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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT: 

A WORD OF THANKS 
By President Herman G. Stuempfle, Jr. 

Each month the faithful editor of Table Talk reminds me 
that it's again time to write my monthly column. This month 
there's no doubt in my mind about what it should be. When 
the wonderful evening you all planned for Gretchen and me was 
over, I wondered how I could possibly reach you all with an 
expression of gratitude. Then I remembered Table Talk. 

The community meal and the good time which followed will 
be glowing memories to carry with us from the Hill. We're 
grateful to all of you who had any part in its planning and 
who participated in the program. The lovely floral 
arrangements have graced our home with the beauty of 
springtime. The book of letters will brighten days to come 
with the memory of the bonds which have knit us together in 
this community of Christ. The elegant torches will stand in 
the chapel as symbols of the Light of Christ which shines in 
our darkness and illumines our way. For all these and many 
other expressions of your love and support, Gretchen and I 
thank you withh all our hearts. 

Just this week I've had occasion to check out some facts 
about the student body during the year in which I became 
president. It was fascinating to look over the names in that 
thirteen year old catalog. Most of those persons are now 
serving the church in some form of ministry. They're 
scattered from California to Connecticut and from Asia to 
Africa. How gratifying to know that this seminary and its 
faculty and staff played a significant role in their 
formation into servants of Christ and His people! 

But I was startled by changes that have occurred in the 
profile of the student community in little more than a 
decade. The percentage of women has risen from under 20% to 
nearly 35%. There are many more "second career" students 
with a correspondingly richer variety of life experiences in 
their background. More overseas students have entered our 
community and opened our eyes to the witness and suffering of 
brothers and sisters in other parts of the world. What a 
different place this campus is! 

Yet, a reality that does not change is the commitment 
students bring to their years of preparation for ministry. I 
could relate many stories of struggle and sacrifice. More 
memorable, however, is the grace by which successive 
generations of students transcend obstacles which sometimes 
seem unsurmountable. In the midst of the most daunting 
circumstances, there have been hymns of joy. It has been an 
honor to have been your companion during this part of your 
journey into ministry. [] 
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ECUMENI CAL READING RESPONSE # 1 :  

FROM A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE 
By William J .  Cork 

Hurrah for Jeff Milsten! His point that the ELCA ought 
to immediatel y and decisively make a bold stand in favor of 
the unity of the Church through consistency in the matter of 
altar/ pul pit fel lowship is a breath of fresh air. In this 
response I want not to critique what he said, but to suggest 
another way of making the same point. 

The ELCA (and other denominational bureaucracies) has 
been treating the matter of fel lowship as one item among 
many aspects of ecumenism. It has phrased the matter thus: 
how many things must we agree upon before we can recognize 
one another? This recognition has various level s. Level 
one: you may commune at my al tar, I at yours. Level two: 
you may preach from my pulpit, I from yours. Level three: 
you may preside at my al tar, I at yours. There are many 
problems with this approach, not least of which is the 
predication of denominational ownership of al tar and pul pit. 
There is also the matter of reciprocity, reminiscent of "eye 
for eye" retribution. There is the utterl y unjustifiable 
separation of Word from Sacrament so obvious at this seminary 
in its distribution of faculty l iturgical rol es. 

In good Lutheran fashion, I suggest that we l ook at this 
matter in l ight of the articulus stantis et cadentis 
eccl esiae--justification by faith alone. Simply put, this 
articl e  states that works have no bearing on our standing 
before God. We are accepted by Him (justified, reconcil ed, 
etc. ) sol el y on the basis of His grace, freel y given, 
accepted through faith in Jesus Christ. We have tended to 
apply this in two ways. We have used it as the ticket to an 
individualistic s al vation . And we have used it as a 
" hermeneutical principl e" (thus, Gritsch and Jenson) in 
matters of theology. A number of years ago Krister Stendahl 
publ ished an insight which is perhaps an appl ication of the 
Pauline formula most appropri ate in today's context. He 
suggested that the original question to which justification 
by faith provided the answer was that of t abl e fellowship 
betwee n Jews and Gentiles. Substituting ''Cathol i c" and 
"Protestant " (or "Lutheran" and "Reformed, " etc. ) for Jew and 
Gentil e will bring us to the point I wish to make. 

