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This article reports the findings of a small-scale qualitative research project which sought to discover how sexualities education was delivered in Anglican Theological Education Institutions in the UK. With a background of cultural and ecclesial change, as well as the adoption of a single university to validate the majority of theological education courses, the authors build on work done previously to determine the presence of gaps or dissonances between policy and practice. Analysis of on-line questionnaires and semi-structured interviews suggests continuing contestations around sexualities, and diverse opinion even within the same institution. By exploring data within a postmodern methodological framework under the headings of formal education, informal education and the discernment process, we note more congruence than previously within Colleges and Courses, but a diversity of experiences in different dioceses. We recognize the challenges of theological education in a disputed environment, and recommend some changes to the selection process.
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Introduction
Wonderfully and Fearfully Made in the Image of God was not only the title of a research article (Nixon, 2010), but also a comment made by one ordinand at a residential Church of England theological college in answer to the question: How do you think your profession should view lesbian and gay people? The conclusions drawn there suggested various gaps or disjunctions, both practical and conceptual: for example, between official denominational statements concerning ordinands and their pastoral care; between the education about sexualities given to ordinands and the practical needs of a parish community; between a static homogenized view of human difference and an appreciation of plural dynamic identities; between sexualities seen narrowly as primarily reproductive and sexualities as a critical lens through which culture and society may be analysed. One result was that:

Colleges and students may fail to make authentic and honest connections between theology, pastoral practice, and lived experience; and to recognise and co-exist with disconnections. The risk is that the make-believe of sexualities’ discourse becomes habitual thinking, rendering the Church ever less credible. (Nixon, 2010: 21)

In the five years since that article was published, the overlapping worlds in which sexualities education for ordinands is situated have changed more than might have been expected. The implications of the Equality Act (2010) are being explored, especially in relation to ‘competing’ characteristics; the Marriage (Same Sex Couples) Act became law in 2013 with the first such marriages taking place in 2014 (though Church of England clergy may not marry such couples, nor themselves enter into such marriages without risking discipline or sanction); the Pilling Report (House of Bishops, 2013) sought to diffuse some of the emotional baggage around discussion of homosexuality, and initiated a process of ‘regional shared conversations’ which have recently finished; more narrowly, Church of England Colleges and Courses (often known as TEIs—Theological Education Institutions) have adopted Durham University as a common validating body for its academic provision (known as Common Awards); more broadly, the Roman Catholic Church, while not changing its doctrinal position on its gay and lesbian members, has nevertheless, in the 2014/5 synods on the family, opened up such questions in a way unseen publicly before. The interrelation between Church and UK society in the matter of sexualities, the speed of change and the resulting mutual discomforts, are well summed up by Justin Welby, Archbishop of Canterbury, in his first presidential address to the Church of England’s General Synod in 2013:

The Church is not changing its teaching on gay relationships but we must accept that there is a revolution in the area of sexuality. Anyone who listened, as I did, to much of the Same Sex Marriage Bill Second Reading Debate in the House of Lords could not fail to be struck by the overwhelming change of cultural hinterland. The majority of the population rightly detests homophobic behaviour or anything that looks like it and sometimes they look at us and see what they don’t like. (Welby, 2013)

This quotation also forms part of the introduction to the Church of England’s guidance on homophobic bullying in schools, Valuing All God’s Children (Archbishops’ Council, 2014).
In the light of these developments, we decided to undertake a further small research project focussed on a single over-arching question: How effectively do TEIs currently prepare their students in respect of pastoral, legal, theological, spiritual, and practical aspects of sexualities? Two secondary questions arise from this: To what extent do those students and staff who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT) experience greater tension or disquiet about current practices of sexualities education than heterosexual and cis (i.e. living in the same gender as that assigned at birth) -identified students and staff? How do TEIs feel that sexualities education is best delivered within the Common Awards framework?
This article shows how answers to these questions were determined, and that although certain of the conceptual and educational gaps have been reduced or closed, others have appeared. Student experiences are multiverse and nuanced, and while the formation they are receiving is more grounded than it appeared in the earlier study, it requires further development. The challenge for TEIs is how to embrace these developments in such a contested area.

