people’. Nonetheless, his
conclusions based on this alternate translation appear to align with those of Gordon-
Taylor. Foley interprets ‘work for the people’ as ‘a public work accomplished — especially
by the privileged and powerful — on behalf of ordinary folk.’'% Despite a tinge of
clericalism detectable in Foley’s language, both scholars conclude that liturgy is ‘a work’
and not simply a text or the words used. So what is liturgy if it is more than a text, if it is
understood as ‘the work of (or for) the people’? According to Gordon Lathrop a definition
of liturgy can be found ‘first of all in the liturgy itself.!% Lathrop suggests [i]f the
gathering has a meaning for us, if it says an authentic thing about God and our world ...
then that becomes known while we are participating in the gathering.’'”” Here Lathrop is
building on the influential work of Aidan Kavanagh who proposed that liturgy itself is
‘primary theology’.!® Taking this view, liturgy is undertaken as a theological endeavour
by all who participate in it. It is therefore hardly surprising to find that there is no one
clear answer to the question ‘what is liturgy?’. As with most facets of theology, liturgy is

open for interpretation.

Benjamin Gordon-Taylor, building on his translation of Jertouzgia, defines liturgy in the
context of the term ‘worship™ “To put the distinction at its simplest, /iturgy is the means
whereby worshipis offered to God by the Church. Liturgy is consequent on the offering
of worship and serves its needs.”'® Although contemporary liturgical scholars take the

term ‘liturgy’ in various directions, there appears to be a general consensus on this

104 Gordon-Taylor, ‘Liturgy’, 13.

15 Foley, ‘Preaching in an Age of Disaffiliation’, 151.
106 Tathrop, Holy Things, 5.

107 Tbid.

108 Kavanagh, On Liturgical Theology, 73.

109 Gordon-Taylor, ‘Liturgy’, 14.
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centrality of worship in liturgy. Therefore, this understanding of liturgy as serving the
worship of the church will stand as a base. Whatever is meant by ‘liturgy’ each time the
question is asked, it is certainly more than a passage of text and serves a distinct purpose
in the life of the church. What that purpose might be, beyond the notion of worship, is
where division begins. Any understanding of liturgy’s broader purpose is surely
influenced by wider societal concerns and therefore changes with the time, location, and
other factors which define the society within which it is being studied. Contemporary
liturgists and liturgical theologians find themselves grappling with the particularities of
our society in relation to the understanding of liturgy and its purpose, as will be shown
below. Current liturgical scholars — such as Juliette Day, Jenny Wright, Nicholas
Wolterstoff, and Stephen Burns, to name but a few — continue to assert the priority of the
worship of God in liturgy; however, they are also raising new questions around liturgical
worship of God.!° For these scholars, key issues for understanding liturgy in the twenty-
first century include the role of mission and justice, embodiment, diversity and

contextualisation, and identity-formation.

Liturgy as Mission

Within the Anglican Communion mission is described as something more than
evangelism or catechesis. Instead, Anglicans refer to “The Five Marks of Mission:’
The mission of the Church is the mission of Christ
1. To proclaim the Good News of the Kingdom
To teach, baptise and nurture new believers

To respond to human need by loving service

>~ W N

To transform unjust structures of society, to challenge violence of every kind
and pursue peace and reconciliation
5. To strive to safeguard the integrity of creation, and sustain and renew the life

of the earth!!

110 See for example: Jasper, ‘Politics of Post-Truth’; Wolterstoff, 7he God We Worship; Burns and Cones,
Liturgy with a Difference.
111 Office, ‘Anglican Communion’.
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The translations of Jeitourgia provided by Edward Foley and Benjamin Gordon-Taylor
both bring mission to the fore. These two scholars find liturgy to be a work enacted.
Gordon-Taylor describes this drawing together of worship and action through the idea of
leitourgia as ‘a reminder that liturgy and Christian service of neighbour are inseparable
aspects of the baptismal life.’!!> For Foley, the mission of Jeitourgiais in fact God’s
mission: ‘liturgy is something that God does in Christ through the Spirit.” He suggests that
this mission is not just for the baptised and if the church exists to participate in God’s
mission to the world, the ritualising must also be missional.!3 Drawing on the work of
Ruth Meyers, an American Episcopalian theologian, Bruce T. Morrill, S], reiterates
Foley’s argument:

the church is not the primary subject of mission, rather, God is. The

church does not receive faith and then go out on missions, rather, God is

the one on a mission for the life of world. The church, in its members,

shares in that mission through liturgical proclamation and ethical

enactment, with these constituting the very way they encounter the God

of Christ Jesus.!*
If we accept that liturgy is a part of the work of mission, and in particular the mission of
God into which we are drawn, then it is worth delving for a deeper understanding of that

mission.

