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Ordination in the C&MA: Some Considerations
That May Affect Its Relationship to Gender
Ken Radant, Summer 2009

This past winter, Franklin Pyles asked me to prepare a discussion paper on the question: “What is ordination as practiced in the Christian and Missionary Alliance (Canada), and what is it that may or may not make it gender-specific?” The paper was to stimulate Dr. Pyles’ reflection on this subject as he worked on a recommendation for the C&MA Board of Directors, in anticipation of further discussion of the possible ordination of women in upcoming meetings including General Assembly.
To kickstart my own thinking on this subject, I’ve reviewed relevant Alliance literature including the constitutions and policies in the Manual, together with related documents and pages on the C&MA-Canada website. I have consulted with a number of colleagues who serve as pastors, district leaders, faculty members, and in other roles in Alliance circles. And I have drawn on personal observations and experiences gathered over most of a lifetime in Alliance churches, in our college and seminary, and more broadly in the C&MA constituency. I cannot claim that the following points are rooted in any kind of extensive formal research, and I’m aware that they represent one particular perspective developed in my own unique context. But I will be bold enough to suggest that they are relatively representative of at least a partial cross-section of the Alliance community in Canada.

I’ve structured my comments around 3 main sections. First, I think it’s important to frame things with some broad observations about the ethos and culture of the Alliance, emerging from our unique organizational history. With that in place, in a second section I will comment on the official concept of ordination expressed in our C&MA literature and on the ways in which it is interpreted, perceived, and put into practice by leaders at various levels in the denomination. Both of these sections will close with a summary of relevant points on the question at hand. Finally, I will offer some additional observations and suggestions which do not fit either category, but which (I trust) may be worth considering as our denominational family explores this subject together. 

I will refrain from promoting any particular point of view on the ordination of women, though I’m sure my own biases will poke through at various points. My goal is to offer what has been requested: some analysis of the situation in which the C&MA in Canada will make decisions on this issue. I pray that God will grant Dr. Pyles and the rest of our denominational leadership much wisdom and a unity of spirit as they reflect on this question and shepherd us through it in the coming days.
I. Some Context: Reflections on C&MA Culture and Ethos 

In order to answer the question “What is ordination as practiced by the C&MA?” it is necessary to take one step back and ask, “What is the C&MA?” Where did we come from, and what noteworthy characteristics define our corporate culture? These are large questions, so my thoughts will necessarily be very selective. I have tried to identify some themes that have particular relevance to our current ordination practice.

A. Our heritage: a transdenominational revival-and-missions organization that evolved into a denomination in the wake of the Fundamentalist/Modernist controversy

In its earliest years, the Christian and Missionary Alliance (and its two parent Alliance organizations) worked in partnership with a wide variety of Protestant denominations, representing a range of ecclesiological convictions, philosophies of leadership, and protocols for pastoral ministry. The Alliance was able to interact effectively with such a diverse community because it was singularly focused on goals that all these denominations held in common: effective global missionary initiative and the cultivation of deep, transforming personal experiences of God. Our success as a unifying organization did not come through carefully constructed frameworks of theological common ground. It was made possible by an all-consuming missional focus.
The transformation of the Alliance from an interdenominational mobilizing agency into a denominational body was quite accidental, and had more to do with the way the Fundamentalist/Modernist debates created orphan churches than with any kind of strategic planning on our part. Denominationally disenfranchised churches were attracted to our missional emphasis, and also to the inclusive approach which we developed through the years of broad collaboration in the Christian community. Independent churches also found these qualities attractive. Not surprisingly, these qualities which drew congregations into the C&MA denomination were reinforced as the denomination solidified, so that a mission-focused, middle-ground, pragmatic approach to ministry came to be a hallmark of the newly forming Alliance Church.