Theoretical overview
The issues treated here are complex, not least given the overlapping and sometimes contradictory theoretical worlds which are drawn into play. In summary, this research is based in its execution and analysis on a three-fold structure. First, Christian theology treats sexualities in terms of its own regular constituent parts: scripture, doctrine, ethics, and pastoral practice, with increasing reference to more postmodern methodologies looking at power, agency, and narrative. If theological education, like all education, is a culturally situated practice (Mercer, 2002), then in a reflexive move it is itself open to scrutiny from a theological standpoint. As the debate on sexualities in the Church of England became shriller and more rebarbative, so the volume of theological writing on the topic has increased; useful studies include: Stuart (2003); Linzey and Kirker (2005); Stone (2005); Whitlock (2007); Nixon (2008); Coakley (2013); Cornwall (2013); Bradbury and Cornwall (2015); Ozanne (2016). Second, research on gender and sexuality (later becoming a plural ‘sexualities’ with the influence of postmodern work on identities) in the areas of sociology, cultural studies, and education has grown rapidly, informing, and being informed by the kind of rapid societal changes in North America and western Europe to which Justin Welby refers. 
	Underlying this work, a shift is evident from overarching narratives of modernism to the more fluid postmodern / poststructural analyses of society and human behaviour, influencing the first category here with postmodern and queer theology. The themes that run through these academic disciplines encompass shifting and fluid identities which may differ across a range identity factors; ideas about text and discourse; gender and sexualities with a performative dimension; the problematization of heterosexuality. Studies include: Derrida (1974); Bersani (1995); Jagose (1996); Weeks (1996); Butler (1997); Foucault (1998); Youdell (2006); Atkinson and DePalma (2009); Endo et al. (2010); Gross and Yip (2010);
McCormack and Anderson (2010); Downing and Gillett (2011); Guaspet al. (2014). Many of the conceptual roots of the guidance contained in Valuing all God’s Children may be found here. 
Third, basing this research on qualitative methodology is not simply an indication of how to gather or analyse data (though that is implied); it is an assertion that such tools as questionnaires with space for discursive answers and interviews focussed on open questions provide the means to achieve the richest and most wide-ranging data about lived experience, and human thinking and behaviour (Clandinin and Rosiek, 2007). It is particularly appropriate where the enquiry is of a sensitive nature, and where we wish to allow silenced or restricted voices to engage more fully in the debate (Grimwood, 2002; Nixon, 2010, 2013). Additionally, we are encouraged to be clear about our own voices — what motivates our research and writing as authors — rather than remain disguised behind a veil of seeming impartiality.  As a theological educator in an Anglican TEI, David acknowledges a powerful position as a white, male, middle-class, middle-aged, able-bodied, academic, and  priest; also recognizing that he is enmeshed in the same questions about sexualities which are contained in this article. As a heterosexual married lay theologian, Susannah is aware that she is an outsider to some of the groups studied (including clergy, ordinands, and LGBT-identified people), and has privileges (such as the right to have her marriage recognized by the Church of England) which many of the participants do not.