Mission of Justice

Liturgy must be missional. In turning to biblical sources, God’s mission is revealed to
focus heavily on justice, as reflected in the Anglican fourth mark of mission.!'> From the
Hebrew Bible we can see a clear message that justice is of great concern to God. Proverbs

21.3 is just one of many expressions of the call to act justly: “To do righteousness and

112 Gordon-Taylor, ‘Liturgy’, 13.

113 Foley, ‘Preaching in an Age of Disaffiliation’, 146.

114 Morrill, ‘Liturgy’s Missional Character’, 118. See also: Ruth A. Meyers, Missional Worship, Worshipful
Mission: Gathering as God'’s People, Going Out in God’s Name (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2014).

115 Justice will be understood to mean morally correct, or fair.
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justice is more acceptable to the LORD than sacrifice’.!!® The life and teachings of Jesus,
the embodiment of God’s mission in the world, carry on this message through the New
Testament. In Matthew 23.23, Jesus states clearly, “‘Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees,
hypocrites! For you tithe mint, dill, and cumin, and have neglected the weightier matters
of the law: justice and mercy and faith.” Moreover, The Inclusive Bible: The First
Egalitarian Translation proposes a different interpretation of the Greek term (Sixatoovvr)
which has traditionally been translated as ‘righteousness’, so that Jesus is also heard
calling for justice in his Sermon on the Mount: ‘Blessed are those who hunger and thirst
for justice: they will have their fill. ... Blessed are those who are persecuted because of
their struggle for justice: the kingdom of heaven is theirs’ (Matthew 5.6, 10)."7 It seems
clear that justice is and has always been a fundamental element of God’s mission in the
world. Proverbs 21.3 relates specifically to the ritual which the Israelites were performing
as their worship of God and underlines the importance of justice over and above ritual.
Micah 6.6-8 iterates this same hierarchy placing the doing of justice as a priority for God’s
mission in Creation. Although it cannot be expounded here, there is much to be said in
favour of maintaining ritual for our embodied, human engagement with God, so no
argument will be made for the complete abandonment of ritual. However, there appears
to be a clear call to keep, or make, rituals aligned with the mission of justice. There is
some evidence that the church has recognised this. The Church of England’s Common
Worship has composed a Confession of Sins around the words of Micah 6.8.118 If justice is
at the forefront of God’s calling then it must be seen as key to God’s mission. When
Edward Foley calls for his tradition’s ritual to be mission, he falls in line with the

demands of a long line of prophets, including Jesus Christ. God’s mission of justice is at

116 See also, for example: Deuteronomy 32.4, Psalm 82.3, Isaiah 1.17. All biblical references are taken from
the New Revised Standard Version (NRSV), unless otherwise stated.

W7 Inclusive Bible, 647.

118 The concluding sentence of the Confession is: ‘In your mercy forgive what we have been, help us to
amend what we are, and direct what we shall be; that we may do justly, love mercy, and walk humbly with
you, our God. Amen.’ In comparison with Micah 6.8: He has told you, O mortal, what is good; and what
does the Lord require of you but to do justice, and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God?’
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the fore, showing the emptiness of any ritual which does not recognise the importance of

justice.

The significance of looking at issues of justice in liturgy can be traced through much of
the work produced in liturgical studies since the turn of the twenty-first century. Making
reference to Isaiah 1.11-17, Miguel A. de la Torre suggests that liturgy which is pleasing
to God should be understood ‘as love-based praxis that seeks justice for the hungry, the
thirsty, the naked and the alien among us. If there is no love-based praxis, then our
liturgy is nothing more than a sounding brass or a clanging cymbal.’'"® In order for the
practice of liturgy to be considered true liturgy which serves to worship God, according
to de la Torre, it must be concerned with justice. Mark Earey draws attention to the fact
that ‘well-intentioned and carefully led worship can nonetheless perpetuate oppressive or
marginalizing patterns in church life and in Christian worship’.1? If liturgy is to be a
place for justice, a love-based praxis, as de la Torre suggests, then attention must be paid
to any marginalizing patterns that do not serve a just liturgy. Earey indicates that much of
the work which reveals these patterns of marginalization comes from perspectives such as
the feminist one.!?! If women are marginalised by the liturgy, how can it be considered
just?1?2 As Chapter 1 has already begun to reveal, and as Chapter 4 will show further, the
extensive use of terms such as ‘Lord” and ‘Father’ must be examined in reference to a just

liturgy.

