
 

we teach that it is not a divine, but a com-
mendable ecclesiastical ordinance (Smal-
cald Articles; Triglot, , ; M., ).”

It is also of more than passing interest
and significance that the most eminent
teacher of the Lutheran church, the
author of the chief symbols, namely, the
Augsburg Confession and the Apology, 
as well as the Treatise on the Primacy and
Power of the Pope, Phillip Melanchthon,
was never ordained. Nevertheless, there
can be no doubt that he regards himself
as one of the doctors (teachers) of the
church to which he refers in the Treatise,
 [pastores et doctores] as gifts of the
ascended Lord to the church.

George F. Wollenburg, President
Montana District LCMS

B P  P:
“J N G I”

h George L. Murphy is absolutely
right in asserting that “the appropriate-
ness of ordination of women . . . is not
settled simply pointing to the ‘standard’
verses in  Corinthians and  Timothy”
(L , no.  [Reformation ]: ).
Unless one is a Barthian or a fundamen-
talist, biblical commands, temporary or
not, give expression to the greater reali-
ties encased in them. This principle
applies to the Old Testament regulations,
including the Passover, circumcision,
and regulations for the priests’ sacrifices
or Paul’s admonition on head coverings
for women. It also applies to administer-
ing the sacraments.

God is not arbitrary. What is required
in one situation may not be required in
another. Preaching is adjusting an eternal
word of God to the situation of the hear-
ers. Jesus did not follow the example of
the Old Testament prophets and preach
against Baal, but the principle of the first
commandment required that he preach
against trusting in wealth, and so he
stood in the succession of the prophets.

At issue for Murphy is the nature of the
commands that require head coverings for
women and those that prohibit them from
preaching. Are they cut from the same
cloth? The principle behind each com-
mand is a divine principle, but the conclu-

and woman. There is no use repeating a
principle on which he has already elabo-
rated at some length. Third, he describes 
a woman preaching as aijscrovn, shameful
(:). In Ephesians : the word applies
to things so shameful that Paul does not
want to mention them. This alone should
cause a church that is thinking about
ordaining women to think twice before
doing it. Fourth, Paul claims he has the
word of God (:), an argument that is
attached to his own self-understanding as
an apostle (:). Fifth, for his position that
women may not preach he claims “the
word of the Lord” (:); that is, he has
this command from Jesus. Paul may be
claiming a special revelation, or he may
providing his own interpretation to
Matthew : (“teaching them to observe
all things whatsoever I have commanded.”)
It was simply self-understood that the call
of the apostles limited the ministerial office
to men. Sixth, he threatens excommunica-
tion (:). Commentators are divided on
whether this is a reference to Paul’s remov-
ing those who allow women to preach or
to the judgment day. Neither alternative is
attractive.

Any one of these six arguments can
stand on its own merits. Put together,
these arguments have the same force one
might experience boating on the Niagra
River. There is no doubt about the direc-
tion of water flow: don’t do it.

Our objections to the ordination of
women were raised before either of the
antecedent bodies to the ELCA endorsed
the practice. These arguments were set
forth in detail and did not simply cite
Bible passages. See “May Women Be
Ordained As Pastors?” Springfielder 

(September ): – and “The Office
of the Pastor and the Problem of the 
Ordination of Women Pastors,” Spring-
fielder  (September ): –. No
one could say against our arguments that
“the appropriateness of ordination of
women . . . is not settled simply by point-
ing to the ‘standard’ verses in  Corinthi-
ans and  Timothy.” Articles of a more
popular type can be found in other peri-
odicals, including Lutheran Forum.

Space given any one writer in any one
journal, including L, does not allow
for all of the arguments against the ordina-
tion of women to be raised in each issue.
Those who are intent on ordaining women

sion in the life of the church may vary. (For
the record, the eighteenth-century ratio-
nalists held that the commands to baptize
and celebrate the Lord’s supper were
intended only for the apostles and their
times, in the same way Murray handles the
prohibition against women preaching.)

Paul calls the requirement for head 
coverings for women a custom or practice
that has meaning for the Corinthians and
perhaps most of the ancient western
world ( Cor :). For some, an uncov-
ered head was a sign of disrespect. This
regulation reflects the deeper principle 
of God’s creation of Adam and Eve ( Cor
:–), an act which, apart from a
specific articulated command, has an
inherent divine authority within itself, as
Paul explains. God’s actions, especially his
creation, carry their own messages. A diff-

erent culture might allow for a different
custom, but the principle derived from
creation must express itself within the cul-
ture in such a way that the divine principle
remains intact. Paul does not speak a final
word about the custom (:), but he
does about the principle (:–).

In John :, the only New Testament
reference outside  Corinthians with the
Greek word for custom (sunhvqeia), the
term refers to the practice of the Roman
governor’s releasing a prisoner on the
Passover. No law required this, but good
public relations between conquerors and
conquered did—a small price for a
benevolent dictator to pay for the good
will of an occupied people.

Prohibiting women from exercising the
preaching office derives from the same
principle as the requirement for head
coverings for women, but the conclusion
is different. Ordaining women as preach-
ers is at all times and all places disallowed.

