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I begin this note with a tribute to a gracious Chris-
tian gentleman who passed into God’s presence on
June 20. I refer to Kenneth S. Kantzer, longtime
dean and professor at Trinity Evangelical Divinity
School (Deerfield, IL), former editor of Christianity
Today magazine, and an unashamed egalitarian.  It
was Kantzer who introduced me to the apostle
Junia and gave me an understanding of the New
Testament teachings on equality. I have always
regretted being unable to persuade him to find time
to render his keynote address at the CBE conference
in 1991 into publishable form. He will be missed by
many of us in CBE as well as in the wider evangeli-
cal community.

This issue has several items of interest, starting
with Christiane Carlson-Thies’s “Hermeneutics in
Pink and Blue” (p. 20). Written as an open letter to
a pastor in a denomination that denies women the
opportunity to use all of their gifts within the
church, it raises pertinent questions about wrong-
headed hermeneutics that exist in many places.
Kamilla Ludwig next looks at the work of a nine-
teenth-century writer ahead of his time, John Mill,
and NT scholar David Scholer shares some signifi-
cant things he has learned about women in ministry
over forty years.

And don’t miss Alan Padgett’s “Is God Mas-
culine?” (p, 16), which was prompted by Touchstone
magazine’s editorial condemnation of the new gen-
der-accurate Today’s NIV. He raises a number of
important questions for the loyal opposition.

Church historian Martin Marty has observed
that when The Living Bible was produced in 1971,

critics saw some “large theological leaps” resulting
from the publisher’s personal commitments:

“Salvation” came out “get to heaven.” To a theo-
logical purist, changing concepts from “salvation”
to “get to heaven” is greater than changing “him”
to “him or her” or “them,” but the protesters did
not protest then because neither church politics nor
political politics was at issue. They are now. In
respect to the desire by “inerrantists” to assure an
“inerrant” tradition, one might say inerrantly that
in the nature of language there can be no such
thing. With the new version [TNIV], there is another
war on. Let the battles begin!

The Christian Science Monitor (April 1, 2002)

It makes me sad that so many angry words have
been spilled about a new translation of Holy Scrip-
ture. This is, after all, God’s Word, and it must sure-
ly grieve the heart of God to see his children squab-
bling over how one is allowed to communicate his
message to this generation of English-speaking peo-
ple. I can only hope that in the end people will have
the mind of Paul, who, while deploring some who
preached Christ from questionable motives (Phil
1:15–18), could still rejoice that the good news was
being proclaimed. Couldn’t we all agree that the
end result of men and women receiving the truth of
God’s Word into their hearts—whatever translation
they’ve read—is the ultimate goal?

Finally, please take time to read the thoughts
expressed by the women in ministry in the Japan-
ese Baptist Convention (p. 20), and then remember
to pray for them. They are in a difficult place.

CAROL R. THIESSEN, Editor
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Of Christian Grace and Translation Wars



Hermeneutics in Pink and Blue
An open letter to a pastor asks: 

Are two versions of biblical truth required in the church?
CHRISTIANE CARLSON-THIES

In the spirit of 2 Timothy 2:15, I hope the criti-
cal comments I offer can become part of a con-
versation to examine whether, on this topic, our
church has correctly handled the Word of Truth.

Female subordinationism
There are many excellent books that wrestle in
detail with the specific texts that have formed
the case against women’s full participation in
authoritative offices in the church. I won’t repeat
or even summarize their good work. Instead, I
hope to raise the broad question of whether
Scripture attaches such an absolute value to gen-
der that femaleness, by itself, must become an
automatic disqualifier from authoritative of-
fices—either all offices or only some.

By “female subordinationism” I mean that
teaching which holds that women’s authority to
teach and lead is necessarily limited by one thing
only: women’s God-ordained subordination to
the authority of men. 

For some believers, female subordinationism
is grounded in a theology that regards all wom-
en in all times and in all places as having little or
no intrinsic God-given authority. As an example
of this position, in John Piper and Wayne Gru-
dem’s book, Recovering Biblical Manhood and

Womanhood,1 women are cautioned that even
when giving directions to a male stranger lost in
their neighborhood, their demeanor must not
compromise the stranger’s masculinity (Recov-
ering, p. 50). Thus, for some, even the hint of a
woman having authority over a man in any con-
text is an offense to be fastidiously avoided. They
believe that the exercise of creation-wide author-
ity is a constitutive element of manhood alone.

For other believers, the traditional “limiting
texts”2 of Scripture lead to different conclusions.
Some will not allow women to hold any leader-
ship within the body of Christ, including in
parachurch ministries, but accept that women
may teach and lead whenever they are exercis-
ing a purely “secular” authority (e.g., at school).

Others believe women may provide leader-
ship to children and other women in any venue,
including the church, but not to men. For still
others, the line where women lose their leader-
ship authority is drawn exclusively around the
pulpit. Another group makes distinctions based
on whether the woman is married or single.
There are abundant variations on the theme of
exactly how limited God intended women’s
authority to be.3

Regardless of whether the area where women
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The debate within the body of Christ on the topic of women’s identity and

role has often been cast as a battle between traditionalists ardently defending
biblical truth and their critics who would, either by design or by ignorance,

loosen the church from its biblical moorings in order to promote a foreign agenda.
In truth, for many of us, our unease with the traditional position has nothing to do
with being swayed by modern liberation movements; rather, our unease is a
response to the weaknesses within the traditional position itself.



are allowed to lead and teach is defined widely or narrow-
ly, the idea prevails that God has granted an authority to
men because they are males that God has not granted to
women because they are females. At its root, therefore, all
teaching and practice of female subordination is based on
the conviction that God has authorized times and places
where gender must trump every other fact about a woman.

Equality of being but difference in function
Advocates of female subordinationism assert that their po-
sition cannot be characterized as biblically sanctioned dis-
crimination against women. Functional or role differences,
they argue, do not entail an inequality of “being.” Just
because a general in the army has authority over a private,
the argument goes, before the face of God the general and
private are equal in being. In the same manner, the argument
continues, God in his sovereignty has assigned certain lead-
ership roles to males that he has denied to females. Nev-
ertheless, before the face of God, men and women still re-
main equal despite these functional distinctions.

But the manner in which a general and a pri-
vate are distinct in function though equal in be-
ing is not at all the same as the manner in which
authority differences are claimed to be fixed be-
tween male and female.4 There is nothing in the
general’s “being” that has necessarily placed
him, rather than the private, in the office of gen-
eral. If there has been no corruption in the proc-
ess of his promotion, the general will have won
his office based on his education, qualifications,
years of distinguished service, and so on. By the
same token, there is nothing inherent in the “being” of the
private that will prevent him from possibly attaining the
office of general. In short, between general and private,
“being” does not determine their authority differences. 

Indeed, one could imagine a scenario in which the same
general and the same private belong to a local church in
which the general is simply a member, whereas the private
is an elder. Within the setting of the local church, the pri-
vate would be the one with greater authority despite his
subordinate military status. In these examples, at no time
does “being” determine “authority.”

The situation is completely opposite when it comes to
how the church traditionally practices and defends the
division of authority between male and female. For a faith-
ful, transformed, Christlike, educated, qualified woman,
the fact of her being female is, ultimately, the only thing
that disqualifies her from exercising offices—all offices or
only some. Being is everything. Being is the only thing.
Gender triumphs over every other fact.

Hermeneutics in pink and blue
The bedrock of human identity, the source of all human
authority, and the evidence of God’s original intentions for
human life on planet Earth are found in Genesis 1:27–28,
which declares, 

So God created man in his own image, in the image of God
he created him; male and female he created them. God
blessed them and said to them, “Be fruitful and increase in

number; fill the earth and subdue it. Rule over the fish of
the sea and the birds of the air and over every living crea-
ture that moves on the ground.”  (NIV)

In Genesis 1, God unambiguously blesses both the male
and the female with a common identity and a common
calling: to represent him as his image-bearers. However, in
the course of history, Genesis 1 has come to retain very lit-
tle of that image-bearing identity and task for women. 

Traditionalists typically begin chipping away at a wom-
an’s Genesis 1 identity in their interpretation of Genesis 2.
By their reasoning, while we may entirely understand a
male’s identity and calling from Genesis 1, we only begin
to discover a woman’s identity and calling once we have
the further evidence of Genesis 2. 

According to Piper and Grudem, humans uniquely find
their “identity upward in God and not downward in the
animals” (Recovering, 96). But in developing their argument
that male rulership over the female is rooted in Creation

they draw the following from the fact that God
first brought all the animals to Adam before cre-
ating the woman in Genesis 2: “Yet in passing
through ‘helpful’ animals to woman, God teach-
es us that the woman is a man’s ‘helper’ in the
sense of a loyal and suitable assistant in the life
of the garden” (Recovering, 87). 

Despite the fact that the word for helper, Ezer,
is most often used in the Bible to describe God
as our helper (and never used to describe ani-
mals as our helpers), when Piper and Grudem
read Genesis 2 and find the word helper applied

to the woman, they toss out the sweeping human identity
statement of Genesis 1 where woman, just like man, fully
bears God’s image and is fully called to fruitfulness and
rulership. Instead, they banish woman from the man’s side
and place her alongside the animals. She loses her place
among the rulers and must join the ruled. They create two
distinct readings of what it means to be an image-bearer:
one image-bearer, the male, has authority under God, and
one image-bearer, the female, is—just like the animals—
under the authority of the male image-bearer.

If Piper and Grudem and other traditionalists used a
consistent hermeneutic they would be compelled to take
seriously not only the new information provided in Gene-
sis 2 about the woman, but also the new information pro-
vided about the man: “It is not good for the man to be
alone. I will make a helper suitable for him” (NIV). Thus,
even as they have adjusted the woman’s identity, they
would have to adjust the man’s identity to fit this revela-
tion of his inadequacy as the “not-good-one,” indeed, as
the “help-less” one.

They aren’t, however, consistent. And this illustrates
that a fundamental error of traditional interpretation is to
transform texts that mention women into texts that define
women. Or, more accurately, as texts that redefine women
as creatures under authority rather than as image-bearers
who have authority alongside the man. 

Consider another example, this one from Genesis 3, and
how the teaching of the “painful toil” that both the man
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and the woman would experience following their fall into
sin has been worked out historically. Woman’s full identity
as image-bearer quickly became narrowed to that of “child-
bearer,” and the notion prevailed that suffering in child-
bearing was a command to be obeyed instead of a distor-
tion to be alleviated. As a consequence, not only did the
church resist providing relief for the pains of labor, but
today we are still arguing about what contributions, be-
yond childbearing and homemaking, women are allowed
to make to the Cultural Mandate of Genesis 1.

In contrast, the prediction of man’s painful toil in wrest-
ing his bread from the earth never led to restricting him in
a parallel way. His full identity as image-bearer never
became reduced to the vocation of “farmer,” nor was there
resistance to alleviation of his toil in food production.
Despite Genesis 3, it has apparently never occurred to tra-
ditionalists to debate whether men have a God-
given right to be anything besides farmers. Nor
have there been sermons on Genesis 4:22 at-
tempting to argue that when Tubal-Cain forged
tools out of bronze and iron to ease man’s pain-
ful toil, he was opposing God’s direct command
to the male in Genesis 3. 

Same Bible. Same chapter. Same language of
toil and sorrow. Opposite application of its
teaching to women and men: hermeneutics in
pink and blue.

Consider a final example, from 1 Timothy 2.
In this chapter, Paul provides various instruc-
tions, including telling “men everywhere” to lift
up holy hands in prayer. It is here that Paul also
says, “I do not permit a woman to teach or to
have authority over a man; she must be silent.” 

