EDITORIAL

OME years ago a woman religious, a nurse, who was on retreat, came

in and sat down beside me. ‘My prayer today has been very deep,’ she
said, ‘because, if | were sexually active, thisis the time of the month when
I would conceive.’

I have told people of that encounter many times since, because it came
to have for me something of the quality of a conversion experience. Why
had I never made that connection before? How did my body interconnect
with my prayer? What did it really mean to pray as a woman? Was it
different from praying as a man? Did the fact that men and women had
different bodies mean that they experienced the world differently and
prayed differently? It was the beginning of a journey for me, the opening
of a door to new growth and a more integrated sense of myselfas a woman
before God. The journey continues for me, and I thank that retreatant
whose name I don’t even remember — for the gift I received from her.

This issue of Source is an exploration of the theme Women Praying
and contains reflections not just from SHCJ, but from other women and
from one married couple. The article by Jack and Sandra Holt brings to
mind what might have been for Cornelia and Pierce, and leads naturally
into Joanne Sullivan’s weaving together of Cornelian and Ignatian
themes. Joanne’s simple format is one that people might well develop for
themselves and use further as the year of jubilee approaches.

However, no doubt the first thing you will have noticed about this
issue is its new look. Our thanks to Eileen McDevitt and Wayne Gradon
fl';)lz their work on the new layout and format. Please let us know how you

ike it.

We continue to hope for subscribers to Source. A subscription in any
currency is acceptable; we ask for at least £6 or $12 or 50 naire or 2000
cedis per annum. If you know of anyone who would like to subscribe (or
anyone who could not afford to subscribe but would be pleased to receive
a copy of Source) please contact one of the editors.

Once again we invite contributions, suggestions and responses t0
published articles. The next issue will be devoted to the theme Racism.
Copy for the first issue of the year should reach the editor by the beginning
of the previous September; for the second issue by the beginning of
February.

Judith Lancaster, SHCJ

Women/Worship in Crisis

Mary E. Sullivan, SHCJ

HE crisis about which I speak involves our forms of

communal prayer and our language for prayer. In

attempting to articulate the crises, I have tried to

choose my words wisely. ‘Worship’ provides a

broader context for describing all the kinds of

prayer I mean than the more specific term and
highly structured form we more commonly use, liturgy’. ‘Worship’ can
better bear the weight of controversy which finds expression today in
christian and non-christian, western and non-western, traditional and
non traditional religious literature and debate.

In our century as never before, we have experienced the impact of
far-reaching social change. ‘Ritualizing’ — religious and otherwise — is
a term used by social sciences to name a wide range of stylized, repetitive
human behaviors by which all people everywhere express meaning,
explore values and mark significant moments of their lives. Modern
communications have made us aware, as never before, of how much we
have in common and how, in every culture, people are questioning older
ritual patterns which nolonger communicate the truth of their new social
relationships.

World-wide today a new feminist consciousness is emerging,
providing the impetus to critique both religious ritual and social change:

... whenever feminist consciousness is emerging, people
are to explore ritually, and then to embody fully, a future of
relationships different from what has long been believed to
be the truth of things.!

New consciousness, like new wine, must find suitable vessels in
which to age and come to fruition. In the past three decades in our own
catholic tradition we have experienced vast changes in the way we view
our church as well as the liturgical forms and language through which we

pray:




... Liturgy is one of the crucial places where the church’s
self-understanding expresses itself and seeps into christian
consciousness. Worship is where new understandings make
aformidableappearance. Liturgyis where the consequences
of the Second Vatican Council have been singularly tell-
ing.?

Through use of the vernacular and reform of our rites and
sacraments we have experienced dramatically ritual’s potential to medi-
ate religious experience. Yet for many today, women and men, the
language and form of our liturgy falls painfully short of what is needed
to support their religious experience and to address the feminist concerns
rising from this new consciousness. Ironically, although these last three
decades have known nothing but liturgical change, the liturgy itself, in
form as well as language, is experienced as most resistant to change.
Perhaps it is time to ask why the church’s reformed liturgy does not (and
cannot?) provide a means by which women can fully enflesh, express and
celebrate this new emerging consciousness.