Diversity and Contextualisation

Especially since the turn of the century, insights from feminism, LGBTQ+, and racial
equality movements have gained traction in the world outside the church, and liturgical

theologians have begun to grapple with these issues. Recent liturgical studies emphasise

19 De la Torre, ‘Liturgy’s Missional Character’, 156.

120 Earey, Worship That Cares, 14.

121 Tbid., 13-14.

122 Seeking justice, and a just liturgy, addresses issues such as race, heteronormativity, and ablism are
addressed alongside gender. While recognising the importance of these questions, this thesis looks
specifically at feminist concerns.
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the importance of diversity and contextualisation. After the publication of Dom Gregory
Dix’s The Shape of the Liturgy in 1945, there was a movement to develop liturgies around
Dix’s ‘four-fold shape’ theory. Churches were seeking to find common ground and
converge their liturgies as much as felt theologically possible across the denominations.
By the 1970s, however, questions were being raised around the validity of Dix’s four-fold
theory. As Roger T. Beckwith explains: ‘the binding links which Dix attempted to
establish between biblical teaching and patristic practice have proved faulty’.!?® With the
questioning of Dix’s theory, the emphasis on seeing diversity of liturgical practice as a
positive has grown in recent decades. The Church of England (CoE) liturgical revisions
are a prime example of this. The introduction of the Series 1 liturgy in the 1960s,
followed by Series 2 and 3 and the Alternative Service Book, and finally Common
Worship in 2000 provided liturgical text options for parishes. CoE churches are no longer
expected to worship with the exact same text across the province, but rather are given a
variety of authorised liturgies to use. Despite these movements, however, central texts
developed by the International Consultation on English Texts (ICET) — and more recently
the English Language Liturgical Consultation (ELLC) — continue to hold some sway over

individual elements of the liturgy used across denominations.!2*

Thomas O’Loughlin’s theological reflection on the Eucharist builds on the significance of
diversity in liturgical experiences.!?> O’Loughlin stresses the inevitably human nature of
liturgical celebrations. When seen as an embodied practice enacted by a particular group
of people ‘every manner of celebrating the Eucharist, and the theologies produced
alongside those activities, needs to be identified as the product of a particular setting with
a unique set of possibilities and limitations.’'?® Even in circumstances where the liturgical
text is one provided by a centralised body, each performance of the liturgy is unique and

produces a distinctive worship experience. There was once a desire amongst Anglicans to

123 Beckwith, ‘The Pan-Anglican Document’, 56-57.

12¢ This is examined more closely in the Sanctus and Benedictus textual analysis.
125 O’Loughlin, 7he Eucharist.

126 Tbid., 5.
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create a uniform appearance to and experience of liturgy. The Preface of the 1549 BCP
demonstrates this, seeking to rid the Church of diverse liturgical uses, it charges all
parishes to follow only that provided in the new Prayer Book. However, some current
scholarship recognises the impossibility of this dream. Indeed, the reality at the time was
that each community developed its own way of using the Prayer Book. Diversity is
increasingly seen as an apt inevitability when considering the worship of the earliest
Christians. O’Loughlin’s work recognises ‘the awkward fact that Christian experience is
multiform not just today, but it has always been so.”'?” Building on this, Stephen Burns
and Michael Jagessar, looking at liturgical studies from a postcolonial perspective, point
out that many of those working in the area of liturgical studies have been ‘working with
heavy and inflexible notions of tradition, and it certainly seems to be the case that some
liturgists are quicker to acknowledge the fragmentariness of Christian liturgical origins
than they are to bless and relish contemporary diversity in Christian worship.’1?
According to Jagessar and Burns, some liturgical scholars have been happy to recognise
that Dix’s four-fold shape is to some extent problematic, as Beckwith did, but appear to
continue to desire some uniformity. Cross-confessional projects, such as the ICET are an
example of this. Jagessar and Burns, however, see the irony in this position and long to
have diversity acknowledged as an authentic element of liturgy. Contextualisation is both
a necessary element of embracing the story of Christ for worshippers today, but also the
reality of the history of liturgy. Liturgy was not created ex nihilo, but by humans in a

particular time and place with particular theologies and desires.