The text addressed to men about what to do with their
hands has never been enforced in any church I have ever
attended. It certainly has not been used to define a univer-
sal “male identity” as “those-whose-hands-are-always-lift-
ed-in prayer.” In contrast, the text limiting women’s teach-
ing and authority over men has become a central, defining
text for the very meaning of womanhood as “those-who-
may-not-teach-or-have-authority-over-men.”

With our “blue hermeneutic” at work, we blithely
regard these instructions to “men everywhere” as applica-
ble to no man anywhere, whereas with our “pink hermeneu-
tic” at work, we are utterly confident that 1 Timothy 2
denies leadership authority—whether in a broad or a nar-
row scope—to all women everywhere.5

How might this passage speak to the church today if we
refused to apply the pink hermeneutic? Perhaps we would
find in it nothing more than the necessity to restrict the
leadership of deceived women who, like the deceived
women of Ephesus, threaten to reprise the deception of
Eve and lead men of the church astray with bad theology.6

Other texts that are used to define and limit women’s
identity are those that speak of women’s homemaking,
their care for children or the elderly in their family. These
important texts show us with what serious regard God
holds kingdom-building work that might otherwise be dis-
missed as irrelevant “women’s work.” Yet, instead of being

understood as revealing an important part of what godly
women are called to do in the household of faith, the texts
are read as showing us all of what godly women may ever
aspire to do. Again, the “pink hermeneutic” treats such
texts as if they constitute the substance of a woman’s iden-
tity, instead of interpreting such texts in light of Genesis 1
where the woman, just like the man, images God in the ful-
fillment of her creation-wide fruitfulness and rulership.

Based on these examples from Genesis and 1 Timothy,
one can see how the traditional position is built on an
insupportable double standard of biblical interpretation.
Those texts that refer to women are deemed to apply to all
women and used to limit God’s calling of women in accor-
dance with the rich Cultural Mandate of Genesis 1. In the
case of men, by contrast, the wide scope of Genesis 1
always trumps any similar texts that might otherwise be

used to limit male authority or to establish mis-
guided, gender-wide restrictions. 

Truths in pink and blue 
How believers define God’s intentions for male
and female inevitably shapes how we under-
stand the rest of biblical teaching. So the ques-
tion is this: Does female subordinationism leave
Scripture with a unified message, or are two ver-
sions of Truth required, one pink and one blue?7

As a simple experiment, I would challenge
any man committed to the traditional view to
read the Bible as if he were subject to the restric-
tions he believes God has placed upon all wom-
en. When read through the filter of gender, teach-
ings that seem very plain when applied to men
require significant editing to apply to females.

Following are some examples of how Truth becomes
split into two versions.

Example 1: Re-created in Jesus Christ. What happens to
the salvation message when understood from the stand-
point of female subordinationism? That we are all “equal at
the foot of the cross” is a statement frequently made by tra-
ditionalists. But what does that mean beyond the fact that
male and female are equal in their sin and need for grace?
Scripture declares that as saved persons Christ is in us and
the Holy Spirit will teach us all things and guide us into all
truth. It declares that our minds will be renewed and we
will become new creatures, transformed into Christlike-
ness. It declares that, as believers, the same power that
raised Jesus from the dead comes alive in us. 

The promise of salvation is not simply that we escape
from the wrath of God, but that we receive empowerment
and transformation for the present life. We are restored to
our calling as Genesis 1 image-bearers. Hence, 1 Peter 2:9
defines the renewed identity of believers as “a chosen peo-
ple, a royal priesthood, a holy nation.” 

The Bible speaks of all this transformation and empow-
erment as offered to believers without any qualification by
gender. Yet, for traditionalists, while a male’s renewal in
Christ leads, at least potentially, to offices of authority
within the church, renewal for females does not.8 Again,
the issue is not the quantity or type of restriction placed
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upon the leadership of the re-created woman, but the fact
of its being placed upon her because she is a woman and
despite her re-creation. This leads to two varieties of salva-
tion: blue for boys, with renewal, empowerment, and
authority all hanging together; and pink for girls, with
renewal and empowerment severed from authority.

Example 2: Reigning with Christ. Scripture promises that
in Christ we receive salvation from our sins and reconcilia-
tion with God; it promises empowerment for a trans-
formed life, and a kingdom in which those who follow
Jesus will eventually rule with him. What happens to this
truth under the doctrine of female subordinationism? Is it
safe to say that at the end of history, when Christ returns to
establish his kingdom, women will be granted a place of
authority with Christ on his throne as promised in Revela-
tion 3:21? Or must we expect that, even in glory, only
males may attain to that position? Are there also two heav-
ens, one pink and one blue?9

Example 3: Gifts and calling. (1) The parable of the talents
(Luke 19:11ff.). This parable teaches that God is
pleased when his people employ the talents he
has given to them. Under female subordination-
ism, the parable requires an implied footnote
reminding women that under certain circum-
stances God would be offended by females who
exercise their teaching and leadership talents.
Only for a male audience can the parable stand
as written. 

(2) Gifts in the body of Christ (Rom. 12:4ff.).
This text teaches that every believer’s talents are
gifts of grace given for the upbuilding of the church.
Included among the gifts are teaching and leadership.
Under a subordinationist reading, women must either as-
sume that teaching and leadership are not granted to their
gender, or, as in the above example, that under some cir-
cumstances to exercise these gifts is an offense to God.
Only for a male audience can the text stand as written.

The bottom line 

In the final analysis, the same church that insists upon the
equality of male and female “before the face of God” insists
that “before the face of man” inequality must be enshrined.
Whether female subordinationism is given its narrowest or
its broadest definition, a point is eventually reached where
gender triumphs and the church tells a woman she may not
lead or teach. Gender overrides the authority inherent in the
woman bearing the image of God. She may not lead or teach.
Gender overrides the authority inherent in the Cultural
Mandate to be fruitful and have dominion. She may not lead
or teach. Gender overrides her authority as re-created in
Jesus Christ. She may not lead or teach. Gender overrides the
authority of the indwelling Holy Spirit. She may not lead or
teach. Gender overrides her transformation into Christlike-
ness. She may not lead or teach.

Is this what God had in mind when the oneness of
Adam became the oneness of male and female? Is this what
Paul had in mind when he wrote 1 Timothy 2:12? Are we
truly not a single human race in two sexes, but rather two
distinct human races?

God surely intended distinctive contributions from his
sons and from his daughters. But to draw that distinction,
as female subordinationism does, as being between those
(male) human beings whose gender grants them authority,
under God, throughout God’s creation and those (female)
human beings whose gender limits their authority either
everywhere or only in specific limited places within God’s
creation, cannot be sustained biblically. 

The bedrock of our human identity is given to both
males and females in Genesis 1. Nothing that follows in
Scripture—neither specific behavioral directives such as
1 Timothy 2, nor regulations concerning existing social
orders and structures such as slavery, polygamy, or patri-
archy—redefines our original, God-given, human identity.
What we received as God’s gracious gift at Creation has
been mercifully restored to us in Jesus Christ, our second
Adam. Fundamental to Genesis 1 is that humanity together
as male and female rule under God and over the earth, but
neither rules over the other. 

While the full humanity of Genesis 1 has been
allowed to define maleness, tragically, it has
been stripped away—systematically and relent-
lessly—from females. Under some theologies we
are left with barely enough humanity to make a
single rib. 

Our generation is in special trouble on the
issues of male and female and on matters of how
to conduct our life together on this planet. On
the one hand, we have the corruption of sexual-
ity, marriage, and family under the influence of

individualism, sexual licentiousness, the quest for human
autonomy, and so many other “isms” that rule the day. 

Adding to the confusion, we have a wing of the church
that goes along with culture without any desire or ability
to redirect it. And then, not helping, but deepening the
confusion, there is the conservative church that claims to
be holding to the teachings of Scripture but that is, in truth,
only behaving in a reactionary way, unable to bring from
its storeroom “new treasures as well as old” (Matt. 13:52)
on how to live fully human lives as men and women. 

To reject female subordinationism is not the equivalent
of embracing contemporary feminism, nor is it a renuncia-
tion of the very idea of hierarchical authority structures of
any kind. By the same token, to embrace the oneness of
man and woman is not to reject our male/female differ-
ences. On the contrary, questions about how to reform
social structures in church, family, and society so they
reflect a truly biblical understanding of human identity,
gifts, and calling, cry out for fresh answers. But within our
traditionalist-oriented church, new answers can’t be given
if those questions are never asked. And right now, for us,
the most important question remains this: Have we rightly
divided the Truth? ■
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Notes
1. John Piper and Wayne Grudem,

eds., Recovering Biblical Manhood and Wom-
anhood: A Response to Evangelical Feminism
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 1991). 

2. 1 Corinthians 11, 1 Corinthians 14,
Ephesians 5, 1 Timothy 2, 1 Peter 3. 

3. The marriage relationship itself is
not under scrutiny in this discussion. 

4. A complete and original critique of
this position was developed by Rebecca
Merrill Groothuis in her excellent book
Good News for Women: A Biblical Picture of
Gender Equality (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Books, 1997).

5. Critics of the traditionalist position
have noted that another error is commit-
ted here by grounding a supposed uni-
versal principle of male leadership in the
Fall, rather than in Creation. While Scrip-
ture teaches that in Christ God remem-
bers our sins no more, this reading of the
text requires that our authority structures
forever memorialize Eve’s deception.

6. See the superb treatment of this text
in “Leading Him Up The Garden Path”
by Rebecca Merrill Groothuis in PRISCILLA

PAPERS, vol. 16, no. 2, Spring 2002, 10.
7. For a fuller treatment of how a tradi-

tionalist perspective has distorted our
reading of the Bible, refer to “God’s Order
vs. the World’s Order: Oneness vs. Hier-
archy,” tape of a workshop presented by
Patti Ricotta at the 2001 international con-
ference of Christians for Biblical Equality.

8. Nothing in this essay is meant to
imply that males automatically receive
offices of authority just because they are
males. However, unlike females, males
are never automatically disqualified
because of their gender.

9. Some traditionalists do argue for
women’s eternal subordination. See
Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology: An
Introduction to Biblical Doctrine (Grand
Rapids, MI: Zondervan , 1994), 940; and
Robert Letham, “The Man-Woman
Debate: Theological Comment,” Westmin-
ster Theological Journal 52 (1990); 74. I am
grateful to R. M. Groothuis for bringing
this to my attention.

The facts

ONCE THE FALL SHATTERED THE GOD-
given oneness between man and
woman, they both faced a dys-

functional relationship. The woman
was warned that, because of the dis-
ruption of the Fall, the husband would
rule over her (Gen. 3:16). Oneness
would turn into abuse. But no man-
date was ever given to the man to
claim this rulership over the woman.

There is no allowance made in the
New Testament or license given for
any one believer to wield authority
over another adult believer. The
pledge exacted from brides in an older
wedding ceremony, “Wilt thou obey
him . . . ?” had no biblical warrant. 

There is no text in Scripture that
enjoins wives to obey their husbands.
The call is for mutual subjection (Eph.
5:21). Both wives and husbands must
relate to each other “in the same way”
as slaves submit to their masters (1 Pe-
ter 2:18; 3:1, 7; NIV) in order to follow
in the steps of Christ, their supreme
example (2:21).

The New Testament singularly cites
the case of Sarah who obeyed her hus-
band, Abraham (1 Peter 3:7). Sarah’s
case was cited in full knowledge of the
fact that Abraham pointedly obeyed
his wife as often as she obeyed him,
once even under God’s specific com-
mand (Gen. 16:2, 6; 21:11–12).