As women religious who value liturgical and communal forms of
worship and who give expression through them to our most cherished
beliefs, what can we say of this crisis as we experience it today? I, of
course, am speaking out of an American catholic context and will be
reflecting on some of the liturgical and other forms of worship I have
experienced in this part of the world and in our American province. We
know and we experience this as difficult territory, fraught with all kinds
of dangers and dead-ends. (Has it not been difficult even to articulate
some of the problems we experience at public celebrations of vows,
jubilees, eucharist and communal prayer because we know how divisive
the discussion could become?)

We know from experience of ministry as well as membership in
local parish communities how this crisis has divided members of our
church, causing confusion and pain between pastor and congregation and
tension among pastoral staffs. Many of us, no doubt, know women whose
struggles with this crisis have been the occasion for leaving one or several

of the following: parish/congregation, religious community, ministry,
church affiliation.

No, this is not an easy topic, but I believe we must begin to address
the issue, and join in ‘conversation’ — a very timely word in the present
vocabulary and experience of the American province.® The perspective of
women who dialogue in faith and attend to the truth in love is much

needed in our times. By not addressing this significant
part of our lives we run the risk of not attending to ameans N ew
of growth for us as a community of women, and not

providing the experiences needed to move us forward with COILSC Lousness '

like new wine,
years in academic training and pastoral ministry in what St ﬁ nd

greater understanding and clarity.
Although I have been immersed for the past fifteen

we might call our normative tradition of ritual worship, .
liturgy (that is, the sacraments, rites and communal cel- suita ble
ebrations of the People of God gathered as church) I am

well aware of its limitations as a prayer form and the U@SSGZS
frustrations many experience with it today. AsIread the - .
words of Marjorie Proctor-Smith in the Introduction to mn U)thh
Women at Worship I knew she was speaking to my experi- to come
ence as well as that of many others working in the field of

liturgy: to fruition

For women who choose to remain within

their religious tradition there must be con-

stant critique and frequent compromise. . . . Such a position
requires a kind of ‘double vision’that enables women to see
the truth of their tradition’s ritual practices and also to see
what that tradition might become.*

Often I must promote a more conservative stance than I myself
believe should be the case, and it is at these times that I look at bits of
wisdom from women whose journeys are similar to mine:

It seemstomethat... [the slow process of liturgical revision
and renewal] calls us to ask ourselves some serious ques-
tions: Are we willing towork for a cause in which we believe,
with no guarantee that we ourselves will reap the benefits?
Are we willing to recognize that before all else this work is
God’s, not simply ours? Are our personal goals soimportant
that to achieve them we are willing to jeopardize the unity
of the church and the unity of the Eucharist?

Here in the diocese where I work such a breach of unity has caused
much misunderstanding and damage to the work ofliturgical renewal. It
has been caused by the opinions of a woman religious, Mother Angelica.
Last Fall she launched a powerful campaign among her TV viewers. That -
campaign, supported by wealthy, conservative catholics (many of whom



dead-ends

live in this diocese) and by many well-meaning but misin-

We experience formed homebound elderly who watch her religious pro-

gram on TV, was powerful enough to have the American

lltur gY QS bishops deluged with mail right before their vote on the

d . fﬁ l ¢ work of the International Commission on English in the
ljjicu Liturgy (ICEL), the inclusive Grail Psalter project. The

2 letter writers obviously think that ICEL is an arm of the
territor. y > devil, rather than of the Conference of English-speaking

fra ) g ht w lt h bishops. Anything having to do with changing of language

was misconstrued as being against church teaching, and

a l l kl nds anything having to do with inclusive language was seen as

a feminist manipulation of liturgical texts. Sadly, there

Of dang €r'S were not enough positive votes among the bishops to carry

d the project, even though the project was directed by aboard
ANA  of their fellow bishops.

Bishop Emil Weela, an auxiliary in our diocese and
an advisor to this project, spoke out against the misrepre-
sentation of facts and Mother Angelica’s means of present-
ing her own private teachings as official church teaching. The result was
another very ugly assault on this fine bishop, and a rather curious
anomaly: the conservative right questioning the bishop’s authority to
teach, while giving Mother Angelica’s uninformed opinion the weight of
church teaching.