Bryan Spinks suggests that the recognition of the localised element of much liturgical
revision has led to a greater push towards inculturation and contextualisation of
liturgies.'? While this may be the case, an uncertainty remains regarding the critical
awareness of the context from which the words of liturgy stem. Kristine Suna-Koro

interrogates the distance to which the context has been attended to:

127 Tbid., 9.
128 Jagessar and Burns, Postcolonial Perspectives, 129.
129 Spinks, The Worship Mall, 125.
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the questions of whose rites, whose bodies, whose language, whose
traditions, whose cultural conventions, whose aesthetics, whose
scriptural hermeneutics, whose moral values and whose political
commitments take precedence, make meaning and exert authority in
worship — and how — are no longer impossible to ignore.!3
These questions were raised initially in the previous chapter exploring the feminist
theological perspectives on liturgical language. They will continue to be important to

bear in mind as the textual analyses are completed and the findings critiqued.

Ritual, Imagination, Identity

Contextualisation is key also for the next set of issues in current liturgical studies that will
be discussed. Imagination, identity-formation, and ritual meet in liturgy and draw out
questions as to liturgy’s purpose. According to James K.A. Smith, ‘the way to the heart is
through the body, and the way into the body is through story. And this is how worship
works.’13! Smith sees story, and with it imagination, as central to liturgy. In this context,
the purpose of liturgy is understood to be God’s work within us: ‘liturgical formation
sanctifies our perception for Christian action’.!3? Here, then, liturgy is central to identity-
formation as Christians. This is not a unique theory. The understanding of liturgy as
providing a meta-narrative into which worshippers can write their own stories is central
to the discussions of both Juliette Day and Cally Hammond about the way liturgy works
as a text.*® However, in 2006, Judith Kubicki questioned the continued understanding of
liturgy as a metanarrative. Kubicki presents a widely-held evaluation of metanarratives
from the post-modern age: ‘Criticized for displaying absolute, universal, and cognitive
pretensions, master narratives have been abandoned and exchanged for the radical
particularity and contextuality of individual or local narratives.’’** However, despite the

apparent move against metanarratives, Kubicki builds on the work of Belgian theologian

130 Suna-Koro, ‘Liturgy, Language and Diaspora’, 101.

131 Smith, /magining the Kingdom, 2:14.

132 Tbid., 2:15.

133 For more on Day and Hammond’s discussions, see Chapter 4.i.
13¢ Kubicki, Christ in the Gathered Assembly, 14.
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Lieven Boeve who affirms the life of the metanarrative, but only when contextualised.!3
By contextualising not only our own narratives, but also the one in which we find Jesus’
story, the possibility of joining the two together in the liturgical formation of worshippers
is opened up again. The nature of liturgy as an overarching story into which Christians
from all backgrounds should be able to integrate themselves is part of what sets liturgy
apart. The work of God in the liturgy acts to draw the whole community together. It is
this power of the liturgy which makes the choice of words so significant. The embodied,
ritualised form of liturgical worship lays the groundwork for God’s action in and through
a diverse group of people whose imaginations and stories are shaped by the narrative with
which they interact in liturgy. As suggested above, the role of ritual in allowing the
imagination to be shaped towards God must also be recognised. As Smith submits, it is in
the habitual ritualization of the narrative that our embodied imagination is shaped by the
Spirit. More will be said in the textual analyses on the power of liturgy through ritual,

imagination, and identity-formation.

Embodiedness of Liturgy

With the attention given to the concerns raised by feminist, LGBTQ+, and racial equality
movements, and growing desire for liturgy to be a place of mission and justice, there has
also been a greater recognition of the embodiedness of liturgy. Teresa Berger explores this
in her liturgical historiography which seeks to uncover the gendered, embodiedness of
liturgy. She highlights that [1]iturgy’s past is no longer understood as accessible primarily
through the study of liturgical texts. Instead, there has been a deepened appreciation of
liturgy as a multi-textured practice, in which not only words but also space, images,
acoustics, material culture, bodies, voices, and instruments play a role.’!3¢ That no two
bodies are the same and that this plays a role in liturgical celebrations is gaining tractio