An important related factor had to do with decentralization. In our years as a parachurch organization, the Alliance organizationally centered, but from an ecclesiological standpoint we functioned as a network rather than an empire or a centralized agency. There was a dynamic interplay between churches (and denominations) which operated independently and the C&MA structure which was unified under a common leadership. This also left its imprint on the new Alliance denomination. There has always been a certain amount of give-and-take, sometimes bordering on tension, always involving a kind of creative dance, between churches and districts which operate with a considerable measure of independence, and the denominational structure which—on paper—is highly unified with clear lines of authority. We are broadly Presbyterian in polity, and yet in many ways our mood and even our practice can be remarkably congregational.

Summarizing some key factors from our historical development:

1. Theological diversity has always been a reality for the C&MA. (And of course, throughout church history, ecclesiology has been one of the most debated areas of theology. So it is not surprising that the C&MA community has incorporated members with a range of ecclesiological orientations.)

2. On the whole, the C&MA constituency is comfortable with theological diversity. This is true not only because we have had it for a long time, but also because missional and experiential pragmatism is deeply engrained in our organizational DNA. It is, in the technical sense of the term, a part of the genius of the Alliance. We have always viewed matters of theology and polity as secondary (by a long distance) to issues of mission and spiritual experience.
3. A qualifier to the previous point: the Alliance is zealous for any aspect of theology which is perceived to be essential to the gospel and to effective life transformation. But this same focused zeal is matched by a culture of flexibility and even indifference toward issues that are perceived to be divisive among Christian communities.

4. Our transformation from para-church to denomination made it necessary to embrace some form of C&MA ordination. (The churches we adopted had ordination practices already, and it was necessary to develop them in order to begin functioning among denominations as a peer.) The fact that we became a denomination unintentionally through a process of osmosis and metamorphosis means that the C&MA constituency has always tended to view ordination through a variety of theological lenses. (And here our openness to diversity comes into play, because this is not viewed as a gospel essential.) 

B. Our historic heroes: effective communicators, creative people of action and impact

Who are the heroes remembered in our denominational history courses and celebrated in our texts, our art, and our lore? Many names are cited—and these vary depending on the group of whom we inquire. A few figures inevitably emerge wherever the question is asked:  Simpson, Tozer, Jaffrey, and the like.

Note that the heroes celebrated in the Alliance are rarely theologians or scholars in any technical sense. (In this we are quite different than our Reformed and Lutheran colleagues, and in some ways even than our Mennonite friends. Interestingly, a good number of our denominational leaders in recent generations have been scholars. But there is a difference between the election of a denominational leader and the recollection of a community hero.)   Further, few of these men and women are remembered as masters of organizational leadership, though we have certainly had leaders who excelled in this area. 
What common characteristics mark the Simpsons, Tozers, and Jaffreys of our movement? These and other widely remembered heroes are generally associated with one or both of these qualities: they were effective communicators whose preaching and writings stirred the hearts of their hearers, and/or they were people of action whose circle of influence was broad and who were known for creative, out-of-the-box thinking that made an impact. In other words, their leadership style matched the pragmatic and spiritual-transformation ethos of the denomination. They appealed to its pragmatic missional side by creative, significant achievement; and they appealed to its zeal for deeper life by persuasive preaching urging commitment and deeper life.
To summarize key factors here:

1. We of the C&MA are not unlike our Pentecostal cousins, in that we have much more respect for “anointing” (which we tend to equate with pragmatic effectiveness and powerful transformational preaching) than we do for position or education or official recognition.
2. We are accustomed to working within a system, but we admire people who think (and speak) “outside the box”—so long as they are passionate for Jesus and able to make a difference over time. 

3. The two previous points mean, candidly, that we really put very little stock in ordination when it comes to identification of our spiritual heroes. We understand that it is a useful tool to help us clarify leaders and ensure wise pastoral succession. But we don’t admire it, especially.

