
DAVID SCAER:
A REPLY TO LEONARD KLEIN

Comparatively speaking, it could be argued that Pastor
Leonard Klein has been more courageous in affirming confes-
sional Lutheranism in the ELCA than has anyone in the LCMS.
The key word is “comparatively,” but this does not detract
from the courage of his convictions. His Lutheran Forum has
not minced words in describing the introduction of a neutered,
genderless liturgy as apostasy and gnosticism. In “Counter-
point: Against the Ordination of Women” in the February 

issue of Lutheran Forum (), the author was among those
cheering the present editor Leonard Klein and former editor
Paul Hinlicky for fighting what could be a hopeless battle to
maintain traditional Trinitarian terminology in the ELCA.
They refuse to allow feministic philosophies to replace “Father,
Son, and Spirit” with  “Creator, Redeemer and Sanctifier.” Past
issues of the Concordia Theological Quarterly have placed
Klein’s Lutheran Forum and its monthly offspring Forum Letter
on the “must” reading list. 

Klein agrees with the author that we are fighting a modern
form of ancient gnosticism in neutered Bible translations,
creeds and liturgy. Though he does not see that ordained
women pastors are part of this modern gnosticism, he does
recognize that both women clergy and neutered references to
God were part of historical gnosticism. This writer’s position is
that both phenomena are symptomatic of gnosticism; not that
one is the cause of the other. However, at the appearance of
one symptom one may confidently await the other. The other
shoe will drop! Klein rightfully insists that we may not trans-
gress the biblical revelation of God by explaining him in any
other sense than that in which reveals himself, namely as
Father, Son and Spirit. In this revelation “Father” and “Son”
are hardly mere metaphors. God can be like a mother, thief,
farmer—these are metaphors—but he is Father and Son. Sup-
posedly God might have chosen other metaphors besides thief
or farmer, a point which will not be debated here. Sermons are
in a sense metaphors, or a collection of metaphors, since they
attempt to explain the divine in human terms. All such
attempts are not of equal value. Biblical metaphors have the
advantage of prior divine choice and approval. But God’s reve-
lation of himself as Father and Son is not a metaphor. He
chooses when to reveal himself; but unless he would be untrue

to himself (which he cannot be), he must reveal himself as
Father and Son. His Trinitarian existence as Father and Son
and Spirit is not subject to a sovereign choice. To suggest a
name change for God is comparable to the question of whether
God could put himself out of existence, an idea put forward by
process philosophy. 

Without denying the metaphorical or symbolical character
of language—including religious language—certain terms
describing God cannot be absolute metaphors. Under such
conditions, we could never be sure whether language about
God corresponded to what he is. We could never know who or
what was behind the words. If language about God was pure
metaphor, we might concede “mother” and “daughter” as
appropriate substitutes for “Father” and “Son,” especially if we
concluded that feminine attributes in God should be given
equal space to masculine ones. Not only is this being suggested
by others, but it is in fact being carried out. Those who are
unaware of this have not kept abreast of current theological
issues. But putting that issue aside, consider Pastor Klein’s
argument for speaking of God as Father and Son.

His basic thesis, that “the ordinary English meaning of
father is sexual begetter of children,” might be an assumption.
First, it is arguable whether “father” or “son” in English has a
different connotation than, for example, in French, German,
Greek or Hebrew. Second, “father” is used by children prior to
the age of sexual awareness without any sense of being physi-
cally conceived. Even after they learn about “the birds and the
bees,” they still might choose to remain in the dark. Call it
denial. In fact, a child’s first and prolonged use of “father” has
no sexual connotation to him at all. Third, “father” is used as a
title of honor for the clergy in the vast majority of Christen-
dom and to say to an older clergyman that “you are a father to
me” has no sexual overtones at all. Compare  Timothy  and
 Timothy . Fourth, “father” has been used of ancestors like
Abraham and Isaac. Fifth, “father” and “sons” have been used
for the older and younger members of society. Finally, Jesus
understands his relationship to the disciples as that of father to
children (sons) (Mt :). Obviously “father-son” language
does carry the idea of a “sexual begetter of children,” but hard-
ly in every case. 

Still, “Begetter” is hardly foreign to God’s own essence and
work. Apart from any “sexual” connotations, the Father is the
Begetter of the Son in a real and not figurative sense: “his only
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begotten Son.” Beyond this no other mystery, not even the
incarnation, is more profound. The Son is dependent on the
Father—almost in the way children are dependent on their
fathers—in such a way that the Son shares in the divine essence
of Father as God. Pagan religions fail precisely in their intro-
duction of female deities by whom other deities and the (rest
of) creation are brought into existence. Again, apart from “sex-
ual” connotations, God is the Father of his creation and, in a
special way through baptism, also of his church. “He has sent
the Spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying Abba, Father” (Gal
:). “He has begotten us with the word of truth” (Jas :). 

Perhaps we should reverse the discussion and turn the
metaphor around. The relationship between earthly fathers
and their children is a metaphor of the one, lasting reality of
God, who is not “like” but truly is the Father. We must choose
to be fathers. God is Father. This is how Athanasius and
Nazianzus argued, and therefore we have introduced nothing
new into the discussion. Human fathers are instruments of the
Eternal Father and they are only fathers because he allows them
to be. We come to a fuller knowledge of what we are as fathers
and sons, only after we have known God as the Father and the
Son. The existence of God as Father and Son is not a metaphor,
but the most real of all realities, the ground of all being, the
basis of all existence. 