Christians are solemnly forbidden
by their Lord to establish among
themselves structures of authority
similar to the hierarchical systems that

prevail in secular society. Those who
aspire to attain such positions of lead-
ership must, instead, become servants
and slaves of those over whom they
wish to wield authority (Matt.
20:25–28).

Leadership is always defined in the
New Testament as shared leadership.
In church life, leadership is a team
function entrusted to a plurality of
persons such as elders. These persons
act as servants who have recourse to
the exercise of authority only excep-
tionally when required to do so
because of disciplinary or crisis situa-
tions, and then, only corporately. 

In marriage, husbands and wives
are bonded in a relationship of non-
hierarchical complementarity within
which each partner brings to the union
his or her leadership gifts in a struc-
ture of shared leadership. (For resolv-
ing biblically related situations of deci-
sional impasses, see Bilezikian, Beyond
Sex Roles, pp. 212–14). ■

Written responses to this and the other
nine challenges will be evaluated by a
panel of three professors emeriti of the
Department of Biblical and Theological
Studies at Wheaton College. Send respons-
es to Christians for Biblical Equality (122
West Franklin Ave., Suite 218, Minne-
apolis, MN 55404-2451; e-mail:
CBE@cbeinternational.org).

For a fuller treatment of the themes pre-
sented in these challenges, consult the CBE

catalog for many available resources. 
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The Subordination Challenge:
No. 5

Proponents of female subordination are herein
asked to prove their case from the Bible.

GILBERT BILEZIKIAN

Challenge #5
Cite a New Testament text accord-
ing to which men are given unilat-
eral authority over women or are
permitted to act as their leaders.

Gilbert Bilezikian is professor
emeritus of Biblical Studies at
Wheaton College (IL) and
cofounder of Willow Creek
Community Church in South
Barrington, IL. Among the
books of which he is the au-

thor are Beyond Sex Roles and Community
101.

Have you visited CBE’s Web
site recently? Check it out:

www.cbeinterntional.org



JOHN STUART MILL WAS A VICTORIAN PO-
litical and social philosopher. He
received a unique and rigorous educa-

tion starting at the age of three when he
learned Greek and went on to be lauded as
the first great interdisciplinary mind of the
modern world. His most famous works are
his Autobiography, Utilitarianism, and On
Liberty. Utilitarianism is Mill’s statement of
Utilitarian ethics, the principle of which is
that the right action is that action which will
tend to increase happiness and decrease un-
happiness. By happiness Mill means plea-
sure, both physical and mental, and by
unhappiness, pain. Mill’s goal was a collectivist one, the im-
provement of society. 

The means Mill thought best to achieve his goal includ-
ed a large measure of individual liberty, the sociopolitical
philosophy expressed in On Liberty. He brings together
these two strains of his thought, individualist means to a
collectivist end, in The Subjection of Women. This last work
serves as a sort of case study of Mill’s thought. His goal
here, as elsewhere, is the improvement of society by using
individualist means, in this case the loosing of women’s
social and legal fetters. 

In reviewing Mill’s book The Subjection of Women, I wish
to make three points and use them to build a partial case in
support of feminism, using Mill’s social theory. 

First, a word or two about terms. I believe the terms
describing the two most frequently voiced opinions in the
evangelical church are misleading. Complementarians be-
lieve in equality to the degree that we are all equal before
God. Egalitarians believe that men and women comple-
ment each other, but not to the same extent as complemen-
tarians. Therefore, I have chosen to use here what I believe
are more accurately descriptive terms. 

The term patriarchalist will be used when referring to
those who believe that Scripture limits positions of authori-
ty in the home and church to men only. Other terms used
for this position include traditionalist and hierarchicalist; I
believe patriarchalist to be more accurate, however, as it
denotes a specific form of hierarchy. 

The term feminist shall refer to those who believe that
there is no biblical rule barring women from any position
to which women may be gifted and called; this position is
sometimes called evangelical egalitarianism. The adjectives
Christian and evangelical are assumed of those holding
either position. Also, since my purpose is to build part of a
cumulative case for the feminist position using Mill’s social
ethics, the biblical case will be bracketed and set aside for
now.

The Subjection of Women was written nearly a decade

before its publication in 1869 at the encour-
agement of Mill’s stepdaughter, Helen Tay-
lor. It was the last work published during
his lifetime, and it rapidly became popular
among suffragettes on both sides of the
Atlantic—and just as rapidly became the
subject of scorn among those to whom suf-
frage had already been extended, notably
politicians and philosophers. 

The work is divided into four chapters
discussing, in turn, the causes of
women’s present and artificial
nature, the injustice of what Mill
terms marital slavery, the violation
of utility by excluding women
from public life and occupation,
and answers to the question of
whether or not society would be
better if women were freed of their
present legal fetters.

Women’s present, 
artificial nature

The thesis statement of the work is that the principle that
regulates the existing social relations between the two
sexes—the legal subordination of one sex to the other—is
wrong in and of itself and ought to be replaced by a princi-
ple of perfect equality, admitting no power or privilege on
the one side, nor disability on the other (p. 7). The legal and
social disabilities women suffered at this time were sub-
stantial. Victorian legal and middle-class social pressures
created an atmosphere in which a woman’s only respec-
table option was marriage. Socially, an idle wife was a
mark of respectability; legally, the husband and wife were
defined under law as one being, and that one was the hus-
band. A husband might take his wife’s dowry, her wages,
and their children all away from her, and she had no legal
recourse.

Mill engages in a series of arguments against those who
commit the naturalistic fallacy in defense of such arrange-
ments. He argues eloquently that we cannot presume any
favor toward those present arrangements by their mere
customary existence, nor can we presume such is the only
suitable state of sex relations, because no other arrange-
ment has been given full and free trial (11). A telling point
against the customary arrangements is the observation that
authority always appears natural to those who possess it
(19). This was a particularly poignant point to make in
Mill’s day given the recent accomplishment of Abolition in
many countries and the arguments slave owners made
against Abolition: that members of the black race were
incapable of governing themselves in freedom and that

The Subjection of Women
A feminist appraisal of John Stuart Mill’s last work.

KAMILLA LUDWIG
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their subjection to the white race was only natural. Now
that we are more than a century removed from such prac-
tices, the arguments have lost their sting. Today, when the
parallels are drawn between the arguments for the subjec-
tion of the black race and the arguments for the subjection
of women, hackles are often raised.

Marital slavery
The second chapter deals with the conditions of marriage,
both legal and social, which Mill likens to slavery except
that a slave is allowed his wages. A wife was a legal bond-
servant to her husband in fact, if not in sentiment; he could
dispose of their property and children as he wished with
little fear of legal interference. He could ship their children
to America where their mother would never see them
again, and she had no legal recourse. He could confiscate
her dowry, and she had no legal way of retrieving it, even
if it included an ancestral home and lands. 

Mill goes on to counter the claim that, in any association
between two people, one must be the perpetual master
with the law arbitrarily determining which one it should
be. No one would enter into a business partnership under
such conditions, so why, Mill wonders, would anyone
enter into such an intimate rela-
tionship as marriage under these
conditions (50)? Although actions
and decisions in marriage never
come down to an issue of down-
right authority unless the marriage
is already a bad one, Mill finds
that the more natural arrangement is a division of powers
based on gifts and talents (51).

The conditions of marriage as described above serve,
when there is also a lack of sympathy between the parties,
to create a sort of countertyranny of the oppressed in the
form of scolding and manipulating (49). Such constraining
conditions also tend to increase the number of women who
will be satisfied with nothing less than the opposite of hus-
bandly tyranny: a wifely tyranny of having her own will,
and only her own will, given consideration (54). The result
is that the law, in not determining her rights but theoreti-
cally allowing her none at all, practically declares that the
measure of what she has a right to is what she can contrive
to get (54).

Exclusion of women
from public life and occupation

In order, then, to maintain women’s suppression and
exclusion from public life and outside occupation, it is not
enough to prove a case from averages; one must prove that
no woman is fit for the occupation (63). Given that women
have proven themselves capable of many varied tasks as
opportunity has arisen, however, this will be very difficult.
In addition, not only those so denied suffer the injustice; all
who might have benefited suffer (64). While it might be
said that there are many areas in which women have never
proven themselves qualified to compete and have never
achieved accomplishments of a high rank, a negative case
remains an open case (67). How many eminent men arise

in a given field in a given generation and a given culture?
In some fields, such as the art of painting, entire genera-
tions may pass without a single achievement of excellence.
Could it then be said that men are no longer suited to that
particular endeavor? I hardly think so.

Two women in particular held the throne of England for
lengthy and illustrious reigns: Mill’s own sovereign, Queen
Victoria, and Queen Elizabeth I. We will look briefly at the
latter’s reign. 

Though Elizabeth I is sometimes treated as a puzzle, it
seems clear that she was one of those rare persons born to
exactly the right position. She was certainly her father’s
daughter, but she surpassed him in the excellence of her
rule. She brought England out of the turmoil inaugurated
by Henry VIII’s marital troubles and steered the country
clear of its religious trials. She is the monarch who succeed-
ed in defeating the “invincible” Spanish Armada. The so-
cial and literary climate of her reign gave birth to no less
than Shakespeare’s plays and sonnets. It is the rare king
who can lay claim to such accomplishments as those of this
mere woman.

The examples of Elizabeth I and Victoria aside, women’s
temperament is said to disqualify them from responsible

positions because it indicates they
are too changeable (75). Much of
this supposed nature is the result
of cultivation and artificial
restraint. There was a time when
women were treated as delicate
hothouse plants, subject to fre-

quent fits and fainting spells (75). In Mill’s day such histri-
onics had gone out of fashion, and with the fashion went
the tendency of women to make such displays. That Mill is
skirting around the nature versus nurture debate becomes
evident when he mentions the constitutions of poor wom-
en who were accustomed to manual labor. Their constitu-
tions were trained differently, and they certainly never had
the luxury of indulging in fainting spells!

Mill’s question
We now come to the question Mill seeks to answer: Would
society be better off if women were free to pursue interests
outside of the home (98)? He proposes five advantages to
allowing women legal and social liberty. 

First is that a marriage regulated by justice will reduce self-
ishness (99). Sympathy is increased in a marriage when the
partners duly consider each other rather than one ruling the
other. In addition, children learn respect for both parents.
A boy especially will learn to obey rather than dominate
his mother, learning from his father’s example (99).

The second advantage Mill sees is a doubling of mental
resources available to serve humanity (100). Although
women’s resources are not totally lost to society, society
would benefit by their direct exercise rather than their indi-
rect use through women influencing their husbands. The
additional competition would also serve to stimulate im-
provement.

The third advantage is that women’s opinions would be bet-
ter informed and more beneficial (104). Specifically, a mother’s
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influence on the early formation of character in her chil-
dren would be improved. A wife who stayed at home but
had a wider education would also be better suited to help
her husband rise in influence.

A fourth benefit Mill sees is that shared knowledge and
interests would lead to greater intimacy and sympathy between
husband and wife (113). He sees the condition of differences
in education as tending to increase natural differences and
decrease sympathy. 

Finally, evil tendencies are exaggerated when those differences
come from inferiority (116). Adding enforced differences to a
relationship of inferiority and superiority has the effect of
dragging down the superior partner while increasing the
negative traits of the inferior partner (116).

Social ethics for the body of Christ
Mill’s optimism about the future improvement of human
society rests on his faith in the power of nurture, of educa-
tion. Mill was right to see the problems inherent in grant-
ing one human being authority over another simply by acci-
dent of birth, but he erred in explaining why it was wrong.
Mill finds the error in the way the institution, such as that
of marriage, is constituted. What Mill denies is the depravi-
ty of unredeemed human nature.
No social or legal institution, how-
ever constituted, will escape the
problems Mill writes of unless our
depraved natures are recognized.