(These points are confirmed, in my mind at least, by the way C&MA pastors and church leaders tend to become followers of certain kinds of contemporary movements that show the same characteristics. Many of our leaders have been devotees of Bill Hybels and the Willow Creek network, of Rick Warren and Saddleback ministries, and of other noteworthy high-profile ministry leaders particularly in the United States. In some places, it appears that C&MA churches are more influenced in their day-to-day strategy and practice by such high-profile ministry leaders than they are by anything in our own denominational system and its history. And I note that the seminars, videos, and books that seem to generate the most attention highlight leaders who are pragmatically successful and/or highly effective communicators with inspirational messages on personal transformation.) 
C. Some other miscellaneous features of C&MA culture
Here I am thinking particularly of the flavor of Alliance culture in Western Canada, where I am most closely connected. I believe these marks are more broadly applicable, but cannot speak to the nuances in other parts of the country.
Without probing the roots of all these features, it seems to me that our movement is characterized by such things as:

1. Porous denominational borders. There is regular, free movement between Alliance churches, Baptist churches, Mennonite churches, Charismatic churches, etc. This applies both to attenders and pastoral leaders, and it adds to the sense of theological and cultural diversity in the C&MA.
2. A significant number of large, influential, apparently very successful churches. Pastoral leadership in these churches tends to be fairly stable over a relatively long tenure. When there are pastoral changes, they are slow and challenging—it is hard to find the right pastor for a Sevenoaks or a First Alliance or a Peace Portal—and we often end up drawing in pastors from the United States, and even from non-C&MA background. (I grew up under the ministry of Wendell Grout, as a case in point.)

3. As noted above, Alliance churches and their leaders show a lively interest in current organizations and movements with a high-profile reputation for pragmatic effectiveness: Willow Creek, NCD, etc. 

4. Denominationally, we are more open to ministry formats and strategies that are postmodern and suited to emergent church interests than many Evangelical groups. (The comparison is clear among the groups I work with at ACTS.)
5. We are still in the midst of a recent shift away from traditional leadership development (except for senior pastors) toward home-grown leadership, on-the-job training for pastoral and ministry leaders, and short-term structures for service.

6. Where we have leaned on formal ministerial training we have traditionally been quite college (undergrad) driven, except for our international workers (and that is changing rapidly). The emphasis given to our college has generated a rich unifying sense of denominational life, among pastoral leaders and key lay leaders. It has prepared a large number of strong workers. It has, in other words, greatly enriched the denomination. At the same time, because we have often graduated more students than there are relevant openings for pastoral ministry, in too many of our churches there has been a tendency toward ministerial Darwinism, where, instead of viewing pastoral leaders as people who can be nurtured and further equipped by the church, churches have viewed pastors as commodities to be tried, used, and discarded where they do not work effectively. The result is a very large number of former Alliance pastors and licensed workers who trained, pastored for a time, then were terminated and did not return to professional church ministry. Many of these have been ordained.  

7. At least in BC, the community of pastoral leaders is very young, judging from the average ages at district leadership retreats over the past decade. 
D. Summarizing contextual factors that may impact decisions concerning women’s’ ordination in the C&MA
1. We are deeply interested in theological things as pertains to gospel essentials and personal transformation, but inclined to be highly flexible, middle-of-the-road and even pluralistic (in an Evangelical sense) if not outright disinterested in theological nuances that we do not view as impacting the essentials. (There are exceptions, but they are viewed as oddities.) 

2. We are highly pragmatic, interested in whatever seems to work well, what is “cutting edge,” and/or what inspires toward commitment and personal transformation. This matters more to us than title, education, or formal position.  We care much more about a person’s “anointing” than their pedigree.

3. We are highly attuned to issues of cultural relevance, and quicker to try new things than many other groups in order to be relevant—particularly in our urban ministries.

4. Our patterns for leadership development and maintenance are changing but still in need of better strategic planning. We have relatively little (if any) serious succession planning and have not had a strong developmental culture in terms of nurturing the spiritual and ministerial health and growth of our pastoral leaders. There are significant recent efforts to redress this (networks, establishment of retreat programs, encouragement of sabbaticals, etc.), but these are not yet entrenched in the DNA of our churches. Much of our leadership theology, philosophy, and strategy has been a product of “feeling our way along” combined with borrowing elements from various high-profile ministries, primarily based in large U.S. churches. 
Though these points are highly generalized and subject to many exceptions and nuances, I think they capture at least some of the context in which we will be discussing questions of ordination for women.