The theological argument (here using “theological” in the
narrow sense) must be brought into every theological argument
(here being used in the wider sense). That is to say whatever
the church says and does must in some way reflect and corre-
spond to God as Father and Son. There is no theology (as all
religious knowledge) which is not derived from theology (as
the precise knowledge of the Trinity). We cannot describe God
as a mother—not simply because this terminology denies his
revelation, as Klein holds—but because it contradicts that he is
the Father. 

Klein supports both masculine terms for God (Father-
Son) and female clergy, even though in pointing to historical
gnosticism he is not unaware of a potential contradiction. One
way to overcome the tension of having a God who is under-
stood as Father (and not mother) while maintaining a female
clergy is to establish the foundation for the ministry not in the
Holy Trinity, nor in the incarnation of the Son or the all-male
apostolate, but in faith or baptism. The Archbishop of Canter-
bury, in response to the decision of the House of Lords to
endorse the ordination of women priests in the Church of Eng-
land, went one step further and made humanity the basis for
the practice. This anthropocentric (male-female) approach, as
opposed to a theocentric (Father-Son) approach, not only
allows but requires that women be ordained on the same basis
as men, since it regards the ministry as the common possession
of all believers. Klein contests that this is not his position, but it
might well belong to his fundamental argument, as will be
shown below. In a similar vein, though the Wisconsin Synod
certainly opposes the ordination of women, their recent pro-
nouncements on the ministry provide the philosophical argu-
ments for the practice. Now we have reversed images. Klein
endorses the ordination of women pastors, but claims not to
derive the ministry from a common faith or baptism. The Wis-

consin Synod derives the ministry from a common faith, but
forbids women ordination. They are saved from adopting the
ELCA practice by biblical prohibitions (law). Pastor Klein
wants to find himself in what the author has written. Rarely
does one have such a privilege to serve as the second use of the
law (mirror). He may discover that this writer’s comments in
“The Integrity of the Christological Character of the Office of
the Ministry” (LOGIA, Vol. , No. ) were not shot from the hip,
but after having taken careful aim several times: On your mark,
get set, fire. In the Advent  issue of Lutheran Forum (), the
initials “P.R.H. & L.K.” are appended at the end of an article
entitled with the poor pun “Professor Scaer’s Tactics.” [The
forgiveness in speaking of “a scare tactic” requested by “P.R.H.
& L.K.” is denied on the grounds that it lacks originality, the
mark of dyed-in-the-wool conservatives. Besides, the Scaer
family finds “scare” jokes wearisome.] One may assume that
“P.R.H. & L.K.” are Paul R. Hinlicky and Leonard Klein. And
in their article baptism is introduced into the discussion on the
ordination of women: “As for us [Hinlicky and Klein], the
evangelical credibility of the evangelical catholic movement
depends on delivering genuine theological support for the
ordination of women, grounded in Holy Baptism, normed by
the same standards of confessional subscription, personal
integrity and professional competence that have always been
required, and warranted by the gospel freedom of the church
and to respond and adapt to a changing world which we trust
to be governed by the loving hands of the Father of Jesus”
(emphasis added). 

The arguments in “The Integrity of the Christological
Character of the Office of the Ministry” were hardly new, since
they appeared in part in the author’s “Counterpoint: Against
the Ordination of Women” in Lutheran Forum (February ,
p. ). “Hinlicky and Klein attempt to support the ordination
of women within a theological totality by deriving it from bap-
tism. But this is only a sacramental variation we all [Hinlicky,
Klein, Scaer] oppose.” For two years Pastor Klein made no
response to the author’s article in his own Lutheran Forum. Let
the readers draw their own conclusions. Neither Hinlicky nor
Klein nor the author hold to a functional view of the ministry,
but in an attempt to justify the ordination of women, Hinlicky
and Klein introduced baptism as a theological factor into the
argument. Such tactics amount to a “high church” variation of
“everyone a minister.” Baptism—not faith—is considered the
basis of the ministry, but there is essentially no difference, since
ministry is derived from the church. Indeed the Wisconsin
Synod might have to show why it is that every Christian should
not be ordained in accordance with its theory of deriving the
public ministry from what they call “the personal ministry.”
One observer remarked that the Wisconsin Synod might as
well ordain everyone, which is strangely the fear of some ELCA
women pastors. If the ministry and ordination are the com-
mon possession of all believers, then for women to possess the
ministry through ordination has little or no value. Pastor Klein
and even some women ELCA clergy consider the practice to be
proper, but the arguments admittedly not. (See “Open Letter,”
Lutheran Forum, Vol. , , pp. , .) All this hand-wringing
comes about twenty years too late. Rather than overturning a

  



 

near , year tradition, it might have been the better part of
wisdom not to ordain women at least until the matter was
resolved. Klein is among the remnant in the ELCA who “think
that the issue and meaning of women’s ordination is open to
debate.” This overlooks the fact that in every intersynodical
dialogue with the LCMS the ELCA has removed the ordination
of women as a negotiable item from the table. Any future fel-
lowship arrangement will require that the LCMS accept the
ELCA practice. Any rapprochement will require that the ordi-
nation of women become an open question for the LCMS, but
not the ELCA. Unfair!

I count Pastor Klein as a scholar, a confessor and a friend
and I appreciate his rejoinder as he certainly does mine. We
both recognize and oppose “making the ministry optional and
functionalist” in our churches. But a functionalist view pro-
vides the most accessible support for the ordination of women.
Many of Klein’s statements are memorable. Here is one of my
favorites: “One of the abler minds in the Lutheran Church—
Missouri Synod is David P. Scaer of the Fort Wayne Seminary.”
A prophet is never without honor except in his own country.
Even without a common synodical citizenship, this might be
applicable to both of us.

David P. Scaer
Fort Wayne, IN