According to Stendahl ' s  argument (reduced here to its 
necessary absurdi ty), the issue perplexing the churches in 
Rome and Gal atia amounted to conditions for fellowship. What 
conditi ons are necessary for the unity of the church? Is 
circumcision (or l ack thereof) an appropriate condition for 
admi ssion to fel l owship? Pau l 's answer was a resounding 
"No. " The only condition which may be placed on our 
fel lowship with one another is that which God places on our 
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fel l owship with Him--faith in Jesus Christ. This,  I suggest, 
i s  the only condition which we may place on the ecumenical 
fel l owship we seek today . This is the sense in which I would 
interpret the satis est of AC art. 7. It is an ecumenical 
extension of the principle of j usti fication by faith alone. 

Our fundamental confession regarding the Eucharist is 
that it is the Body and Blood of Jesus. Our central article 
states that faith in Him is sufficient for communion with 
Him. By denying ful l and compl ete altar fel l owship to anyone 
who has faith in Him, we have denied our central article. 
The ELCA, and this seminary, have rejected justi fication � 
faith alone. We have fol l owed the lead of Rome, Missouri and 
Wisconsin in a retreat toward sectarianism and legalism. We 
have set oursel ves up as the guardians of the kingdom of 
heaven, barring those who confess faith in Christ. ( Shal l we 
enter oursel ves?) 

The kingdom and the altar are the Lord's . The Bread and 
the Wine are His Body and Blood. He invites al l to come to 
Him. Let us not stand in  their way. 

Turning to this matter of "reciprocity . "  To the devi l 
with it! The e thic of the Kingdom is not "eye for eye" but 
"turn the other cheek. " We are cal l ed not to the bargaining 
table but to the cross--we are cal led to fol low the footsteps 
of our Lord, who humbled Himsel f, emptied Himsel f ,  and gave 
Himsel f over to death. Let them bar us- -we wi l l  not bar 
them. Let them make demands of us--we wi l l  proclaim grace to 
them. Let them deny our standing as cathol ics--we wi l l  deny 
oursel ves. 

Yes, Jeff--"the ELCA must l ead by example"--the example  
of  Jesus Christ . [ ]  

ECUMENICAL READING REPONSE #2: 

A MEASURED CRITIQUE 
By Stephen P. V�rkouw 

Unfortunately, I need to say at the outset that Jeff's 
article is a most undisciplined example  of the sort of 
"first-principle theol ogi zing" which serves neither this 
community nor the further unity of the church . In addition, 
dialogue with the author ' s  opinions is rendered futi le  by his 
imprecise and manifestly erroneous grammar and style .  But 
let me try anyway, in the hope of undoing what are at best 
some problematic expressions, and at worst, serious 
misconceptions . 

In defining who is or is not Christian, it  is indeed 
best to take the wide view : anyone who is in  some way 
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captured or intrigued or affected by the story of Jesus will 
suffice to describe a "believer" in our day and age. The 
nature of the gospel requires that instead of keeping that 
story to oneself, one is in some way called to repeat it .  
Believers gathering to do this have been, are, and will be 
"the church . "  It seems natural that the church will 
organize in different ways in different times, places and 
situations, and it i s  true that from the beginnings the 
church ' s  criterion for "recognizing itself'' is fellowship at 
the table of the Lord . I think I can determine that, so far, 
Jeff would agree . 

The problems arise when he tackles the fact of divisions 
within the church, beginning with his assumption (shown in 
his interpretation of I Corinthians 10:16-18) that first 
comes a division of some sort, followed by the act of 
breaking table fellowship. This simply ignores the facts, 
available to any student of history, which show that every 
historic schism in the church resulted from a perceived break 
in sacramental fellowship or ministerial collegiality . Why 
were the Arians called heretics? Simply because i f  they 
were right, the promises of baptism were not to be trusted . 
Why did bishops of Rome and Constantinople excommunicate each 
other? For various political and cultural reasons, no 
doubt, but also because each party saw and felt in the other 
forces which pulled them apart at the center of their 
liturgical lives. Why did Luther stand and face 
excommunication for his views? Because he could no longer 
hear the gospel spoken in the structures and institutions of 
medieval catholicism, indeed in the sacramental heart of 
those structures ! Jeff ' s  confusion on this matter is best 
expressed when he says, "Altar fellowship . . .  is the first step 
not the last step to Christian unity . "  Altar fellowship is 
the only step ; i f  we must talk about multiple steps, it must 
surely be the last . There is no Christian unity to be 
achieved somewhere beyond altar fellowship . Jeff here 
repeats the same mistake which forced the E . L. C . A .  into 
existence, namely, that our denominational, bureaucratic 
unity is a valid expression of Christian unity over and above 
the merging denominations ' altar fellowship . 