Within the body of Christ we
also recognize that not all
redeemed human male natures are
suited to positions of authority. In
no other instance is such authority granted to an entire
class of human beings merely by virtue of their member-
ship in that class (also see “Hermeneutics in Pink and
Blue,” p. 3 of this issue). The authority of men over women
and husbands over wives lasts throughout all ages and
areas of life. Children are under their parents’ care for a
time, but there may also come a time when the parent
comes under the care of the child. And even if that does
not occur, a child leaves its parents’ immediate control
upon marriage. Teachers sometimes become students of
their former students. Doctors are sometimes in need of
nursing. But women, however eminently suited and gifted
and trained, are always under the authority of a man, no
matter how ill-suited and lacking in gifts that man may be.
It is this sort of arrangement that Mill argues against in The
Subjection of Women. It is also the arrangement that femi-
nists deny is mandated by Scripture. 

Here are three points from Mill’s argument upon which
I wish to build a partial case for feminism based on Mill’s
social ethics.

Partnership marriage
Mill argues for a pattern of marriage based on partnership
where strengths, weaknesses, gifts, and abilities (what he
terms suitabilities and capabilities) are recognized and
used. Feminists concur that a marriage based on this model
will show greater sympathy and intimacy between the

partners. There need be no final arbiter in marriage or busi-
ness, especially when that arbiter is arbitrarily designated.
A marriage based on a pattern of mutual decision making
will also help reduce instances of tyranny by a frustrated
wife.

Marriage based on husbandly rule is bound to frustrate
a wife who is more gifted than her husband in important
decision-making areas. It also denies the possibility that a
wife may be hearing God’s voice more clearly than her
husband. A model for decision making in feminist mar-
riages would include elements of mutual deference, con-
sideration of which partner the action would affect more,
and which partner has greater skills or knowledge in that
particular area. Decisions reached in this manner may take
longer to reach, but they will have greater commitment by
both partners and should have the added benefit of ensur-
ing that the voice of God is rightly heard.

Classism in the body of Christ
In the final chapter of this work, Mill makes an observa-
tion, almost in passing, that brings an important point to
mind. He makes reference to the fading fashion of fainting
spells exhibited by “ladies” of a certain class, while women

of the poorer classes, having dif-
ferently trained constitutions, nev-
er exhibited this behavior. Poor
women have never had the option
of whether or not to seek waged
employment. Yet the rhetoric
coming from some patriarchalist
preachers and writers fails to rec-
ognize this social reality and does

not distinguish between the differing reasons women may
have for seeking waged employment outside the home. On
the other hand, feminists can be guilty of a different sort of
elitism when they focus on such positions of prestige and
authority as that of pastor.

A human body is made up of many parts, as is the body
of Christ. Not all parts are pretty. Not all are highly es-
teemed. Not all are given much consideration. All are
important for the body’s proper function. The great toe on
your left foot may not seem like an important or essential
body part, but it is vital to proper balance and the ability to
walk easily. To the extent that patriarchalists argue against
the social ills of working mothers, they forget that all body
parts are essential for the body’s proper function. 

Working mothers fulfill vital functions in society at large
and within the body of Christ. They are more likely to have
few skills and, consequently, more likely to fill low-waged
positions. They are waitresses and church cleaners; they
are secretaries and receptionists. They are often invisible,
especially when they do their jobs well. Preachers may
speak of the familial and social ills that are the result of
mothers seeking to be pastors, doctors, and politicians
where such women are termed “working mothers.” Rarely,
however, do they recognize that there may be working
mothers on the church’s payroll. And if a working mother
is so fortunate as to have the education to place her on the
church’s ministry staff, she may be rewarded with the title
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of “director” even though she is doing the same work as
the male pastor who preceded her in the position.

This is classism in the heart of the body of Christ. And
feminists are guilty of it, too, when we focus on and clamor
after positions of prestige and authority. Instead, feminists
seeking the good of the body of Christ should focus less on
the head and more on the left great toe. They should work
as diligently to assist working mothers, especially single
mothers, in creating a Christ-centered home and life for
their children as they do striving to gain access to positions
of prestige and authority.

Stewardship of spiritual gifts
Feminists and patriarchalists alike recognize and celebrate
the work of the Holy Spirit in bestowing gifts for the good
of the body of Christ. Feminists are alone, however, in
echoing the question Mill asks in chapter 3. Do we have so
many men suited for some tasks that we can deny all
women opportunity to fulfill them (64)? Mill looks at soci-
ety and asks if we really benefit from the constraints placed
on women and contends that society would benefit by a
doubling of the mental resources available. Feminists look
at the body of Christ and ask whether we are really func-
tioning as one body when we deny the full functioning of
some parts of that body.

Feminists concur with Mill on the need to lift the artifi-
cial restraints imposed on women because these restraints
stifle the work of the Holy Spirit in bestowing and utilizing
gifts for the benefit of the whole body. While recognizing
that feminists sometimes slide into the error of rights lan-
guage—claiming that “if I have a gift I must have the right
to exercise it here and now”—we must also recognize that
the Holy Spirit has been busy fulfilling the prophecy of Joel
2 for two millennia. The prophet Joel foresaw the day of
Pentecost when the Holy Spirit would pour out gifts on
men and women, young and old alike. Always to deny the
expression of some of these gifts given to women does a
disservice to the one who holds the gift. As Mill recognized
in another context, that also does a disservice to those who

might benefit from the full expression of that gift. It is a
supreme disservice to the body of Christ and prevents the
body from functioning as God intended.

Finally, a note about stewardship. Feminists give a
hearty assent to Mill’s arguments about the availability of
talent when compared to the need. Feminists would addi-
tionally note that it is poor stewardship not to fully use all
the talent available. In the beginning, the first pair of
humans were instructed to be good stewards over creation.
There is such a great need that we cannot call ourselves
good stewards of our human resources if we do not fully
use all of those human resources available to us. 

For instance, a certain woman may be uniquely gifted
with insight into the problems encountered by trend-set-
ting women in the culture and a heart for reaching them
with the gospel; she may also be a wife and mother. She
cannot be a good steward of that gift if she is to live her life
encased within the relationships of wife and mother. In
order to be a wise steward of that gift she must pursue a
certain education, and she must be familiar with the work-
place outside of the home. If she is to reach these trend-set-
ting women, she must meet them in their field.

The harvest is ripe and the workers already few in num-
ber. We need all of the gifts of all of the members of the
body of Christ. ■

Note
John Stuart Mill, The Subjection of Women (New York:

Broadview, 2000; all page references are to this edition of
the work).
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The following article is adapted from a paper the author presented
at the American Baptist Churches Women in Ministry Biennial
Breakfast on June 22, 2001, in Providence, Rhode Island.

IWANT TO SHARE WITH YOU MY PERSONAL REFLECTIONS ON MY

forty years’ involvement with women in ministry, trust-
ing that I am old enough and have been at it long

enough that such personal reflection is not in poor taste. 

From John R. Rice to Paul King Jewett
My journey began almost fifty years ago in the fundamen-
talist church that was the context for my early develop-
ment in the faith. A voracious reader and curious about
theology, by the time I was fifteen I had read John R. Rice’s
1941 classic, Bobbed Hair, Bossy Wives, and Women Preachers:
Significant Questions for Honest Christian Women Settled by
the Word of God.1 I was a good fundamentalist Baptist boy
who knew the place of women!

Still, in my high school years I had private, unvoiced
doubts about three aspects
of my context: the place of
women in the church; the
pretribulational, millennial,
literalistic eschatology; and
ecclesiastical separationism.
I once went with two
friends to their Lutheran Church–Missouri Synod Sunday
morning worship, and I reported to my pastor that, to my
great surprise, I discovered that they worshiped and hon-
ored Jesus Christ. My pastor declared: ”Son, do not be
deceived; the words may be the same, but they have a
completely different meaning!”

When I went off to college, I enrolled in New Testament
Greek, determined to find answers to my private theologi-
cal doubts and questions. A long journey must here be
compressed. By 1960 I married my wife, Jeannette, a won-
derfully strong, intelligent woman. By 1962 I had two years
of formal theological education behind me, had become an
American Baptist, shed my dispensationalism, and written
in a seminary paper that I could find no biblical reason to
exclude women from any form of the ministry. 

As naive and uninformed as I then was, I had become,
within my social and theological context, a kind of ”radi-
cal” on the issue of women in ministry. Jeannette’s reading
in 1963, the year of its publication, Betty Friedan’s book The
Feminine Mystique2 and my continuing theological educa-
tion as a budding New Testament scholar drove me inex-
orably further into the issues of women and ministry in the
New Testament and in the life of the church.

By the time I began my career as a New Testament pro-
fessor in 1969, I was perceived of as a kind of champion of
women in ministry. In 1972 I first offered my seminary

course ”Women and Ministry in the New Testament.” I
have no clear evidence for my assertion, but I think it may
have been the first such seminary course anywhere; it was
certainly the first such in the evangelical tradition of the
church. (The Evangelical Women’s Caucus came in 1974;
Paul King Jewett’s book Man as Male and Female3 in 1975—
the two great landmarks of the evangelical awakening to
the issues of women in the contemporary church.) It was
also in 1972 that I gave my first major public lecture on
women and ministry in the New Testament—before a con-
servative group of about two hundred students at Brown
University in Providence, Rhode Island. I still remember
the first question from the floor: ”Professor Scholer, just
imagine for a moment that you were a Christian, how
would you answer this question . . . ?”

I have now taught my seminary course twenty-five
times, have lectured on women and ministry in hundreds
of places and contexts, have been deeply involved in these
matters in the ABCUSA and in many other denominations

and institutions, have de-
bated publicly most of the
conservative scholars who
have argued from the Bible
for limits to the ministry of
women, and have become a
professional colleague and

friend of many of the feminist New Testament scholars in
the English-speaking world. In these contexts, and from
hundreds of women who have been students and col-
leagues, I have learned much, grown in knowledge and
understanding, and have changed in my perceptions, per-
spectives, and emphases. I want to attempt to summarize
what I think I have learned.

Exegesis and hermeneutics
I am, among other things, a New Testament scholar. Much
of my learning over the last three decades comes especially
in areas of exegesis and hermeneutics. But the very nature
of the material with which I work and, even more critically,
the persons with whom I have worked, have driven me to
invest in the whole history of women in the church, the
feminist movement and especially its critiques of Chris-
tianity, issues of inclusive and God language, the grim real-
ities of the abuse of women, and more. 

I think my most important exegetical-hermeneutical dis-
covery, beginning about 1975 and continuing to unfold,
has to do with starting points. When I first taught my
course, I began with 1 Timothy 2; after all, that is where the
discussion had always begun. My opposition began—and
ended—with that text: it was the all-important piece of bib-
lical data. But it began to dawn on me that the New Testa-
ment did not tell us where to begin; that was a hermeneu-

Past, Present, Promise
What I’ve learned in forty years about women in ministry.

DAVID M. SCHOLER

12   PRISCILLA PAPERS/Fall 2002: 16:4

By 1962 I had written in a seminary paper
that I could find no biblical reason 

to exclude women 
from any form of the ministry.



tical decision we had to make—on this and on any issue. 
The more involved I became with Pauline theology the

more I came to see that Galatians 3:28 was a major focus, if
not a primary center, of Pauline thought and that it was a
better, sounder, more defensible starting point for a discus-
sion of women in Christ than 1 Timothy 2. This started me
down a very long road of research, debate, and writing.
The value of this insight revolutionized my teaching and
my hermeneutical reflections.