Paul as a preacher knows how to build
an argument in his sermon going from the
persuasive to the threatening. First, he
employs the ecumenical or catholic argu-
ment, that is, none of the other churches
allow women as preachers ( Cor :).
The Corinthians should look around and
see that none of the churches engage in
their aberrant practice. Second, it is forbid-
den by Old Testament Torah (:). This
is most likely a back reference to :–,
where Paul already set forth a detailed
argument about woman’s creation from
man and the mutual dependence of man



 

will do it regardless of the detailed objec-
tions against the practice, which can be
found not only among confessional-
minded Lutherans, but Roman Catholics
and especially the Eastern Orthodox.
Richard John Neuhaus, a former ELCA
pastor and former editor of Lutheran
Forum and now editor of First Things, is
squarely against the practice. This should
count for something. One notes that
Jaroslav Pelikan has left the ELCA for the
Russian Orthodox Church, a group that
has no truck with any discussion for
ordaining women. Pope John Paul  is 
not enamored with women priests.

Opposition to the ordination of
women is not the quirk of a few quaint,
Bible-quoting LCMS clergy. There come
times when shouting the prohibition
(read: Bible passages) might be the only
alternative left. A house on fire is not the
appropriate time to give a lecture on
combustion. To save the inhabitants, one
word might do the trick: “Fire!” Jesus was
similarly eschatological with his threats. 
If we survive the feminist holocaust, we
can then discuss the chemistry and
physics behind the cause of the flames.

The ELCA and its predecessor churches
never allowed a full and fair airing of
LCMS objections. On top of this, the LWF
is on record as holding that ordination of
women is a self-understood practice for its
members. It is the new articulus statis et
cadentis ecclesiae; this means that proper
Lutherans no longer are allowed to per-
suade others against the practice. Ninety-
five percent of the forest is burnt, and cry-
ing “Fire!” among the charred stumps will
accomplish little, but it may accomplish
something in our own midst where stri-
dent calls for the ordination of women
have reached a higher pitch. Our sister
church in Germany is divided on the issue,
and the commission on theology for the
Lutheran Church of Australia is recom-
mending the ordination of women to its
congregations. It is time to cry, “Fire!”
Those who cannot follow Paul’s arguments
“are stuck with the prohibition that
women should not preach.” At least not
ordaining women will give the uncon-
vinced time to think it over. As the boat
approaches the falls, it will be too late to
row it to shore or to get out and swim.

Against the Anabaptists, Luther in the
Large Catechism argued from church his-

tory for the baptism of infants. Gerson,
Bernard, and John Hus were all great
Christians and were baptized as infants.
Infant baptism could hardly be the great
evil the Anabaptists claimed. This seems 
a strange argument to biblicists, but it is
confessional. Now let’s rework the argu-
ment. The church for  years did not
ordain women, and look at all the Chris-
tians who believed, were baptized, and
received Christ’s body and blood. Now 
put the argument in the reverse. For 

years the church was in error in not
ordaining women—at least the church was
not all that it could have been. Now enter
the practitioners of the ordination 
of women who have brought the rest of us
out of darkness into the light. Aren’t new
insights the mark of the Gnostics?

David P. Scaer
Concordia Theological Seminary

Fort Wayne, Indiana

C A

h The artist’s rendering on the cover
of the Holy Trinity  issue (L ,
no. ) was most likely meant to be
provocative and eye-catching, but was to
us most disconcerting if not offensive.

The title on the head covering identifies
the woman as “the Bride of Christ.” But 
of course that cannot be! For the bride of
Christ imagery is analogous to the body 
of Christ imagery, and our Lord is never
depicted with his bride, since the two are
one flesh. To suggest otherwise is to posit
a kind of Nestorian ecclesiology.

What we are left with is what we see at
first glance: a depiction of our Lord with
his mother, who typifies the church (cf.
Lumen Gentium, ; St. Augustine, PL ,
, NPNF ..).

The accompanying description says
that “the drawing reflects the theme of
. . . Lutheran missions” because “the mis-
sion of the church is to bear forth chil-
dren of faith by the means of grace.”

A depiction of an immodest mother of
our Lord pregnant with a child other than
our Lord himself not only lends credence
to the un-Lutheran notion that the Blessed
Virgin had other children (SA , , ; also
Luther, St. Louis edition  and Pieper 
: ); it also suggests that she is the one

who brings forth children of faith, or at
least that she herself is a means of grace.

While it can be correctly confessed
and depicted that the blessed Virgin
Mary is the one through whom salva-
tion came into the world, it is not
orthodox to confess or depict our Lord’s
mother as the mother of the children 
of God without making her a “co-
redemptrix” in the worst sense of that
term. For the waters of holy baptism 
do not flow through or come from the
womb of the blessed virgin.

Provocative depictions, like theology
by one-liner, may highlight a truth, but
quickly lend themselves to all kinds of
other misconfessions and untruths. In a
world—and among a church—that lives
in and operates from and is informed by
the provocative and the sound byte, the
whole content of such depictions must 
be carefully considered or else entirely
eschewed.

John W. Fenton
Zion Evangelical-Lutheran Church

Detroit, Michigan

Douglas H. Spittel
First Trinity Evangelical-Lutheran Church

Pittsburg, Pennsylvania

LOGIA CORRESPONDENCE AND
COLLOQUIUM FRATRUM

We encourage our readers to respond to
the material they find in L —
whether it be in the articles, book reviews,
or letters of other readers. While we can-
not print everything that is sent, we hope
that our Colloquium Fratrum section will
allow for longer response/counter-response
exchanges, whereas our Correspondence
section is a place for shorter “Letters to the
Editors.”

If you wish to respond to something in
an issue of L , please do so soon after
you receive an issue. Since L is a
quarterly periodical, we are often meet-
ing deadlines for the subsequent issue
about the time you receive your current
issue. Getting your responses in early will
help keep them timely. Send your Corre-
spondence contributions to L Cor-
respondence,  Pearl Street, Mankato,
MN  , or your Colloquium
Fratrum contributions to L Editor-
ial Department,  Pearl Street,
Mankato, MN  .