II. What is ordination as practiced in C&MA?
A. Officially:

Our website pages for official workers indicate that ordination is designed to provide recognition and commission of people set apart by God for ministry, specifically in ministries that center on preaching, teaching, and theological grounding—in other words, ministries especially entrusted to guard and proclaim the faith.
Our formal ordination policy states: 

Ordination is the solemn observance whereby representatives of the church corporate, together with the Elders representing the local congregation, set apart and charge those men whom God has called already and equipped for ministry, through the laying on of hands and the offering of prayer for spiritual enduement.  (C&MA Manual p. 44)

The policy is established at the national level, supervision takes place at the district level, and affirmation for the minister is given by district and local church leadership.

The policy is structured so that a pastoral leader must seek ordination 2 years into a pastoral role, and the individual is subject to a revocation of credentials if ordination is not passed. In this sense, ordination for the pastor functions rather like tenure for a professor in a university. It serves as a kind of follow-up review after the pastor is hired, where the organization is able to weed out pastoral leaders who looked like they would be up to the challenge at original hiring but who subsequently do not demonstrate that capacity. It functions as a quality-control measure. At the same time, for those who make it through the review gauntlet successfully, it serves as an affirmation from the organization and a personal confirmation of God’s call and of personal success in the role. It provides confidence and motivation to continue.

This sounds crass, perhaps, but it is how the structure works, from the perspective of organizational leadership models. At the same time, the process is clearly permeated with theological convictions. As Evangelicals, we are committed to preserve the faith once delivered. Ordination helps to ensure that our pastoral leaders, particularly those with teaching responsibility, are able to do this faithfully. It also ensures that the teaching is not only orthodox but also effective.  In the process, it also helps to maintain a greater measure of denominational solidarity, since the evaluation is linked to mainstream C&MA perspectives and not merely to a vague notion of Evangelical ecumenism. 
Again, the characteristic C&MA pragmatism is evident in our formal ordination policy, where exemptions are made for pragmatic reasons in relation to international and First Nations workers.

B. Comparing with my survey of various pastors …
The pastoral leaders I surveyed in preparation for this paper are all survivors of the ordination process. It was interesting, therefore, to hear their thoughts on the function and impact of ordination. Some highlights include:

1. General agreement with the intent and the details of the official policy. They understand that it is a kind of “seal of approval” on pastors and an after-hire quality control measure.

2. They believe in the theological dimension, regularly linking it with “calling for ministry” texts in Scripture.

3. The theological conviction did not stop them from labeling the actual process a human construct. It is understood as an attempt on the part of our ministry organization to capture a spiritual truth with a practical and culturally conditioned course of action. 

4. Some (particularly from district leadership) stressed the value of the process as a form of ongoing professional and personal development for pastoral leaders. Those who stressed this noted that it is not so explicit in the formal policy, but that it is an effective way to help with a serious need.

5. While agreeing with the statements, concerns were expressed that ordination not be allowed to create any culture of 2-tiered life and ministry in the church, where the pastor is the one “called” by God while the “lay people” are not. Those who stressed this noted the Bible’s emphasis on the calling and equipping of all believers for service.

6. Not surprisingly, none of my respondents thought in terms of any theologically-driven change in the spiritual or service status of the pastor as a result of ordination. They did appreciate the sense of affirmation that the experience brought, noting that it added to their confidence and determination for ministry. They noted that without this sense of confirmation it would merely be an organizational hoop to jump with no real value.
7. Colleagues in educational settings noted that it has a special benefit for them in that it allays some of the suspicions that might otherwise be directed toward college/seminary faculty from the constituency.

C. Sense of overall satisfaction with our policy and practice
It struck me as helpful to think in terms of the sense of satisfaction that our churches and especially our pastoral leaders seem to have with the policy as it currently stands. This information is drawn in part from my survey and in part from more general experience and observation. Again, some highlights:

1. There seems to be a general sense of comfort with both the fact of ordination and the overall process.

2. There are, nevertheless, some points of tension, felt to various degrees by different people and groups. Notable points include:
· The tendency to create (unintentionally) a 2-tier mindset in the church, separating clergy from laity. This is increasingly significant among more postmodern, emergent groups.