Methods
The researchers wished to include a range of TEIs, covering differences in church tradition, location, and residence/non-residence, but with limited funding focussed this project on three institutions where they already had some contact: these included two residential theological colleges and one less traditional institution. Staff based there were asked to be the conduits for advertising the research, providing internet links to a student on-line questionnaire, and to participate themselves as respondents to a staff questionnaire. It is important to record that, after lengthy discussions by email, one of the three TEIs decided they did not wish to take part. Our perception is that the internal dynamics of the institution (of which we were initially unaware) meant that concerns were raised with our research methodology. We remain grateful for these exchanges which sharpened our interview questions. Student and staff responses in this first phase are therefore from only two TEIs.
We undertook a thorough examination of previous articles and questionnaires to determine areas of enquiry. Despite some of the outward cultural and ecclesial changes detailed earlier, we felt that the theme of a gap between lived experience (both individual and societal) and theological education remained worth exploring. The additional area of interest lay in seeing where in the formal curriculum sexualities education was situated, and whether the Common Awards programme was utilized in this respect.
Questions to ordinands therefore focussed on the extent to which they had received education about sexualities, asking for details of how this had been delivered (within a Common Awards module or not) and what was included under the headings of pastoral, liturgical, legal, theological, and biblical, spiritual, and social/cultural/ historical. They were asked to comment on training received in the specific areas of civil partnerships for clergy, same sex marriage including for clergy, regional shared conversations, missional aspects of the debates around sexualities, and pastoral care including requests for blessings/marriages for same sex couples. We requested comments on the inclusion of sexualities within the prior discernment process, and in any education outside the TEI. We also asked about how such education was received and experienced within the TEI, including whether the TEI could be considered as ‘LGBT-friendly’. The staff questionnaire followed a similar pattern, with more emphasis on the delivery of the training (what training staff would like themselves and the context in which staff might like to teach), and their impressions of how such sexualities education was received in the TEI as a whole. Both students and staff were asked whether they wished to be interviewed informally to examine these responses more fully. These conversations were audio-recorded by telephone. Responses to the on-line survey included a total of thirty-six student replies (nineteen women, seventeen men), whose average age was thirty-seven, and the vast majority of whom were white British; there were six staff replies (including some very partial answers).We went on to conduct nine interviews of students only, deciding that there was insufficient spread of staff to require a further follow-up in this first phase. For the same reason, the data below only includes students. The project was given ethical approval by the University of Exeter, College of Humanities Research Ethics Committee, and the information sheet provided to all participants included guidelines about how to withdraw from the project, as well as external sources of support if these were needed.

Findings and discussion
Before embarking on the qualitative portion of this project we also undertook an analysis of syllabi for Common Awards modules developed up to the beginning of 2015 to explore how many gave space for work on sexualities.[footnoteRef:1] An overview suggests that, because the content on sexuality is optional within the Common Awards curriculum, some TEIs may choose not to focus on it in any depth, or at all. The only suggested book on sexuality listed within the indicative reading for any module at Levels 4, 5 or 6 is Christopher Chenault Roberts’ Creation and Covenant: The Significance of Sexual Difference in the Moral Theology of Marriage (Roberts, 2007), listed as an example for Key Issues in Christian Faith and Ethical Living at Level 6. Roberts’ book, whilst valuable, focuses specifically on marriage, and would be less useful for exploring broader questions of sexual and gender identity. [1:  Application of theories studied to sexual ethics and/or sexuality and/or sexual behaviour is listed as a possibility in Common Awards modules such as Introduction to Christian Ethics (Level 4, 5); Christian Discipleship (Level 4); Pastoral Care, Ethics and Ministry (Level 4); Integrative Learning for Collaborative Practice (Levels 4, 5, 6); Extended Integrative Learning for Collaborative Practice (Levels 5, 6); Christian Faith and Ethical Living (Level 5); Key Issues in Christian Faith and Ethical Living (Level 6); Themes in Moral Theology (Level 7); and Advanced Topic in Christian Ethics (Level 7). Sexuality is used as an example in the suggested reading list for Advanced Topic in Christian Ethics at Level 7, but TEIs may, here as elsewhere, choose to focus on another issue such as medical, political or economic
ethics; most ordinands will, in any case, not take modules at Level 7, since modules at this level are for qualifications such as postgraduate certificates, postgraduate diplomas and Master’s degrees.
] 