A second critical exegetical development was my
research into the women who were coworkers with the
apostle Paul in the ministry of the church. I discovered that
we knew thirteen of these women by name—Lydia, Chloe,
Nympha, Apphia, Mary, Persis, Tryphena, Tryphosa, Euodia,
Syntyche, Priscilla, Phoebe, and Junia—over 18 percent of
Paul’s named coworkers in the New Testament. This led in
1980 to my first significant article on women in the New
Testament. Although it was not, perhaps, the pioneer piece
on the significance of these women, it was one of the earli-
est studies using these data as an argument for women in
ministry today. Much here is crucial, including the impor-
tance of the NT term kopiao, ”work hard”; the identification
of Junia as both a woman and an apostle; and the possibili-
ty that Euodia and Syntyche were bishops (episcopoi). 

A third critical area of exegetical study had to do with
Jesus and women. I have had to learn to deal with many
issues here, from the most
frequent stock conservative
question of ”If what you say
is true, why didn’t Jesus
have a woman among the
Twelve?” to the disturbing
and difficult charge of Jew-
ish feminists that Christian feminists who lift up Jesus’ pos-
itive relationship with women are only engaging in a new
form of anti-Semitism. 

Let me tell a paradigmatic story. I had a male student in
one of my classes about twelve years ago who made it very
clear that he was opposed to the ordination of women, and
that I could do nothing to change his mind. He challenged
every lecture. However, after the one on Jesus and women
he announced to the class that he had been challenged and
impressed. He said he never realized how deeply Jesus
accepted and affirmed women; this would have to change
his attitude. I decided to take a risk, thinking—as it turned
out—that I knew what would happen. 

I said to him: ”I will make a deal with you: I will no
longer try to convince you of the ordination of women if
you will promise me to preach once a year on what you
have just learned: Jesus’ deep affirmation of women.” 

There was a very long silence, and then he said: ”No
deal. If I really did that, women would too quickly and
readily see that the next logical step would be to accept the
ordination of women.” 

A sad story, yes, but one hermeneutically important and
powerful about the assessment of New Testament data.

The history of the church
Some of my deepest learnings have come in areas of

research and reflection I could never have envisioned in
1972 when I first taught my course, and even in 1980 when
I began serious publication on women in the New Testa-
ment. The general and overwhelmingly important reality I
have learned is the power of history to shape one’s vision.
To oversimplify, but I believe not to misrepresent, I think
that it is relatively easy for ”people of the Good Book” to
hold the traditionalist position that excludes women from
important aspects of ministry when they know little of the
marginalization and abuse of women in the history of the
church on the one hand, or the wonderful achievements of
women in the history of the gospel on the other. Learning
the history of women in the church does not alter exegeti-
cal facts, but it dramatically alters one’s angle of vision and
hermeneutical assessment of exegetical data. 

I am deeply grateful for Elizabeth A. Clark’s collection
of passages on women from the Church Fathers, published
in 1983;4 I use it always as a required text in my New Tes-
tament course on women. Two examples will need to suf-
fice. First, Saint Augustine, admired by all for his shaping
of Christian theology, said in his Literal Commentary on Gen-
esis about the creation of a female companion for the male: 

If it were not the case that the woman was created to be
man’s helper specifically for the production of children,
then why would she have been created as a ’helper’? . . .
One can . . . posit that the reason for her creation as a helper

had to do with the compan-
ionship she could provide
for the man. . . . Yet for com-
pany and conversation, how
much more agreeable it is
for two male friends to
dwell together than for a
man and a woman.5

Second, Tertullian, a truly brilliant apologist for the
church and its faith, said in his book On the Dress of Women:

God’s judgment on this sex lives on in our age; the guilt
necessarily lives on as well. You are the Devil’s gateway, . . .
you so lightly crushed the image of God.6

I have seen these texts open the eyes and minds of hun-
dreds of seminary students, who were then able to under-
stand that the so-called traditionalist approach to the New
Testament on women in ministry was, in fact, shaped by a
sexist and misogynist attitude deep in the thinking of the
church.

It was not until 1991, just over a decade ago, that my
constant searching in this history of women in the church
led me to Jarena Lee’s book, published in 1849, Religious
Experience and Journal of Jarena Lee: Giving an Account of Her
Call to Preach the Gospel.7 This earliest African-American
female preacher in the African Methodist Episcopal Church
wrote with power these words, which all my students have
since learned as a critical exegetical lesson: ”If the man may
preach, because the Saviour died for him, why not the
woman? seeing he died for her also. Is he not a whole Sav-
iour, instead of a half one? as those who hold it wrong for a
woman to preach, would seem to make it appear.” 

One of the most important historical learnings has been
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to see that the issue of women’s participation in ministry
has been argued throughout the history of the church,
starting in the second century as attested by Origen. This
certainly shows that our concern in the church with these
issues did not begin with Betty Friedan and the second
American feminist movement! 

The first book published in defense of women as preach-
ers of the gospel appeared in London in 1666, authored by
Margaret Fell, entitled Women’s Speaking Justified, Proved
and Allowed of by the Scriptures, All such as speak by the Spirit
and Power of the Lord Jesus. And how Women Were the first
that Preached the Tidings of the Resurrection of Jesus, and Were
Sent by Christ’s Own Command, Before He Ascended to the
Father, John 20.17.8 No modern marketing with a catchy
title here!  Fell anticipated most of the exegetical arguments
still in discussion today. 

I have attempted to collect the numerous nineteenth-
century defenses of women as preachers published in the
U.S.A., of which there are certainly more than fifty. One of
the most colorful of these is by William B. Godbey, one of
the best-known Wesleyan Holiness preachers and evangel-
ists of that time (1832–1920). He wrote, in 1891, a booklet
entitled Woman Preacher. Godbey argues from the list of
Paul’s women coworkers and calls Galatians 3:28 the cli-
max, writing: ”Farewell old controversy on the woman
question, you have wrapped the church in sackcloth and
give the devil the world the
last fifteen hundred years.
Here the ipse dixit [very
words] of the Almighty, by
his servant, Paul, settles you
forever. . . . Hence, we see
beyond the possibility of
cavil, there is no such thing as sexual distinction in the
kingdom of grace and glory.”9

Another critical issue in my learning curve and journey
of life has been my engagement with feminist hermeneu-
tics at many levels. I have probably learned most from Car-
olyn Osiek and Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza and have been
most challenged and sharpened by Tina Pippin. I wrote in
1987 and would still affirm that “. . . I have found feminist
hermeneutics to be the most stunning challenge . . . to the
evangelical myth of objective hermeneutics and interpreta-
tion. . . . Authoritative texts do require interpretation. . . . Al-
though I continue to believe it is theologically . . . and
methodologically important and historically valid to affirm
that the locus of authority is in the text, such a position is
an abstraction that has no significance apart from the reali-
ty that the locus of meaning for all of us as actually experi-
enced or practiced is found in individual interpreters, com-
munities of faith, or ecclesiastical and theological tradi-
tions.”10 In short, I know now far more than I knew in 1961,
1972, or 1980: that the important biblical exegetical debates
about women in ministry are at the deepest level principial
hermeneutical debates of overarching significance. 

Issues of abuse
My investment in the issues of women and ministry has
led me on yet another journey, one I have found both

painful and sacred. Virtually from the beginning of teach-
ing my course on women and ministry in the New Testa-
ment, many women who have been deeply touched by it
again and again confided in me about sexual abuse in their
lives. I began my professional career as a veritable ”inno-
cent” in this area; I was as uniformed and naive as could
be. Over the years I have been privileged to share what I
call the ”sacred pain” of many women and, by the grace of
God, often to share in journeys of healing. Eventually, I
came to understand the deep connections between the
awful realities of men’s abuse of women and men’s exclu-
sion of women from offices and opportunities of min-
istry—expressed so often with hostility and even venom.
These experiences and learnings also reshaped my class-
room and my teaching. I was led into more conversations,
reading, and reflection. 

In 1994 I gave a paper at a conference on ”Women,
Abuse and the Bible.”11 In preparing my paper I learned
many things, but probably none so disturbing as the need
to reflect deeply on two passages from Saint Augustine. In
both his Confessions,12 in a context about the abuse his
mother received from his father, and in Letter 26213 to a
Christian woman, Ecdicia, whose unbelieving husband
had abused her, Augustine steadfastly encouraged Christ-
ian women to silence and submission as that which is most
befitting to being a woman.  

Will the future be
better for women? 

Here, at the beginning of a
new century and new mil-
lennium, will it be better for
women in ministry? Will

justice be found? Will we live out fully, fairly, and faithful-
ly the implications of the gospel? My perspective is limited,
of course, but I do wish to make six observations.  

We do have, in the big picture, much to do—think of the
Southern Baptist Convention, the Roman Catholic Church,
and the Lutheran Church–Missouri Synod, just to name
three large and powerful groups who actively exclude
women from the pastoral office. We have a long road
ahead. I have sometimes said that we will not have arrived
until a female senior pastor has an affair with a man in her
congregation and no one says: ”This is why women should
not be in the ministry”! 

Here are my six observations.

1.As people of the Good Book, and in light of the real-
ities in the church at large, the biblical debate is still

relevant and needed for each new generation of young
women and men. The issues, of course, are deeper than
exegesis and even hermeneutics, but the hermeneutical
and exegetical data are genuine and real in the struggle for
true partnership of women and men in ministry. The study
and debate here must be engaged.

2.I would dare to issue a call to men. As men, we
must learn a very difficult lesson: the engagement

in partnership without paternalism. Given our cultural and
social heritages, paternalism will always be for us a dan-
ger. Further, as men we must be active, not passive. How
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many are the men I know who—genuinely, I think—speak
of their commitment to equal partnership in ministry but
who—dare I say it?—hardly ever do anything to act it out? 

3.I would dare, too, to issue a call to women: Beware
of the danger of making it for yourself and then for-

getting your sisters. Never let your own comfort zone lead
you to forget the conflict and pain in which many of your
sisters remain. Further, remember that bitterness and
resentment, even when justified, never convince or convert
those who oppose us. It is still gospel truth that only love
converts another person.

4.We must, more strongly than ever, confront male
violence and abuse in our society. Of course, there

are also abusive and violent women, but that is hardly the
issue. It is the long, long tradition of male privilege and
misogyny that consciously or unconsciously leads far too
many men far too often to believe that it is their right to
abuse women, in whatever form that takes. The church
must speak and seek justice for the sake of the gospel of
Christ and those Christ loves.

5.Historically, much of the nineteenth-century wom-
en’s-rights movement and the twentieth-century

feminist movement, and the literature produced out of
them, has come from white sisters (and some white broth-
ers). But the issues of women and ministry are ones within
and across every ethnic and racial and national and global
boundary. These are issues for all humanity, and we must
share the struggle and learn to work together to show that
for every shade of skin and every language and culture in
the world there is ”neither male nor female in Christ.”

6.We must face a very difficult theological question.
For example, in the history of the church and apart-

heid the issue has been seen only as ethical misunderstand-
ing within the gospel. For the church, the back of apartheid
was not broken until it was understood that apartheid was
actually a perversion of or departure from the gospel, not
just a misunderstanding within it. 

Between 1988 and 1994 I came to the conclusion that the
denial and exclusion of women from all or some offices of
ministry was not just a misunderstanding of the gospel; it
was a departure from the very core of the gospel as ex-
pressed, for example, in Galatians 3:28. Such a position, of
course, increases the difficulty of, and makes more sensi-
tive, the debate and dialogue with those within the church
with whom one disagrees on this issue. But, with every
attempt to avoid judgmentalism and to exemplify humility
and love, we must be committed to the understanding and
lifestyle that the partnership of women and men in the
gospel flows from the heart of the gospel. 