· There is an awareness of strange points of inconsistency in the system. For example: (a) ordination relates to theological responsibility, yet it is not required of all faculty members in our schools, but it is required of ministers of music. (b) Women can serve as pastors in churches, fully licensed, with regular teaching responsibility, yet not be considered for ordination. (Note that no one I heard liked the American category of consecration. It was viewed as adding to the confusion, and as an artificial attempt to get around the problem.)   (c) As is often noted, women international workers regularly have teaching roles and function as guardians of the faith once delivered. The equipping requirements they meet are the same as the requirements placed on men who serve overseas, except for the need for ordination.
· At a denominational level, our polity places ultimate authority in the General Assembly. Many who vote at Assembly are not ordained. Many are women. The committees and other groups (including the board of directors?) who influence policy are not limited to ordained individuals or to men. This also seems to be a peculiarity in the system.   
· There is general agreement that quality control is something that ought to be considered over a lifetime of ministry through some form of evaluation. Likewise, professional development functions should be ongoing. Current ordination practice tends to encourage a once-for-all evaluation and development model which is not healthy.
D. Summarizing practice and perception factors that may impact decisions concerning women’s’ ordination in the C&MA
These factors are intertwined with the previous contextual factors, and the two groups need to be viewed together. For simplicity and brevity I have tried not to duplicate items from the previous list. 
1. Our policy and perception both stress that ordination is primarily about the denomination’s ability to protect the gospel and effective gospel ministry. It serves as a supplementary quality-control check on pastoral leaders, addressing their faithfulness to the gospel (as understood in C&MA perspective) and their capacity to ministry effectively, especially in matters of teaching and preaching. 
  Note that in terms of general perception, the value of this test, at the theological level, is its ability to protect what we consider to be the gospel essentials. Our constituency and even our pastoral leaders are not generally concerned with well-rounded theological literacy; they want to be sure the core gospel message is rightly (and effectively) proclaimed.  This accords with the pragmatism mentioned earlier.
  There is a fairly widespread sense that this kind of evaluation of capacity to protect and proclaim the core gospel message is applicable to all people involved in a teaching ministry. That sense will translate into pressure on some fronts to move toward women’s ordination. Those who will lobby against women’s ordination will have to show that this undermines our ability to remain true to gospel essentials (presumably by creating a domino effect whereby failure to adhere to Scripture at one point cascades into others and ultimately to the gospel message).
2. The importance of ordination as an affirmation of God’s calling to ministry leadership is a major factor both in our policy and in perception. For those who remain in pastoral ministry, and for church leaders who work with pastors, this is a point of major significance. 
  It is greatly complicated by the reality that we have many pastoral ministry casualties, many of whom have gone through the ordination process. Cases where ordained pastoral leaders do not continue in ministry undermine the theological and practical case for the distinct value of ordination, especially for those who have stepped out of pastoral ministry, but also for wider circles acquainted with them.

3. Our Protestant theology resists any notion that ordination brings special spiritual power. Pastors themselves understand this and are conscious of the “man-made” nature of the rite in its specific form. 
  Nevertheless, there is still an ongoing struggle not to drift into a clergy-laity division. This affects pastoral leaders and church attenders in a variety of ways.
4. Our policy does not confine ordination to the role of senior pastor. Both the policy and the perception stress the teaching and truth-guarding roles of pastors as the key element. Though this applies in a very direct way to senior pastors, it has other applications as well, and so ordination is required more broadly.
   This generates a range of complexities and perceived inconsistencies. At the local church level it means male pastors whose primary role is music leading are expected to pursue ordination, while women pastors who teach extensively are not. It bypasses elders altogether, though biblical expectations for eldership include aptitude for teaching in the case of at least some. At the denominational level, questions are raised because the ultimate authority in the denomination is not clearly and uniquely vested in senior pastors, or in pastors of any kind.  
To these items I could add that, in my circles of acquaintance, those who comment on the issue directly speak strongly in favor of ordination for women. They do so for a variety of reasons, some implied above and some not included here. This suggests to me that there is a broad sense of discomfort with our current practice, and that there will likely be a chorus of vocal supporters for change. I am not in a good position to assess the degree to which opposition to change will be equally vocal.
III. Some other observations and suggestions
Were I commissioned to do an exegetical and theological study of ordination and its connection to church leadership and gender roles, I could add many more pages of thoughts. But that is not what I was asked for in this paper. At this point, therefore, I think I’ve covered most of the factors that come to mind which might impact a decision on the ordination of women in the C&MA in Canada. I hope the observations above prove helpful.