From student answers to on-line questionnaires and subsequent interviews, two predominant themes emerged: that sexualities remain a highly contested area, but that compared to the previous study TEIs showed more engagement at an institutional and educational level; and that there was little consistency of viewpoint even within the same institution. Overall, what appeared was a complex and multi-layered palimpsest. Findings will be grouped first around educational issues, and then in response to the more general enquiries about ‘LGBT-friendly’ Colleges and Courses and ‘safe space’. Quotations indicate named respondents from St Mary’s or St Boniface’s (all pseudonyms to ensure anonymity), and whether they are drawn from questionnaires or interviews. Given the details of these findings, we decided for this article to limit ourselves to analysing the educational and policy implications of the data, reserving a more explicitly theological reading for a later occasion.

Formal education
We found that Common Awards modules were not the primary mode of delivery for sexualities education, but that the TEIs preferred to do this via short course or tutor groups, although there were the beginnings of attempts to assess short courses for Common Awards academic credits. There was also a small input in the study of ethics and liturgy. Responses suggested that ordinands were generally appreciative of this input, (choosing words like Helpful, Reflective, Lively in the survey) but not universally so (also including Insufficient, Superficial, Dull). Where critical comment on the approach to sexualities in each community arose, it reflected the contestations apparent in the wider Church’s discussion. This focussed around the dissonance between pastoral care of individuals and upholding the official teaching of the Church; the distinctions made between clergy and lay people; and the elision of sexuality to an exclusively LGBT focus.

How do I uphold the Church’s position with integrity whilst also meeting the pastoral needs of people? [Mike, St Boniface, interview]

General reaction was that current Church of England policy lacks pastoral sensitivity and imposes a different standard on clergy (especially over same sex marriage) than is expected of lay church members. The majority of all students also felt clergy were put in a disingenuous position of being called to show pastoral care while also denying LGBT persons the expression of sexual love and marital commitment available to heterosexuals.

This point of view was arrived at after hearing moving testimonies from LGBT students…and how it felt to be told they could not marry their partners by the Bishops. [Mike, St Boniface, questionnaire]

I think when we discuss sexuality it’s definitely seen as gay and lesbian, bisexual and I don’t think heterosexuality is discussed nearly enough. [William, St Mary, interview]

The effectiveness of such classes depends on the willingness of ordinands to participate fully, but this data shows that this can be difficult to achieve, not least if this area is not given some theological priority:

The official reaction is very different from the personal reactions. People are very much afraid to speak openly about their own sexuality especially single younger males. [Fiona, St Boniface, questionnaire]

So it’s almost as if we couldn’t, to use a bad word, penetrate the actual issue because we’re too scared of sort of upsetting one another…It’s almost as if the diversity in the group was a hindrance to the discussion. [William, St Mary, interview]

I would have liked a lot more – but I am doing an academic theology-focussed course with no opportunities to consider bodies or sexualities. [Sam, St Mary, questionnaire]

Informal education
A focus on informal education (including social arenas in TEIs) was addressed via a question about whether ordinands experienced their TEI as LGBT-friendly. On-line responses made reference to ‘safe space’ and to a ‘don’t ask, don’t tell attitude’, both of which were explored more fully in the interviews. Initially we wished to ask if the space was safe for LGBT ordinands and/or supportive views; in conversation with the TEI which declined to participate, we extended this to include safe space for traditional views and for the students who held them (since one of this TEI’s concerns was that the research project was seeking only LGBT-affirmative respondents). We also asked participants to describe more fully what they meant by ‘don’t ask, don’t tell’. This line of questioning prompted a rich seam of nuance and complexity, revealing that across the two institutions involved, and within each institution, there was a variety of opinion, sometimes diametrically opposed. Students are making explicit and implicit links here with their more formal curriculum.