-- --

Ecumenical divisions are not in any simple sense 
Christians witholding table fellowship with one another in 
order to gain theological or doctrinal concessions . 
Ecumenical divisions are peculiar, frustrating, often 
paradoxical; this is true . But it is wrong to infer, as Jeff 
does in his first paragraph via some mysterious first 
principle, that those on opposite sides of real ecumenical 
divides must necessarily call each other un-Christian or 
declare themselves superior Christians . What divided 
Christians must do is constantly explore and seek to overcome 
the divisions that keep them apart at the altar . Jeff ' s  
suggestion to simply pretend that such division cannot exist 
between genuine Christians is really a refusal to recogni ze 
that sin permeates the life of the church . Garnering 
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prooftexts from the Bible to show that we ought to "be one" 
i s  j ust superfluous. Does he real l y  think that the problem 
is only that everyone has forgotten John 17 and needs to be 
reminded? 

According to Jeff, the major crime of the E. L. C. A. has 
been its refusal to "put Christian unity first and foremost" 
by fai l ing to "uni lateral ly recognize total altar 
fel l owship, " the word "total" referring to presiding as wel l 
as eating and drinking. In the context of Jeff ' s  article, 
this seems to refer to a pol icy of the E . L . C. A . which doesn ' t  
al low just anyone to preside at the Eucharist. Perhaps Jeff 
i s  unaware that the E. L. C. A. is bound to the Augsburg 
Confession as a true criterion, created specifical ly as a 
means for j udging the appropriateness of such table 
fel lowship. Lutherans are bound to ask the hard questions 
over against other denominations ' ministers: Can we 
recognize the Gospel, consistentl y  spoken, among them? And 
can we witness the sacraments, administered in accordance 
with the Gospel?  This question, asked of specific ministers, 
may wel l  recive a positive answer. That pastor is the 
unequivocal ly welcome to the Lord ' s  table . But if that 
pastor continues to represent a ministerium in which the 
questions consistently receive negative answers, then to 
al low that pastor to preside would be to say that the hard 
questions no l onger need to be asked. That would be a 
defaul t  from the ecumenical enterprise (which some l ike to 
think Lutherans are especial ly responsible for pursuing) of 
cal ling al l Christians to a unity based on Jesus Christ ' s  
Gospel and His own speaking among us . Even worse, it would 
be a refusal to take seriously the claims which other 
traditions make upon us, claims which Jeff dismisses far too 
easi ly when he writes: "If other denominations do not 
respond in kind, that is their decision. " 

Jeff ' s  obvious heartfelt distress at the ecumenical 
frustrations of our time is shared by many of us. Hopeful ly 
these remarks wi l l  serve to show another path than the simple 
col lapse of our ecumenical responsibi l ities into a rosy world 
where there are no "conflicting stances" and the col l apse of 
cathol ic Christian thought into the completely vacuous notion 
of "faith in God. " [] 
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ECUMENICAL READING RESPONSE #3: 

TWO CHEERS FOR JEFF MILSTEN 
By Kurt Peterson 

As Abraham Lincoln once said, we cannot escape history. 
Unfortunately utopian dreamers, idealist philosophers, 
systematic t heologians and other dwellers in never-never land 
have tried since time immemorial to do just that. Jeff's 
article, " Ecumenism? " in the last Table Talk raises a 
theological question which must be looked at historically if 
it is to be considered within the confines of the real world. 
Alas, while his point is valid and necessary, and gives us an 
appropriate paradigm for our church's most appropriate 
ecumenical position, the lack of a historical context, gives 
the author the appearance of one who hears the alarm clocks 
in crocodiles. The history of Lutheranism in general and 
American Lutheranism in particular is the history of a church 
that has kept other Christians at arm ' s length and which has 
made doctrinal conformity the test of unity. This history is 
not going to go away because some of us may wish it to.  Our 
church ' s  ecumenical stance necessarily takes place within 
this history and it is futile to  wish that it might not. 