May God grant us courage, wisdom, forgiveness and
love. ■
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R EMEMBER PRAYING TO HOWARD AS A CHILD? YES, THAT’S
right: “Our Father, whose art’s in heaven, Howard be
thy name.” I still think God’s art really is in heaven (or

at least some of it), but the name of God I know now is a
more glorious one: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Most chil-
dren think of God as a kind of old grandpa in the sky. One
hopes, however, that with age has come a greater wisdom
about the nature of our living, infinite, loving Creator. 

Is God an old man—or at least a male? The main stream
of Christian thought would say no. The reason is simple:
the essence of God is Spirit, without a body. To be male or
female requires having a body, so God the Blessed Trinity
cannot be male (that Jesus is male is not in question here).

While agreeing that God is not male, some tradition-
minded Christians have taught that God is masculine. The
difference here is that God may represent a kind of mascu-
line spiritual principle without being “male” in the literal
sense. The purpose of this article is to refute this idea, and
to continue a conversation with the editors of Touchstone
magazine on this topic.

The appearance of a gender-inclusive
version of the New International Version
(Today’s NIV) has sparked a significant
debate among evangelical Christians in
America. This has provided the occasion,
but not the substance, of my debate with
the editors of Touchstone magazine (pub-
lished by the “Fellowship of St. James” in
Chicago). I am very much in sympathy with the purposes
of this “journal of Mere Christianity,” which seeks to pro-
vide a traditional yet ecumenical approach to issues facing
the church today. Catholic, Orthodox, and evangelical
Christians share much in common, and their conversation,
convergences, and conflicts are important for the future of
Christianity. No doubt it is because I share much of their
theological viewpoint that I find the theology expressed in
two recent editorials so puzzling. Perhaps their fondness
for C. S. Lewis has led them to follow him in asserting the
masculine character of God.1 While I too enjoy and appre-
ciate Lewis, on the point at issue he strayed from mere
Christianity.

The Touchstone position
The first editorial to which I take exception was written by
S. M. Hutchens, “for the editors,” in the April 2002 issue
(15/3). I found this essay, entitled “Heretical Bibles,” quite
odd and out of keeping with the orthodox faith. Especially
in its use of the word heretic it was not in keeping with
sound theology; so I wrote a letter to the editors. This was
published by them in the June 2002 issue (15/5), along

with another
letter from the
conservative New Testament scholar Douglas Moo, who
helped to translate the TNIV. In the same issue, a further
editorial, “Unmanning the Bible” responded to these letters
to the editor.2 The time has come, I think, to review this
important debate. I thank CBE and the editor of PRISCILLA

PAPERS for the opportunity to continue our conversation in
the pages of this journal. 

Simply stated, I will argue that God is not masculine,
and patriarchy is not part of the grammar of orthodoxy. I
will not discuss the issue of gender-inclusive Bible transla-
tions (but see a forthcoming article in PRISCILLA PAPERS by
Craig Blomberg on this topic). For the purposes of this
debate, we begin with an outline of the Touchstone position.

Hutchens asserts that every Bible using inclusive lan-
guage is unorthodox because it encourages a “faulty view
of man, thus of Christ, thus of God.” (“Heretical,” 4; his
emphasis). He claims the use of gender-inclusive language
has no proper Christian ground, that the feminists have

used political pressure to impose their
non-Christian ideology on the church and
its Bibles (“Heretical,” 5). To deny “male
headship” as “an indispensable mark of
the divine being” is unorthodox and he-
retical. This does not imply that the sexes
are not equal: they are. Men and women
are equal in dignity and worth. The

heresy comes in a subtle denial of the “deep significance”
of the maleness of Christ (ibid.) The heart of the so-called
heresy is that “it obscures and confuses headship in the
human order that, according to St. Paul, directly reflects
the divine” (“Unmanning,” 3).  

Hutchens goes on to assert that “Because man is made
in the image of God, bad anthropology is also bad theolo-
gy. To misunderstand and misrepresent man is to misun-
derstand and misrepresent God.” His view of humankind
is that “man is the proper title of the male as primary, com-
prehensive, and representative of the human race” (“Un-
manning,” 3-4). He gives as evidence of this the whole
sweep of biblical narrative, with particular focus on Gene-
sis 1. There the “seminal incursion” of God into the form-
less and empty earth is one sample of the priority of the
masculine. The next is that God created man as male and
female. 

Hutchens next asserts that, for the Bible, “man is the
defining member of the woman, of the church, and of the
race.” He goes on to cite 1 Corinthians 11:3 as a key verse
in which St. Paul asserts the kind of male headship he finds
in the entire Bible.

Is God Masculine?
A response to Touchstone magazine asks:

Is patriarchy part of the grammar 
of Christian orthodoxy?

ALAN G. PADGETT
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Areas of agreement

One can see that in the foregoing we really have touched
the tip of an iceberg! Perhaps it might be well to state what
we agree on before discussing our disagreements. 

We both affirm the key moral and spiritual doctrines of
the Christian faith; for example, the true divinity and
humanity of Christ, the triune nature of God, the authority
and inspiration of Scripture, the importance of consensual,
canonical tradition, and the work of the Holy Spirit in the
church. I also agree that what is at stake is “the grammar of
orthodoxy”; that is, the shape of Christian theology (“He-
retical,” 5). For the sake of simplicity, I will call what we
disagree about “Christian patriarchy.” I do not intend by
the use of this term any derogatory defamation of charac-
ter, but I do find it descriptive of the kind of priority and
power of the male, even within God, that Hutchens is
defending. So here is the question before us: Is patriarchy
part of the grammar of Christian orthodoxy? I will argue the
right answer to this question is no.

A response to Touchstone
We cannot in a short article substantiate all our views, nor
cover all the ground surrounding this debate. I have there-
fore limited myself to five key points in response to my
brothers at Touchstone.

1. You abuse the powerful word heresy. In my letter to the
editor, I claimed that you abuse the word heresy. I will start
again with this main point. Heresy is a powerful word,
which should be used with care. You dismiss
my concern as “blustering” (“Unmanning,” 4),
but you might want to think over again this
casual dismissal. You are wrong to identify
heresy as “false teaching and its effect on the
Church.” That is not nearly enough to make an
idea heretical. 

A heresy is a willful and persistent false
teaching, by a Christian, in dissent from a dog-
ma of the church (that is, a doctrine promulgat-
ed by recognized ecumenical church authori-
ties). The false teaching needs to be impor-
tant—in other words, so important that a recognized body
took the time to condemn it. That at least is the definition
in the (Roman Catholic) Code of Canon Law (§751, 1364), as
well as the Code of Canons for the Oriental Churches
(§1436–37). The point is not about the technical details of
canon law. It is, in fact, much more important. We cannot
decide on our own what is heretical just because we think
it is false. A teaching may well be false, and not heretical.
More is needed to make a doctrine heretical, namely, that
the teaching is opposed by the church. There are many
false teachings that are not heresy, just as there are many
true Christian doctrines that are not dogmas (i.e., not a
defining doctrine of the orthodox faith).

2. You confuse traditionalism with orthodoxy. My second
point follows from the first one. Patriarchy is certainly a
traditional part of Christian theology—more is the pity!
Not to put too fine a point on it, but the same can be said of
anti-Semitism. The hatred, oppression, and murder of Jews

has a very long and widespread tradition in Christianity.
Thank God, we are beginning to see the light about this,
but only after centuries of prejudice that helped make the
Holocaust possible. While anti-Semitism is traditional, it is
not orthodox when by “orthodoxy” we mean not just tradi-
tional Christianity but the key ideas of the Christian faith
as defined by the Bible and the ecumenical creeds. When
we elevate our appreciation of tradition to a dogma, when
we begin to think that anything new must be suspect,
when we defend something just because it is traditional,
then we are in danger of moving from a healthy apprecia-
tion of tradition to traditionalism. We are in danger of sub-
stituting the living faith of the dead for the dead faith of
the living (to borrow a phrase from Jaroslav Pelikan).3

Yes, patriarchy is traditional; but it is not orthodox,
because it is not taught in Scripture and the creeds.

3. You misread the Bible. Just as you claim that “femi-
nism” has corrupted the reading and translation of the
Bible, so I claim that patriarchy has corrupted the interpre-
tation and translation of the Bible for over a millennium.
We strongly disagree on how to understand and interpret
the Scriptures with respect to gender issues. Your reading
of Genesis 1 is quite flawed, for example. There are ancient
Semitic myths about a male god creating the world from
his semen, but that is most assuredly not found in Genesis
1. You have read your patriarchy into the text. Genesis 1,
most Bible commentators agree, is written exactly against
such ancient Near Eastern myths. They were the stories of
idolatry. For the Hebrews, God is not to be depicted in the

shape of any creature or animal fig-
ure, including the human. That is the
first and greatest commandment!
God does not create with his semen.
He does not use any body parts at
all. Instead, God creates by the pure
Word alone, in Genesis 1.4

When it comes to the creation of
human beings, you fail to under-
stand either Genesis or Paul. God
creates human Being (ha‘adam in He-
brew) both male and female. There is

no “priority of the male” in this chapter. Rather, it is only
man and woman together who are in the “image of God.”
What the text says is that “in the image of God he created
it, male and female he created them.” The reference of the
pronoun it or he is back to ha’adam; that is, back to the
human species, not to the man alone, as the second phrase
(“male and female”) makes clear.

In the second chapter, it is true, man is created first, then
woman. Woman is indeed taken out of man. But don’t con-
fuse origin with importance. Humans are made out of the
dust after all. Does that make our “dusty” nature (the
physical body) the central part of who we are? What comes
later in time is often the more important. The animals are
made before humans in both chapters: does that make us
somehow “under” the animals? Notice that the man leaves
his family and clings to the woman—not the other way
around (Gen. 2:24). Your reading of Genesis 1 will not
withstand critical scrutiny.

PRISCILLA PAPERS/Fall 2002: 16:4    17

I claim that 
patriarchy has 
corrupted the 

interpretation and
translation of the

Bible for over 
a millennium



I find your reading of Paul’s letters equally implausible.
Paul agrees with an egalitarian understanding of Genesis 1
in 1 Corinthians 11. He specifically states there that “In the
Lord, neither is man independent of woman, nor woman
independent of man. For just as woman came out of man,
so now man is born of woman. And all [people] come from
God” (vv. 11–12). This is of a piece with Paul’s teaching
that in Christ there is no longer male and female (Gal.
3:28), and that in marriage the husband has authority over
the body of his wife, and the wife has authority over the
body of her husband (1 Cor.. 7:4). Your principle of mascu-
line priority in the divine order is based upon a very selec-
tive reading of the Bible, which will not hold up to scholar-
ly investigation even for the passages you pay attention to.

With respect to God, yes, he is usually depicted as a
male in Scripture. It does not follow from this that God is
in fact masculine, since the naming of God reflects the lan-
guage and culture in which the name (like any name) origi-
nated. We know this is true without much reflection for
names such as Elohim or Yahweh, but we forget it is just as
true for Abba, Father.

Furthermore, you neglect the feminine images for God
in the Bible! What is striking is that in a patriarchal culture,
such images were still used at all. Examples of feminine
images for God would be Deuteronomy 32:11, Psalm 90:2
(God “gives birth” to the world—the Hebrew verb is used
for women in labor), Isaiah 66:10–13, Matthew 23:37, and
Luke 15:8–10.5

We cannot here go over every verse and passage of the
Bible in order to demonstrate that patri-
archy is not taught in Scripture, except as a
result of sin (Gen. 3:15). However, there is
abundant literature that has already done
this, including books and articles by
respected Bible scholars of all types. You
might want to look at the many articles on
this topic published in PRISCILLA PAPERS

over the years, as well as the books and
articles available from the CBE Book Store
(on the Web at www.cbeinternational.org).
In my own research and publication on this
issue, I have found again and again that
patriarchy in the Bible is a cultural assumption
of the authors, not a doctrine taught by the Scriptures. It is there
in the Bible, certainly. But it is not what the Bible teaches as
religious or moral truth. 