No space is too safe [for LGBT people]. [Jane, St Mary, interview]

The only time that was brought up in the time I spent there was by a guest speaker who just said you know, St Mary’s may feel like a safe place but it’s not a safe place once you get out. And said you may not be prepared well after you leave here. And that was a kind of very sobering comment to make. [Simon, St Mary, interview]

I don’t think St Mary’s discourages people with a more traditional interpretation of tradition from speaking or participating with the life of the college…Well, it’s just Anglicanism in a bottle really. [William, St Mary, interview]

I think, I think in terms of sexuality more specifically if someone was, if someone didn’t believe in gay people having sex or any sex outside marriage and therefore gay people not being able to have sex, as the Archbishop thinks, then I think that would be difficult. And I don’t, I am not sure it would be a safe space for expressing that sort of view. [James, St Mary, interview]

I think, yeah, to be a gay man will be easier than a woman. And I think certainly a couple of my female friends have said oh well, it’s alright for you [self-identified bisexual woman] as, because you can, you can socialise with the gay crowd but we’re on the outside as straight women. [Teresa, St Mary, interview]

Well, there isn’t that, the ‘don’t ask, don’t tell’ thing. The fact that sexuality comes up so often in so many different ways as part of normal conversations, of normal life, as part of normal modules here, there’s certainly that. [Penny, St Boniface, interview]

I have to say that it’s really the elephant in the room. The conversations tend to take place in the bar and they’re often very uncomfortable conversations…I would go even further and say it’s ‘don’t ask officially, don’t tell officially’…I think it means that the thing that suffers is the theological working through this. [Fiona, St Boniface, interview]

I would describe the college as LGBT-accepting. There is little discussion of people’s sexuality and there is a light but discernible atmosphere of benign (but not always helpful for dialogue?) silence. [Jane, St Mary, questionnaire]

Discernment process
One further area of enquiry revealed the presence of gaps, disjunctions, or inconsistency. The discernment process pre-TEI, including interviews with Diocesan Directors of Ordinands (DDOs) and bishops, and the selection conference (Bishops’ Advisory Panel (BAP)), was a variable experience for ordinands questioned and interviewed here, with some rather disturbing incidents reported.

I had to agree to abide by the disciplines in Issues in Human Sexuality, but we avoided talking about sexuality itself, and got it over with as quickly as possible.[footnoteRef:2] [Marc, St Mary, questionnaire] [2:  Issues in Human Sexuality (1991), a document by the House of Bishops of the Church of England, includes the statement that ‘in our considered judgment the clergy cannot claim the liberty to enter into sexually active homophile relationships’ (1991: 45). Although only considered a teaching document by the General Synod, candidates for ordination must still affirm that they agree to conduct their sexual lives along these lines.
] 


So we talked about sexuality but [the DDO] said when we got to do the paper and we got to the paperwork stage for the BAP, he said when I saw his statement I would notice that there was a sentence in there that said candidate knows the document on Issues in Human Sexuality and is comfortable with it or is okay with it or something quite bland. And he said that that was because originally he’d refused to put anything in there and he refused to ask people explicit questions about their sexuality because he didn’t think that was right but that he’d found that tripped candidates up at BAP because if he hadn’t got it in the paperwork anywhere, then they were sometimes asked about it and that, you know, for some of them came from nowhere. [Teresa, St Mary, interview]

We read the prescribed C of E policy (which we were not allowed to keep) and we had a very frank and free group session to discuss it (Most people disagreed with the official policy).…It was a question of being true to myself. And I had to be true to the beliefs that I have and if I was being asked to say things that I felt were wrong then that obviously, that was an issue of conscience with me. [Fiona, St Boniface, interview]

I got sent to the Suffragan Bishop and I was living with my boyfriend at the time and he didn’t want to talk about anything else, that was the only thing he was interested in talking with me about and he said he wouldn’t send me to BAP until we, my boyfriend and I had a wedding.…But he also didn’t want to talk about anything else. It was the only time I ever met him. It was a Suffragan Bishop, I’d never met him before, I have never met him since. He had no interest in who I was, what my interests were, what my theology was, what was making me tick, what my vocational journey was. He only wanted to talk about my sex life without being able to ask me about my sex life. [Penny, St Boniface, interview]