With that warning, let ' s  look at the content of the 
proposal as given, viz. , that the ELCA unilaterally declare 
pulpit and altar fellowship with any group that identifies 
itself as Christian ( i. e. with any group that " agrees with 
the creeds" ,  by which I presume he intends the Apostles' ,  the 
Nicene, and possibly the Athanasian ) .  Any ecumenical stance 
short of this position he labels " most un-Christian" . Alas, 
when one now gets down to those historically conditioned 
cases, the real fun begins. For example, the Southern 
Baptist Convention looks upon communion, the sacrament of the 
altar, as an " ordinance" , not as "sacrament " at all. Given 
Lutheran history and the current " liturgical renewal" taking 
place within the ELCA, is it likely that this church is going 
to declare altar f ellowship with Christians who do not 
recognize the use of the altar at all? I am not here to rag 
on the Baptists ( Baptist theology has much to recommend it ) 
but merely point out that their understanding of the church 
is quite dif ferent from ours, and raises the question whether 
some different understandings may in f act prevent the ELCA 
from declaring f ellowship. 

The great ecumenical pioneer Count Z inz endorf was 
willing to overlook almost any theological dif ferences in his 
search to reunite the churches, but even he drew the line. 
He did not have any use for separatists, those who became 
more certain that they held the whole truth the smaller the 
sect became. Z inz endorf raised the question that we must 
consider: does an allegedly Christian group cease to be an 
obj ect for f ellowship if its ( limiting ) understanding of the 
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church is too different? 
Jeff ' s  article has some great virtues. The (irst is 

raising the question about whether coaaunion fellowship is a 
sign of unity already achieved or a ■eans of achieving unity. 
Mil sten argues for the latter exclusively. On the other 
hand, if we already have the "unity" in the form of 
fel lowship, what becomes of the theological discussions 
toward unity that have so enriched the theological 
understandings of all  the churches? Altar fel lowship as goal 
is not to be so lightly dismissed. Declaring altar 
fel lowship, not just for Lutherans, but for all  churches 
means that there are no theological issues between us that 
are " church divisive" .  This standard implies unity to be 
worked toward. It is not a question of being more equal 
Christians than others, which is the second important issue 
he raises. As a church we do need to ask ourselves whether 
the l ack of fel lowship does indicate that we set ourselves up 
as " better" than others. Our exclusivist history certainly 
indicates that we have traditionally  thought this way . On 
the other hand, that all  Christians are invited to our altars 
to commune is a significant ecumenical statement in its own 
right. No one is refused on a priori considerations fr0111 
our fel lowship. This is a far cry from the days of the 
Galesburg Rul e !  

Lastly, why shouldn ' t  communion fel lowship, i. e. the 
exchange of presiders retain its symbolic value, as a 
statement that there are stil l theological differences among 
us? In all other respects the Christian churches of the USA 
do participate as equal s among each other in doing the 
continuing work of Christ.  In fact, the real test of 
fel lowship together is not presiding at the altar, but 
rather in preaching. Any yahoo can mumbl e  a few words over 
the el ements, but it takes tal ent, theol ogical understanding, 
pastoral sensitivity and work to preach. If we concede 
thusly our pulpits, we ' ve taken the real ecumenical step ; let 
the presider remind us that we do not have ful l unity. 

Anyway, Jeff, I praise you for raising the point. It is 
too easy to take refuge in Pecksniffian doctrinal 
distinctions and consequently miss the point of living out a 
Christian life in the church. And a word of practical advice 
to ecumenists everywhere: ful l  unity is not going to come 
from the theologians and bureaucrats in the church, they have 
their own ideological and political turf to maintain, but 
from the laity . When the laity have achieved unity by 
worship together, and by their lives together as co-workers, 
neighbors, friends, etc. , they ' l l  let us know. [ )  
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MORE FASCINATING READING (V) :  

THE UNOFFICIAL MINUTES 
OF THE STUDENT ASSOCIATION CORE COMMITTEE 

By Roger L.  Steiner 

Another easy month for the editor. 
in April. [ ]  

SOMETHING NEW FOR TABLE TALK: 

A BOOK REVIEW 
By Gil Waldkoenig 

There was no meeting 

The Rise and Fall of American Lutheran Pietism. By Paul 
Kuenning. �acon, Georgia: Mercer University Press, 1988. 
236 pages. 