I do have a few additional comments of a more random sort that I would like to add, and also a few suggestions dealing not so much with conclusions as with process forward on the issue. I’ll try to keep them brief, since I know I’m pushing the boundaries of the purpose for this paper.

A. We need to take a hard look at the long-term viability of our concept and practice of ordination
No doubt the C&MA needs to give some thought to the matter of the ordination of women, and soon. However, given some of the inconsistencies and disjunctures mentioned above, it seems to me that a broader review of the whole ordination policy is in order. After all, if it turns out that our approach to ordination is not maximally helpful, and perhaps not even viable in the long term, then the question whether to ordain women becomes moot.

Key issues here have already been noted. Does our current model adequately address the balance between the calling of pastors to their role (which is really a gifting issue, isn’t it?) and the calling of all believers to service (which is grossly under-emphasized in many places)? Do we have clear rationale as to why it is relevant to some pastoral positions but not others? Is it really an effective criterion when we allow exceptions for certain types of ministry (overseas, First Nations), even though the same needs for quality teaching apply there? How do we deal with the problem of pastoral attrition which undermines the value of ordination? How do we really, effectively, ensure that the faith once delivered is guarded? How does all this fit with emerging efforts at stronger PD for pastors?

I’m not offering solutions, nor do I assume that the solutions will have to look all that different from current policy. I’m just noting that it’s time for a review. Our ordination process evolved alongside our denomination, and rather by accident. We are now sufficiently established that it’s time to assess things, reaffirming and adjusting as necessary.
B. It will be important that we sift our concept and practice of ordination carefully to distinguish what is biblical/theological, what is traditional, and what is pragmatic

We know that all three types of influences are at work in our policy and practice. But when a discussion of ordination comes to the floor of Assembly, we will quickly discover that we do not all see eye to eye as to which parts are negotiable and which are not. To the degree that we can show, on a principled basis, which elements fit which categories, we will get better traction in discussions about the ordination of women and find a place of agreement and unity.

(I would add that in my view, the biblical/theological dimensions mostly have to do with the reality of calling to ministry and of particular gifts and calling into ministry leadership—including teaching. They also have to do with the responsibility of leaders to preserve the gospel faithfully in their own teaching and in the life of the community. Much of the remainder of the policy, including its attempt to define “pastors” as opposed to elders, etc., is tradition and pragmatics. This isn’t theological rocket science, but neither is it sufficiently well understood in the constituency.)
C. Some theological points that deserve special attention in our discussion:
1. The relationship between the “calling” of individuals to ministry and the “calling” of couples.

2. A theology of pastoral calling and gifting: what is a pastor, what is the biblical/theological relationship of pastor to elder, what range of roles fit the designation “pastor,” and in particular what is the relationship of pastor to theological guardian?