Again I know it’s not supposed to be raised at the BAP once the DDO is satisfied of it but in one of my interviews one of the advisors…said ‘Oh, well, you know, the church goes soft on women and tends to be soft on everything else as well.’ And then he went on and he said ‘Oh, and you will be discreet, won’t you?’ Long pause. ‘And you’ll know what I mean by that.’ And he was trying to be helpful but, you know, I certainly didn’t take it that way. [James, St Mary, interview]

Such findings are significant for two reasons — for the individuals concerned, they reflect important levels of cognitive, emotional, and spiritual engagement, including an awareness of where there is dissonance; for the TEIs and the Church, such candid voices are valuable insights into how future clergy view their current situation, including their formation. A useful trope which interweaves some of the three methodological elements already described is that of identity, and its concomitants, authority, and power. So interviewees here negotiate the contested relationship of sexual identity and priesthood, what this means in abstract and personal terms, and how this relates to others pastorally. They reflect on how education is enacted within this contestation, and examine the tension between a kind of secluded nurture and a more robust encounter. In relation to the selection processes, they also discuss who has authority to describe and determine what might be regarded as permissible sexual identities.
Sexuality, as understood in and outside the Church, may be a phenomenon of only the last hundred years (Weeks, 1996), but in a discourse of individual human rights, it is the latest context or ground on which identity is problematized. Postmodern analysis is helpful here in uncovering the processes behind such debates, not least in underlining how discussion is controlled. Youdell (2006) in her work on schooling posits the idea of an impossible learner, one who is prepared to accept being constituted as other, because at least that is still human, and so remains intelligible and liveable. It would be possible to read some recent debate in the Church of England in this way, in which LGBT people have been construed as ‘impossible priests’. Rather than being excluded entirely from an ordained role, they are prepared to accept the official conditions of celibacy or chastity. The recent example of the Bishop of Grantham would support this view (Beeching, 2016). However, data in this study from within training institutions suggests that for some current ordinands, this may no longer be the case; rather there is greater fluidity here with some risk (paradoxically) that more liberal colleges/Courses could make a traditional view ‘impossible’ (because such communities explicitly or implicitly promote a liberal ‘party line’ so that those who believe in good conscience that sexual activity should take place only within heterosexual married relationships may find it difficult to express or discuss this conviction in the TEI). At the same time in the wider Church many clergy (both liberal and conservative, both straight and LGBT) are feeling questions of ‘possibility’ around their ordained roles, and that their identities are disputed or threatened. Again, following Davis (2005: 29) that ‘Sex is about so much more than sex’, discussion about sexualities prompts uncomfortable hesitations about the wider role of Church and the nature of priesthood: What is this Church of England in the 21st century? Who am I as a priest in 2016? Concepts of ‘safe space’ therefore might equate to the Church’s withdrawal from the hurly-burly of its dynamic missional relationship to surrounding society. It is interesting to note that the phrase ‘safe space’ is also being used in debates on UK university campuses about the limits of freedom of speech in respect of identity differences (BBC, 2016).
The theme of power/authority is seen most starkly here in comments about the discernment process. Ordinands are presented with the requirement to agree to follow the guidelines of a study report dating to 1991, and may subsequently discover that different dioceses and DDOs operate this policy with variable degrees of adherence.[footnoteRef:3] The variability of what is reported, as well as the other unsatisfactory experiences detailed here, demonstrates that the kind of hidden levers of influence which beset Issues from its outset (see Grimwood, 2002) are still in operation. Ordinands’ responses (and perhaps those of some DDOs as well) reflect a Foucauldian resistance, ranging from a kind of internal exile, to solidarity with others affected (even if the individual is not directly touched), from obfuscation to dissembling. DDOs are placed in the role of managing the ‘gates to exclude non-natives’ (Gee, 1996), probably knowing that some are producing false identity papers. Gross and Yip (2010) comment that exploring the integration of sexuality and spirituality provides a degree of ‘theological capital’ which destigmatizes and celebrates homosexuality. One result of this is a weakening of institutional authority, which creeps easily from this area into other facets of church life. Although in the case of selection processes this may be the case, evidence here points to the translation of theological capital into the real power of gay men to control the LGBT discourse, perhaps the whole sexualities’ discourse, in one TEI; hence the comment that straight women may feel marginal. In one interpretation, this could be marked as progress compared to a previous invisibility or silencing, yet institutional authority may not be weakened overall, merely transferred. Not only do women remain on the edge, but the power issues are not really changed at all — there is no breakthrough of impossibility into something radically equitable. [3:  This finding echoes the Pilling Report: ‘The Church’s current discipline, with regard to ordinands and clergy, was inconsistently applied, encouraged a culture of dishonesty within the Church, and was particularly difficult for the partners of the people concerned.’ (The House of Bishops, 2013: #30).
] 