Let us take one example, again from Paul’s letters. We
will use the verse you yourself cite, 1 Corinthians 11:3. You
assume that the word head here (kephale) has the metaphori-
cal meaning of “authority.” Paul is, in your view, establish-
ing a divine order of masculine priority, both in God (“God
is the head of Christ”) and in humanity (“the husband is
the head of the wife”). But your reading is in fact most
unlikely. Yes, Paul wrote using the word head, which
reflects his own cultural assumptions. But what does this
verse actually teach? Check the context! Paul can use the
word head as a metaphor in many ways. These multiple
meanings cluster around the idea of “being first” in some
way.6

I would assert that Paul never uses the word head as a
metaphor for authority in his letters, though that could be
debated. What we do know is that a perfectly fine word for
both origin/priority and authority exists in Greek (arche),
but Paul does not use it here. The overall context (see vv.
7–12) demands that the issue is about origins, about who is
from whom. Head as a metaphor (like “fountainhead” and
“head of a river” in English) does have this meaning, and it
is the most likely one here. So this verse does not teach
patriarchy—that is, it does not teach that man is an author-
ity over woman. 

Man’s priority is simply that he was created first in the
Genesis 2 story, and woman was made out of him. That is,
this verse teaches just what Paul says later in the same pas-
sage, that woman was taken out of man. Likewise, Christ
was sent from God, and all men were created by Christ.
And just in case someone might think he is saying women
were not created by Christ, too (see v. 7), he explicitly
states as much in verses 11 and 12: “All people come from
God.” So while Paul does put things in a male-oriented
way (given his patriarchal education and culture), the actu-
al teaching of this difficult passage (11:2–16) is not patriar-
chal. 

This example could be multiplied many times. The Bible
certainly assumes patriarchy, and often puts things in a
male-oriented way. But nowhere does the Bible teach the
“male principle” of “divine order” that you seek to hold on
to. Patriarchy is finally pagan, not Christian. Christianity
over time became more and more patriarchal as it assimi-

lated to the Roman Empire. You defend
traditional Greco-Roman values, not
orthodoxy, when you defend Christian
patriarchy.

4. Patriarchy is not orthodox.
The points I have made about the

Bible transfer quite well to the literature
of orthodox theology. None of the creeds
defend the patriarchy you find so key to
the faith. You complain that I don’t know
my Greek, and that anthropos in the
Nicene Creed means man (“Unmanning,”
3). I continue to insist that the Nicene
Creed claims that Jesus “was made hu-

man,” not that he was made male. What we share with the
Savior is his humanity, not his manhood.

The Greek text uses the word enanthropesanta, meaning
“to become human,” not to become male. There are per-
fectly fine Greek words that mean “male human being” if
that is what the Fathers wanted to use. Notice that the
Latin translation supports my reading. It uses the word
homo (human), not vir nor mas (male), to translate the
Greek.7 While the word anthropos in Greek can sometimes
be used to denote a male rather than a female, the most
common meanings are “human being” or “member of the
human race” according to the most respected Greek lexi-
con for the New Testament.8 I make no claim to being a
Greek scholar, but I do find all the evidence is against you
on this one.

When we turn from the creeds to the great theologians
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I have found again
and again that

patriarchy in the
Bible is a cultural
assumption of the

authors, not a 
doctrine taught 

by Scripture.



of the early church, we find a similar rejection of the claim
that the Divine Being is masculine. First of all, the church
theologians who helped to define orthodoxy agreed that
the being of God cannot be captured in human terms. The
true essence of God is beyond our understanding, and
beyond the power of our language to name with precision.
The result is that we must use metaphors and analogies
drawn from the created and human world, to speak of the
Uncreated One. This is the common teaching of the early
church as set forth classically by Dionysius in his treatise,
The Divine Names.9

The great theologians of the early church, such as Clem-
ent of Alexandria, Gregory of Nyssa, and Augustine, drew
the proper conclusion from this: that God is just as much
Mother as Father.10 Why not? It is there for all to read in
the Bible. While I agree that the name of the triune God is
“Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,” to call God a father is to use
a metaphor. God is not masculine any more than God is
feminine! Jesus called God “father,” and so do his follow-
ers. But this in no way means that God the Father is a mas-
culine being. God the Infinite-Personal Creator transcends
such categories altogether.

Synesius of Cyrene, the philosopher-bishop, wrote a
long hymn to God which puts this point in poetry:

You are Father, You are mother,
You are male and You are female.

(Hymn II, lines 64-65)11

The infinite, uncreated God has the virtues of both the
male and the female within creation. For the Christian
faith, God is no more masculine than he is feminine.

5. Your view of God is not heretical, but it does smack of idol-
atry.

I would not call your Christian patriarchy “heresy”
because it has never been condemned by the church in offi-
cial teachings. But I do think that you border upon idola-
try. By elevating the masculine into the very being of God,
you confuse creature and creator. You create God in your
own image, and worship a created category (masculinity).
You come close to exchanging the truth about God for a lie,
and worshiping and serving the creature rather than the
Creator, who is blessed forever (Rom. 1:25).

In sum, you are wrong to see patriarchy as part of the
grammar of orthodox belief.

I sincerely hope that thoughtful Christians dedicated to
Scripture and the creeds will not be led astray by the tradi-
tionalism and patriarchy you represent. The good news is
that these views are slowly being overcome, not on the
basis of ideology, power politics, or sheer prejudice (as you
claim), but just because it is the truth of the gospel that
God is not masculine. Patriarchy is not orthodoxy. Thanks
be to God! ■
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Library, ed. G. W. Butterworth (New York: G. Putnam’s, 1919),
346; Gregory of Nyssa, Commentary on the Song of Songs, Homily
VII, tr. C. McCambley (Brookline, MA: Hellenic College Press,
1987), 145; Augustine, Enarrationes in psalmos, 26:18 (on Ps. 27:10),
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Following is the response of Japanese Baptist women to recent
actions of the Southern Baptist Convention concerning the role of
women in that denomination. It was made available to PRISCILLA

PAPERS by Joe E. Trull, who, as a former trustee of the SBC mis-
sion board, understands their dilemma well. He says he has seen
evidences of the problem first-hand n a visit to the Baptist semi-
nary in Buenos Aires.

The women in ministry of the Japanese Baptist Convention
(JBC) gave this letter to SBC President James Merritt on the occa-
sion of his recent visit to the JBC offices in Japan. In it they
express their appreciation for Baptist international missions and
the history of its influence in Asia. But they also speak candidly
on their views about what the 2000 Baptist Faith and Message
says about women in ministry and marriage.

D EAR PRESIDENT JAMES MERRITT AND ALL THE BROTHERS and
sisters in the churches of the Southern Baptist Conven-
tion:

Blessed be the name of our Lord Jesus Christ!
May the blessings of our Lord be with you abundantly,

brothers and sisters in the Southern Baptist Convention,
who as “Spiritual Mother” gave birth to us Japanese Bap-
tists. 

We are the Fellowship of JBC Women Pastors and Minis-
ters, and are extending to you our warm welcome to Japan.
Taking this opportunity, we would like to express our grat-
itude along with our views concerning the issue of Women
in Ministry. 

First of all, let us express our sincere gratitude and
appreciation to you for all the missionary works extended
to Japan for more than 110 years. We thank the Lord and
praise His name because of those SBC missionaries, as they
have given their lives to serve the Lord in our country,
sharing the gospel with Japanese people, planting numer-
ous churches, as well as training pastors and ministers
through theological education. Especially, it is our greatest
pleasure and privilege to mention that almost all of our
group members are the women pastors and ministers in
the Japan Baptist Convention, whose lives have been
touched and changed by Christ through the works of those
faithful SBC missionaries, women missionaries in particular.
For us Japanese Baptists, these women missionaries have
been the wonderful role models of serving the Lord, and
the living examples of women responding to the calls of
God. It is through their models and examples that many of
us have been inspired to give our lives to Christ’s service.

Standing upon this long, historical, and close relation-
ship between SBC and JBC, allow us to take this opportunity
also to express our views and concerns with regard to
some points in the Baptist Faith and Message, which was

amended in 1998 and revised in 2000.
1. In Article IV, the Church, we read that “while both men

and women are gifted for service in the church, the office of pas-
tors are limited to men as qualified by Scripture.”

Regretfully, we are very saddened and disheartened by
this statement. We understand that the basis of this Article
comes from such passages of Scripture as 1 Timothy 2:9–15
and 1 Corinthians11:3ff.; however, it is crystal clear that the
whole Bible, both Old and New Testaments, is much more
abundant in resources to discuss and define the issue of
women in ministry, particularly in the pastorate. For exam-
ple, the Old Testament is a vivid testimony of God using
women in the work of prophecy, such as Miriam and Deb-
orah (Exod. 15:20–22, Judges 4:4ff., 5:1–31), while the New
Testament gives powerful reports of God calling women to
build early Christian churches as the apostle Paul calls
Priscilla “my co-worker” (Rom. 16:3). Above all, our Lord
Jesus Christ himself does not give any accounts to limit,
restrict, or ban women from being engaged in the pas-
torate. Rather, what the Bible tells us is that Jesus is always
affirming and accepting women, encouraging them to be
set free from the bondage of personal sin, social discrimi-
nation, and religious prejudices permeated not only into
biblical times but also into this century still.

It is our faith that to be biblical means, first, to hear the
Word of God carefully and sincerely by reading the Bible,
whose Truth consists of plural confessions and testimonies
concerning Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior. Second, we
believe to be biblical challenges us to respond to God’s call
boldly, to take part in God’s invitation to liberate, renew,
and restore the whole creation through the cross of Jesus
Christ as we anticipate God’s reign to come. Among the JBC

churches, there are 360 ordained pastors now working in
their local congregations, and 40 of them are women pas-
tors with a ratio of 11 percent. In addition to this, we also
have fourteen women ministers, plus three women mis-
sionaries, serving in Singapore and Thailand. Praise God
for using Japanese women as pastors, ministers, deacons
and missionaries in such a way. 

2. In Article XVIII, the Family, added as an amendment
in 1998, we read that “a wife is to submit herself graciously to
the servant leadership of her husband even as the church willing-
ly submits to the headship of Christ.” The entire article
emphasizes the subordinate role of women as helpers of
men in managing household and in nurturing children
based on Genesis. However, an in-depth study of the
Hebrew Bible tells us that the usage of the word “helper,”
or Ezer, in Genesis 3:20 means much more than “an assis-
tant.” In fact, the very same word is found in such passages
as Psalms 10:14, 118:7, 121:2, describing God as Ezer, or
“helper.” This is just one of quite a few examples in the

SBC Rules Challenge Japanese Baptist Women
Women pastors and ministers express their concerns to the 

Southern Baptist Convention president.
YORI ITO
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Bible to teach us what it means to be a helper. The biblical
helper is the one who works together, shares together, and
completes together in something in a totally equal (or
could be more) status. Created in God’s image as equal co-
workers and partners, women and men are the children of
God, being called and commissioned by God, to stand in
the forefront of God’s mission of sharing the gospel. We
believe it significant to point out that the apostle Paul holds
this God-given egalitarian view of male and female [as]
one in Christ (Gal. 3:28). 