In The Rise and Fall of American L utheran Pietism, Paul 
Kuenning adopts a unique approach to the controversies that 
occupied the Lutherans in America during the nineteenth 
century. Arguing that Samuel Simon Schmucker's "American 
Lutheranism" was the true heir of German L utheran Pietism, 
and likening the abolitionism of some "American Lutherans" 
to the "activism" [ Kuenning's term] of P. J. Spener and A. H. 
Francke, Kuenning endeavors to show that the repudiation of 
Schmucker and New York's Franckean Synod, while being dressed 
in the gown of confessional controversy, was actually the 
result of an insipient racism on the part of confessional and 
quietist Lutherans who feared abolitionism. 

The controversies among Lutherans in nineteenth century 
America are complex and in many ways enigmatic for church 
historians. Although his book is manageable in size, 
Kuenning ' s  study is mammoth in scope and consequently 
sweeping in its conclusions. Since there is currently no 
abundance of scholarly work on this topic, Kuenning's book 
suffers from the necessities of venturing alone in a jungle 
of evidence and continually having to condense huge amounts 
of background material into usable form. Yet, the broaching 
of the subject from Kuenning' s peculiar angle is a valuable 
step toward a reappraisal of the role of both Pietism and 
activism in American Lutheran history. 

A serious weakness in Kuenning's argument is his rigid 
classification: for him, Schmucker's "American Lutheranism" 
was "American Lutheran Pietism" and the confessional party of 
General Council ilk was "Orthodoxy. " Kuenning's hope of 
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recovering an appreciation of Pietism would be better served 
by recognizing that the General Council was also an heir of 
German Pietism . Kuenning dismisses W.A . Passavant, an arch 
confessionalist and an activist in the Franckean vein,  as an 
"exception to the rule [ of Orthodoxy]. " Furthermore, 
Kuenning downplays the official position against slavery that 
was taken by the Pittsburgh Synod, a large and influential 
participant in  the General Council,  and prefers to highlight 
the more controversial Franckean Synod of Schmucker's party . 
But in  fact, at times the General Council Lutherans 
displayed more affinity with the German Pietists than did the 
Puritan-influenced " American Lutherans, " for the German 
Pietists maintained the doctrinal conservatism of Lutheran 
Orthodoxy whi le  moving to apply the orthodox doctrine through 
moral action. 

Apart from Kuenning ' s  rigid categories, the rej ection of 
abolitionism among nineteenth century Lutherans appears as a 
problem of the whole Lutheran community and not only of the 
orthodox or confessional party. Kuenning suggests that 
Schmucker served as a "whipping boy" not for his anti 
confessionalism alone, but especially for his abolitionism. 
In many respects, Kuenning's book represents an effort to 
save Schmucker from pejorative assessment. But rather than 
reversing the whipping by judging Lutheran si lence about 
slavery to be the result of a hidden agenda of racism on the 
part of confessionalists, we might more clearly understand 
the nineteenth century controversies by avoiding a conflation 
of the issues of confessionalism and abolitionism. [] 

UPCOMING EVENTS FOR YOUR ALREADY HECTIC SCHEDULE: 

May 3 
May 7 
May 1 1  

May 1 4  
May 19  

May 22-23 

Spring Convocation. 
Crop Walk. 
Program on Chilq Abuse. Sponsored 

Social Action Committee. 
7:30 - 9 PM in the Coffee Shop. 

Pfeifly/Pierson wedding. 3 PM. 
Graduation Day and Close of Spring 

Semester. 3 PM Eucharist, 7: 30 PM 
Graduation. 

Intern Teambuilding Workshop . 
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' THE EFFECT OF OUR V I S I T I NG WOMEN PASTORS : 
THE CREAT I ON OF ROLE MODELS 

by Sand r a  Car l so n  A l e x i s  

T r y i ng t o  be a woman i n  t.he m i n i s t r y  no t e x ac t l y  unr h -:1 1  t ed 
gr o und b u t  a s t r u g g l e  none t he l es s . Though I ' m no h i s t o r y b u f f , I 
e n j o y  the oppor t un i t y  t o  t a l k  w i t h  o t her women m i n i s t e r 5  abou t t h e i r  
e x per i ences t o  see how they have managed t o  overc ome some gender - b a s ed 
s t ereo t ypes . 