While we know from experience that there are other compelling
reasons for further revision of liturgical texts (strengthening biblical
allusions, making theological themes more precise, promoting ecumeni-
cal sensitivity, improving proclamation) making the language of prayer
more effective is the reason most significant to these reflections on
Women/Worship in Crisis. The language we use to speak to and of God in
prayer is a powerful vehicle of belief. Liturgical language carries a heavy,
three fold burden: it must support what we believe about God, about who
we are who address God, and about our identity within the community of
believers. A tag-phrase for a basic principle of liturgical theology, lex
orandi, lex credendi, reminds us that the way we pray is the guide for
what we believe. Giving voice to belief is the purpose of our worship. Is it
any wonder then that this crisis in liturgical language has caused such
discord in the church?

Dr. Gail Ramshaw, liturgical languages scholar, in a splendi'd
essay, ‘Choosing Words for the Church,’ helps us to understand why this

crisis seems so critical today. She reminds us that our faith is grounded
in a long, liturgical tradition:
Christianity is among other things a tradition of words,
having a revealed name for God, a set of labels for holy
things, certain categories for the self, and a vocabulary for
the world. To pray in Christ is to use a certain set of words,
and passing on the faith is to a great degree instruction in
vocabulary.?

Today we have come to a point in time when it has become all too
apparent that ‘the church’s language must constantly change because
vernacular speech continuously changes.” The changes we have seen in
threebrief decades have noparallel anywherein the history of christianity,
for in no other age has such a complete revision of rites ever been
undertaken. Also, at no other time has language changed so rapidly as in
our century. While christians have always been ‘a people of translation,
Hebrew to Aramaic to Greek to Latin and on and on,® we have experienced
as never before that

. . . changing the words of our prayer and
praise is a momentous event, and it both
signals and produces a revolution in the
religious mindset. Yet words change out
from under us, and we must keep on trans- we use
Ourlanguage changes so quickly. We need only cite

one text from our present Sacramentary (1973) as an to GOd

illustration. In the early 1970s Eucharist Prayer IV was a

favorite, poetic and pleasing in its lovely account of salva- in prayer

tion history. It was often chosen in the American province .

for religious professions and special feasts. Today it is s a
rarely chosen because of its frequent use of ‘man’, ‘men’,

‘him’, to refer to human persons, male and female. At- p Ow_erf ul
tempts by presiders to substitute first person plural pro- pe h 1C le
nouns, changing for example, ‘You formed man . .. and set .
him over the whole world’ into ‘You formed us . . . and set Of bellef
us...were neversatisfactory, for they lost the whole sense
of movement through salvation history. In the space of ten
years, the text became one of the most problematic for
American catholic assemblies.

The language



In the States the debate over language in the liturgy has reached
boiling point. No doubt it is fuelled by the ideas and issues of women. We
turn on the TV and hear and see Mother Angelica. We pick up religious
magazines and theological journals and read about some exciting work of
Sister Elizabeth Johnson who challenges our almost exclusively male
images of God as idols rather than icons that evoke the presence of God.°

The debate is all around us, and women religious find themselves on both
sides of the issue.

I believe, with Gail Ramshaw and others, that it is the challenge
put to us by christian feminists which most shakes our comfortable
positions, our formulas and images of God, our understanding about
ourselves, the pray-ers, and about our identity within the community of
believers. I know this has been my experience. For the majority of us
today — women, women religious, members of the Society — this new
consciousness hasbeen dawning slowly. Each comes toit at her own pace,
perhaps moved most by temperament, life experience or ministry. This
movement raises such difficult questions as

How are my images of God changing?

What does it mean to be a woman today, a catholic woman, a
religious? What does it mean to pray as a woman?

What needs tochange when we pray as community, sothat women
and women’s experiences can be appreciated?