As Baptists living in Asia, we study every year about the
life and work of Lottie Moon, a pioneer Southern Baptist
woman missionary, just as you do in your Lottie Moon
Christmas Offering Week. More than 140 years ago Ms.
Lottie heard the call of God clearly, gave her whole life to
bring the light of the gospel to our neighboring country of
China. Hers is an exciting model of God’s calling of a
woman, letting her engage in the ministry of proclaiming
the gospel, of preaching and teaching, and of planting
churches. Truly, it was God’s mighty work of opening the
door for women to give their lives to full-time Christian
service, which had been closed prior to Ms. Lottie’s times.
Following her example, a number of SBC women missionar-
ies came to Japan. With the love of Christ in their hearts
and minds, they were sensitive enough to become aware of
the low status of women in the Japanese society, compas-
sionate enough to help them gain their rights as women
and humans, and prayerful enough to encourage them to
grow as women of independence in the faith in Christ. In
this Christian endeavor, they built Seinan Jo Gakuin, or the
Seinan Girls’ School in Kokura, Kyushu, Japan, where they
have educated and nurtured numerous Baptist women to
date.

In conclusion, we again praise the name of our Lord
Jesus Christ in the missionary work of the Southern Baptist
Convention, as represented in the International Mission
Board. The work of SBC missionaries has liberated the lives
of Japanese women, and given us the Baptist freedom to
serve the Lord. It is our sincere hope that this visit to Japan
and the JBC Office will give you the opportunity to reaffirm

and respect the Baptist heritage and traditions shared
between JBC and SBC. 

Also, it is our earnest prayer that you will continue to
keep the door open for women of [the] next generation to
serve the Lord in the Baptist churches, instead of closing it
again, in whatever position God calls them to serve. 

Thank you very much for your attention, and may God
bless you and the Southern Baptist Convention.

In Christ’s Love, 
FELLOWSHIP OF JBC WOMEN PASTORS AND MINISTERS

Rev. Yorie Ito, Representative 
E-mail: bapyori.ito@nifty.ne.jp

The foregoing was translated into English by Sachiko Sakamoto,
a JBC missionary to Thailand and a 1998 graduate of Baptist
Theological Seminary at Richmond. It was signed by 46 women
in ministry. Permission has been given for reuse by anyone who
wishes.

Following is the list of JBC women pastors and ministers
who support this statement:

Hisako Kitajima, Eiko Mastumura, Yoriko
Kataoka, Yorie Ito,Yuko Jokura, Masuyo
Ozaki,Kyoko Hoshino, Mikuni Shirabe,
Ryoko Murakami, Chiyo Murakami,
Naoko Nakamura, Peiri Kaku, Natsumi
Nagao, Rumiko Kikuchi, Keiko Kishimoto,
Kimiko Oya, Tomoko Chujo, Noriko Hagi-
wara, Izumi Edamitsu, Akiko Miyagi,
Yayoi Kitamura, Emi Osato, Mayumi Ima-
gire, Sachiko Togawa, Tomoe Imai,
Tomoko Okuda, Eiko Kanamaru, Emiko
Umeno, Kuniko Chujo, Miran Kim, Yukako
Matsuzaka, Kyoko Takachi, Michiyo
Hamanaka, Naoko Okamura, Shinobu
Watanabe, Matsuyo Matsumoto, Marina
Matsufuji, Hatsue Akashi, Rumie Makino,
Chikayo Kaneko, Michiko Takagi, Hiroko
Kawachi, Nobue Makino, Chieko Saito,
Sachiko Sakamoto, Kimiko Kato
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Peter Abelard (1079–1144), composer in Latin of the hymn texts above, was a French theologian “whose
writings . . . constitute one of the more impressive attempts of the medieval period to use logical tech-
niques to explicate Christian dogmas” (Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy). The above texts are recent trans-
lations by Richard Sturch, a retired Anglican clergyman and noted Charles Williams scholar. The tunes

noted above were written for these specific hymns and thus are unlikely to be available in North American
hymnals (the hymns and tunes may be found in Stainer & Bell’s hymnal Hymns & Congregational Songs, pub-

lished in Great Britain). However, the meter for “Good Friday and Easter Eve” is uncommon, and a substitute tune may
prove difficult to locate. “For the Feast Days of Women Saints,” on the other hand, may be sung to such familiar tunes as
“Hyfrydol,” “Ebenezer,” the “Austrian Hymn” or others sharing its more common meter. You may wish to find some use
for these hymns that celebrate women of faith. ■

Recent hymnody sometimes focuses on subjects never acknowl-
edged in most of the hymns of earlier centuries—often because
the subject matter was foreign to the hymn writers. “God of Con-
crete, God of Steel,” written in 1969 by Richard G. Jones, is one
example. The same thing cannot be said about songs that cele-
brate women; for the most part, women have merely been ignored
over two millennia.  

Richard Sturch, a retired Anglican minister in England, has
recently given us translations of two hymn texts by philosopher
and theologian Peter Abelard,  who wrote sermons, poems, and
letters, and Mr. Sturch has given us his translations of the two
hymn texts from the Latin that appear here acknowledging the
giftedness and contributions of women of faith. 

Good Friday and Easter Eve
Tune: KILHALLON

5.4.5.4.7.7.

Where are the brave men?
All run away:
Women alone have
Courage to stay:
Soldiers’ guard with spear and sword
Cannot keep them from their Lord.

Dead lies the Shepherd,
Scattered the sheep;
Only the weak ones
Still vigil keep.
Love has brought them safely here,
Perfect love that casts out fear.   

Make us all sharers,
Lord, of your pain,
Then of your glory,
Risen again;
Grief must hold a passing sway,
Joy return with Easter Day!

Text: Peter Abelard, Trans. Richard Sturch
© 1993 and this trans. © 2002 Stainer & Bell Ltd. Admin. by

Hope Publishing Co., Carol Stream, IL 60188. All rights reserved.
Used by permission.

For the Feast Days of Women Saints
Tune: DIXTON

8.7.8.7.D.

By the fault of man and woman
All our race was lost in sin;
Man’s and  woman’s full obedience
Brought the healing medicine:
Christ put on his form of manhood
In the Virgin Mary’s womb,
Grace and full salvation bringing
In the ancient curse’s room.

Through the centuries of darkness
Woman had been ruled by man,
Humbled in her status, waiting
Till fulfilment of the plan :
God’s great mercy now has lifted
Woman to her truer place
Since the time that Mary listened
To the angel’s words of grace.

Who could count the holy virgins
Walking where Christ’s mother trod?
Who the widows who in mourning
Vowed their lives as gifts to God?
Who, again, the holy women
Who have felt love’s burning fire,
And have passed through marriage holy
To the high celestial choir?

Even in the ranks of harlots
God has found his penitents,
More responsive than the righteous,
Sinners once, and then his saints:
Glory let us give and honour
To the blessed Three in One,
By whose power all-prevailing
Marvels such as these are done!

Text: Peter Abelard, Trans. Richard Sturch
© 1993 and this trans. © 2002 Stainer & Bell Ltd. Admin. by

Hope Publishing Co., Carol Stream, IL 60188. All rights reserved.
Used by permission.
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Hymns to Celebrate Women of Faith
Contemporary texts acknowledge the giftedness and contributions of women.

Abelard

*          *          *
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CHRISTIANS FOR BIBLICAL EQUALITY

Christians for Biblical Equality is an organization of Chris-
tian men and women who believe that the Bible, properly
interpreted, teaches the fundamental equality of men and
woman of all racial and ethnic groups, all economic classes,
and all age groups, based on the teaching of Galatians 3:28:
There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free,
there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ
Jesus. 

Core Values
We believe . . .

• The Bible teaches the equality of women and men.
• God has given each person gifts to be used for the 
good of Christ’s kingdom.
• Christians are to develop and exercise their God-
given gifts in home, church, and society.

Mission Statement
CBE equips believers by affirming the biblical truth of
equality. Thus all believers, without regard to gender, race,
and class, are free and encouraged to use their God-given
gifts in families, ministries, and communities.

Core Purpose
To broadly communicate the biblical truth that men and
women are equally responsible to use their God-given gifts
to further Christ’s kingdom.

Envisioned Future
CBE envisions a future where all believers will exercise their
gifts for God’s glory, with the full support of the Christian
Community.

STATEMENT OF FAITH
We believe the Bible is the inspired Word of God, is reli-

able, and is the final authority for faith and practice.
We believe in the unity and trinity of God, eternally exist-

ing in three equal persons.
We believe in the full deity and full humanity of Jesus

Christ.
We believe in the sinfulness of all persons. One result of sin

is shattered relationships with God, others, and self.
We believe that eternal salvation and restored relationships

are possible through faith in Jesus Christ who died for us, rose
from the dead, and is coming again. This salvation is offered
to all people.

We believe in the work of the Holy Spirit in salvation, and
in the power and presence of the Holy Spirit in the life of
believers.

We believe in the equality and essential dignity of men and
women of all races, ages, and classes. We recognize that all
persons are made in the image of God and are to reflect that
image in the community of believers, in the home, and in soci-
ety.

We believe that men and women are to diligently develop
and use their God-given gifts for the good of the home,
church, and society.

We believe in the family, celibate singleness, and faithful
heterosexual marriage as the patterns God designed for us.

CBE membership is available to those who support CBE 's
Statement of Faith. Members receive quarterly issues of
CBE’s newsmagazine, MUTUALITY, and CBE’s educational
journal, PRISCILLA PAPERS. Members are eligible for dis-
counts on items from CBE’s Book Service, including books,
articles, tapes, and videos. Members are also offered dis-
counts on all international CBE conferences.

CBE MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION
Enclosed is my yearly CBE membership fee. All fees are in
U.S. dollars. Please check one:

United States Members 1 Year 3 Year
Individual ■■ $35 ■■ $  95
Household ■■ $50 ■■ $140
Low Income ■■ $20 N/A

Library Subscriptions ■■ $30 ■■ $  85
International Members 1 Year 3 Year

Individual ■■ $44 ■■ $122
Household ■■ $59 ■■ $167
Low Income ■■ $29 N/A

Library Subscriptions ■■ $39 ■■ $112

All gifts of $250 or more include membership.
Additional Contribution   $_____________
TOTAL ENCLOSED          $_____________

CBE is an exempt organization as described in IRC Sec. 501
(c) (3) and, as such, donations in excess of the basic mem-
bership fee may qualify as a charitable contribution where
allowed by law.

___________________________________________________
Name
___________________________________________________
Address
___________________________________________________
City
___________________________________________________
State/Province/Country Zip/Postal Code
___________________________________________________
Phone E-mail address
___________________________________________________
Church Denomination

Please mail or fax to:
Christians for Biblical Equality

122 West Franklin Avenue, Suite 218
Minneapolis, MN 55404-2451

Phone: 612-872-6898  Fax: 612-872-6891
E-mail: CBE@cbeinternational.org
http//www.CBEInternational.org

■■ Visa  ■■ MasterCard  ■■ American Express   ■■ Discover

________________________________________________
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�

Carol Thiessen



Christians for Biblical Equality
122 West Franklin Avenue, Suite 218
Minneapolis, MN  55404-2451

FORWARDING SERVICE REQUESTED

Non-Profit Org.

U.S. POSTAGE    
PAID

Minneapolis, MN
Permit  No. 26907

Begin Planning Now to Attend CBE’s
8th International Confer8th International Conferenceence
August 8–10, 2003, Orlando, Florida

Celebrating the Priesthood of All Believers,
Serving Christ as an International Community

Don’t miss out on this important 
conference—and do enjoy the magic of

Orlando!

Stay at the Renaissance Orlando Hotel—Airport
5545 Forbes Place, Orlando, FL 32812

Phone: 407-240-1000
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