Conclusions
Returning to the overall theme, it is (unsurprisingly) evident from this data that theological education about sexualities reflects and is largely constrained by the debates occurring more widely in the Church. As noted, since the previous project, it seems that some of the gaps have been reduced or closed (for example between formal and informal curriculum), while revealing the existence of others. Perhaps both formationally and cognitively, the biggest lacuna is in the provision of suitable tools to make an appropriate intellectual and pastoral analysis of the Church’s current position and how this impacts individuals within it. The student who commented that in the official silences it is the theology which suffers, or another whose academic theology precluded study of bodies, both make this point with clarity. It is as if TEIs are concerned that too sharp a perception will reveal the threadbare nature of the emperor’s vestments, while ordinands are already and busily designing new apparel.
Here is a starting point for a framework which begins to elucidate a theological education for sexualities which meets the needs of current and future ordinands, which might be contained within new Common Awards modules. Two practical possibilities suggest themselves which could run concurrently: a small suite of credit-bearing modules at Levels 4 and 5 for large numbers of ordinands and independent students would give weight (and theological and formational priority) to this area of study. It would be important to ensure that these modules included both theoretical approaches and practical pastoral considerations, as well as covering a wide range of current views. The assignment designated in Common Awards as ‘Resource for Others’ might be a useful preparation for parish ministry. Alongside this development, an innovative alternative might be the creation of ‘snippets’ of learning about sexualities, similar to what has been proposed about the place of science in the theological curriculum.[footnoteRef:4] These pre-prepared block or units could be slotted into existing modules on biblical studies, ethics, liturgy, pastoral care, doctrine, and so on. The advantage of this development is to encourage a view that sexuality is embedded across theological study, and not simply the special preserve of a few; it also makes it harder to avoid some engagement by Colleges and Courses. [4:  See Chris Southgate’s research project also funded by a Durham University Seedcorn grant ‘The Promotion of Teaching on the Interaction between Science and Religion in Common Awards’. https://www.dur.ac.uk/theology.religion/common.awards/funding/southgate/
] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Given that the Church of England continues to develop in this area, sometimes unpredictably, further research across a wider range of Anglican TEIs is needed, especially with those who would espouse a more conservative viewpoint. There is also much scope for additional theological analysis, relating the underlying themes of sexualities to the formation and training of prospective clergy. The current authors are intending to pursue this in the very near future. The area of greatest dissonance illustrated by these very frank exchanges was in the discernment process, which in other national areas might be described as ‘a postcode lottery’; in other words, a student’s progress towards ordination in the matter of sexualities will depend largely on where they live. We would recommend a revision and updating to include material either from Some Issues in Human Sexuality (House of Bishops’ Group, 2003) or from the more recent Pilling Report (House of Bishops, 2013). This would, in part, also address the creeping loss of authority which we have seen across two research projects, enabling a new and more Gospel-based approach to how power is exercised in the intimacy of human lives.
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