These kinds of questions have to affect the way we pray; certainly
we bring them — consciously or unconsciously — to each experience of
prayer, both personal and communal. I do not find in my experience of
praying liturgically, however, either the form or the focus toanswer them.
There are other forms of communal, ritual prayer which more readily
invite personal and communal reflection on these themes: less struc-
tured, more spontaneous and including ingredients we also associate
with liturgy, such as readings, proclamation, movement, music, symbols.
These ingredients, however, in less structured prayer forms speak more
directly to the issues raised by such questions.

For these reasons I suggest that we depend too much on our

experience of liturgical prayer forms and expect from them more than the
form can offer:

Liturgy in its very nature and purpose is ecclesial. Liturgi-
cal prayer is communal, requiring full, active, conscious
participation in the prayer of the church. For an action to

be communal, the interaction and inter-relationships of all

present must contribute to the experience. The liturgical

assemblyis convened as the bodyof Christ in responsetothe

call to give worship to God. Its interaction is public, and the

interrelationships of the assembly verify the essential traits

of what it means to be church. Thus, for example, the

assembly includes a differentiation of functions under a

publicly recognized presidency. When the actions of the

assembly move the community along the continuum of
common meanings in the direction of realized, common
ecclesial meanings, . . . its worship can properly be called

Titurgical’.*

When for any reason we do not recognize the ecclesial dimension
of liturgy and move the form toward privatization either for reasons of
devotion or because we are not following sound liturgical principles, we
change the nature and purpose of liturgical prayer.

There are many ways we can do this, but perhaps we need to look
at some of the practices we find happening at liturgies today, especially
at the eucharist when most of the participants are women.

We might see co-presiders (a priest and a designated

woman), hear non-biblical readings, and hear the presi- AS women

religious
liturgical principles; we know that they are happening in we owe lt

dential prayer shared among many. These choices are not
made because of lack of knowledge or appreciation of

response to one of those questions concerning women’s
issues and identity in the church.

The crisis once again in loving our tradition of

liturgical prayer causes a kind of ‘double vision’. We find o beg na
‘conversation’

ourselves overlooking or abandoning the liturgical prin-
ciples we would, in other circumstances, promote.

Ibelieve as a community of womenreligiousweowe ( b out
it to one another to begin a ‘conversation’ about our prayer
forms. We need toprovide for ourselves and forone another OUT"
the kinds of prayer forms which promote personal as well

as communal, corporate as well as ecclesial, growth. We p r a'y er f orms

need to understand how our issues-in-crises affect our
ability to pray as one body, in one voice. We need to do our
best to choose more inclusive language in whatever expe-
riences of worship we use so that liturgy will not become a

to one another



divisive issue among us. When we are participants in the liturgy we need
to promote that ‘one voice of prayer’ whereby our own prayer — personal
and corporate — will foster common meanings, not only for this particular
gathering and assembly, ‘. . . but for the wider contemporary church and
the worship assemblies that have been shaping the christian tradition for
centuries.”?

Glory be to God whose power working in us can do infinitely
more than we can ask or imagine; glory be to God from
generation to generation in the church and in Christ Jesus
for ever and ever. Amen.
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of her activity and shapes her approach to life. In
performing her various roles, she does not set aside
any particular time for praying but prays continu-
ously in daily undertakings, in cleaning the house,
cooking, buying and selling, working in the office,
taking care of the sick and in all the many other things in which she
engages. Certainly, she believes, and demonstrates in her activity, that
prayer and living are integrated. Depending on the favour she is asking
for, often petition takes priority in her prayer followed by thanksgiving.
As she prays she has different personal pet names she gives to her God,
names like Echeta obe esie ike (‘the one you remember and you are full of
courage’).

.A N African woman’s prayer permeates every aspect

Inordinary daily living the African woman believes God is present
everywhere and in everything. For this reason she wakes up in the
morning offering her life, family and whatever comes to her mind to God.
The simplicity of how she deals with God is very striking and it reveals
an overwhelming spontaneous relationship; for instance during the day
as she does her work, often with a baby on her back, you will hear her
singing choruses of praise, thanksgiving or petition and it is always
interesting tonotice her demonstration, sometimes with gestures of hand
in supplication, of total submission to the will of God. Many a time, too,
observing her well, one could not help but think of Mary, our mother, and
her fiat to God’s will. And bringing it more closely home, one might also