3. Behind all the points under 2, a clearer and more explicit understanding of what is actually taught, what is inferred, and what is left open by the NT with regards to church leadership and personal ministry roles. (One of the key reasons tradition and pragmatics play such a large part in ecclesiology and church policy is because the NT does not give directives on so many things. Again, this is generally known, but not widely enough, and there are still plenty of points of disagreement as to where the boundaries between “you must…” and “you are free to…” fall in the NT.) 
4. We need to tackle the question whether women can be senior pastors directly. In the eyes of many, this is the real issue underneath the possible debate over women’s ordination. Does ordaining women automatically mean they are able to function as senior pastors? Why should or shouldn’t women play that role, theologically speaking? (If we were to conclude that a woman can play the role, we would probably embrace ordination of women automatically. If we conclude that a woman would not normally play that role, we need to determine whether or not that has any bearing on whether she can be ordained—and that in turn raises questions about blanket ordination versus ordination to various types of ministry.)
D. Some other pragmatic points that deserve attention:
1. We need to clarify the relationship between ordination and accreditation. Are they fundamentally different, or is ordination simply doing the same kind of thing as accreditation but later in the process and (at present) with a more limited range of people in ministry? (Some, at least, will argue that in practice accreditation fills all the functions that ordination does—quality control check, affirmation, etc.—but that it is treated more freely because the NT doesn’t use the term. Is that true? If so, then it’s a poor argument for anything, because the NT doesn’t use “ordination” in the way we do either. If not, then we need to clarify the differences.)
2. If the C&MA concludes that we should not have women senior pastors, is ordination the best way to protect and limit the role? What other alternatives are there?

3. What legalities, technicalities, and ministry opportunities are affected by ordination policy, and how might these factor into the discussion? For example, certain forms of chaplaincy require that a candidate be ordained. As more and more of our people are looking for chaplaincy-oriented forms of ministry, this means C&MA women are hampered from seeking ministry roles that would otherwise be available to them—roles that have little or nothing to do with the gospel-protecting functions that are highlighted in our policy. Are there other legal issues that ma also come to bear, in Canada or overseas? (Access to visas, etc., based on ordination status, for example?)
  In a sense, this is a call to assess the gains and losses in terms of strategic ministry that we incur depending on whether or not we extend ordination, in some form and under some definition, to women.
E. Process issues

Two main points here, and with these I’ll quit.

1. To use a farmyard expression: Is the horse already out of the barn? The doors to eldership have already been opened for women in the C&MA. Though the number of churches that have taken the step to change their constitutions is limited, it is growing, and we are not likely to see a reversal in this policy. But since the NT does not clearly demarcate “pastors” from “elders,” and since the senior pastor is responsible to the elders board, does this mean that really the dominos are already falling and that ordination for women is inevitable? If so, how do we manage the upcoming discussion so that it does not look like things are spiraling out of control, while acknowledging the inevitable path? If not, why not, and what does that mean for our process? This needs to be examined seriously by our leadership before the rest of the constituency begin to understand the dynamics of the situation and respond to it en masse.
2. Assuming the question of ordination is not moot in light of our policy on eldership, we will need a clear, well-conceived process to help the denomination reflect on, discuss, digest, and work toward a consensus on this issue. Our process for dealing with the issue of women as elders was dismal at best for many years, and we only made progress when a (slightly) better structure and timeline was instituted. Even when agreement on policy was reached at Assembly, no well-conceived plan was put in place to help individual churches work through the issue for themselves, as was necessary in light of the new policy. And so the question continues to generate friction and frustration in pockets here and there across our constituency to this day, though we seem to be working through it little by little. 
  My hope and prayer would be that we will handle the question of the ordination of women more wisely, both in terms of bringing forward good process for national discussion leading up to Assembly decision, and in terms of equipping our churches to deal with the aftermath. This process needs to be theologically literate as well as pragmatically effective. Otherwise, we will find that our tendency toward pragmatism takes over, and the role of theological guardian which lies at the heart of the discussion of ordination will be marginalized at a point when it should most be modeled. 
May God grant wisdom to us all, and special discernment to Dr. Pyles and the Board of Directors as they seek to steer us through the murky and turbulent waters that may lie ahead as we move through this issue. It is my hope and prayer that the C&MA in Canada will find its way to a resolution much more quickly and smoothly than we did in the previous discussion of women as elders, and that the outcome will be peace in the family and enhanced ministry to our communities and around the world.
Ken Radant