On May 1 8 t h , t h e  Rev . C ar o l  Hendr i x  was o n  c ampus t o  t a l k  w i  l; h 
s t uden t s  abo u t  her e xper i ences a s  a woman i n  t h e  o r d a i ned m i n i s t r y .  
L a s t  semes ter our �as t e r - i n-Res i denc e ,  t h e  Rev . Janet  P e t e r ma n ,  was o n  
c ampus to t a l k  w i t h  s t uden t s  abou t h e r  exper i enc es . Anyo ne who heard 
both speaker s ,  may be c o n f u sed b y  t he i r  d i ver se e � amp l es abou t ho� a 
woman b a l ances her c a l l w i t h  her gender . 

Mo r e  i mpo r t an t  t h a n  wh a t  t h ey sa i d  i s  who they a r e:- . We> h ave l a t e;  
t o  l ea r n  f r om Norma Wo od , M�ry-Pau l a  Wa i st, a nd F r ances T a y l o r  Gench 
e x amp l e s bu t 1,,e women need t o  see L u t h er a n  women p as to,  s on ou,· 
c ampus . < Of c o u r s e , I hear ne>< t year we w i 1 1  h a v e  one on ou,· 
f ac u l t y . ) As f a r  as I am c o ncer necl , I ' rn g l ad b o t h  Pas t o r HE•nd r i >'  and 
Pas t o r  Pe ter man c ame desp i te t h e i r  �ome t i rnes c o n t r ad i c t o r y  i deas abo u t  
women . Bo t h  spu1· r ed o n  d i scuss i o ns a nd c o n f r o n ted s t uden t s  w i th 
i ssues t hey may no t o t he rw i se h ave dea l t  w i t h . 

I t  i s  c I ea,· t h a t  Pas t o r  P e t er man a r ,d Pas  t o r  Hendr i x  c o me f r  om 
v er y d i f fer en t s c h o  o l s o f t hough t . J a n  e t Pe t e ,- man be l i eves sh e c a n  b o 

a woman and a p a s t o r  a t  t h e  s ame t i me . Sile p r e f er s t o  mat,, e t l , e  
l ec t i o nar y read i ng s  i nc l u s i ve a nd she wou l d  r a the1· no t l i m i t Go r i  t: a l l-
to  ma l eness s i nL e  t h a t  ver y ma l eness c a n  become i do l a t r ou s . P as l o r  
P e t e r  man r ec o g n i z es th a t  " l a , 1guage i s  no t pur e a nd c l  ed n . " She s a  i rJ 
tha t t i le l a nguage i n  wo r s h i p  shou l d  . no t  b r i ng w i t h  i t  t h e  p a i 1 1 o f  
exc l us i o n .  P a s t o r  Pe terman s a y s  she h a s  e x per i enced sever a l  i ns t a nc es 
o f  sex i sm i n  her p a r i sh and she war 11s �em i nar i ans t o  be awa r e  o f  i t .  

Ca ,· o l Hendr i x  c o mes t o  her m i n i s t r y  a s  a woman f r o m  a no t h er 
ang l e .  She s a i d  o n  T uesday n i gh t  tha t she sees herse l f  a s  " a  p a s  t o r  
f i r s t  a nd a woman c_;ec o nd "  -- a c l e ar d i s t i nc t i o n  f r om Pas tor Pe t e r man 
who c o ns i d e r s  her m i n i s t r y  and her sex  o n  a n  equa l b a s i s .  She uses 
ma l e  l anguage for God s i nc e  Jesus c a l l ed God f a ther a nd " i f i t ' s  good 
enough f o 1· H i m ,  i t •  s good enough for me . "  She p ,· e fer s i nc 1 u s  i ve 
l i t u r g y  bu t wou l d  r a the,- no t make the l ec t i ona ,- y  r ead i ng s  i nc l us i ve "3 t  
t h i s  t i me < t hough she sa i d  she c o u l d  i mag i ne her  c h u r c h  do i ng so some 
t i me . ) Perhaps mo s t  no t ab l e  i s  t h a t  Pas t o r  Hendr i x  s a y s  she h a s  seen 
l i t t l e  to no s e x i sm i n  her p ar i sh < a l t hough a f t e r  she made t h a t  
s t a t emen t , she g a v e  t h r ee o r  f our e x dmp l es t h a t  c l ea r l y  showed s e x i sm 
i n  her par i sh exper i enc e ) .  



I n  shor t ,  I see Pas t o r  Pe t erman as one who i s  wo r k i ng t o  change 
the c h u� c h  and P a s t o r  Hendr i x  as o ne who i s  go i ng a l ong w i t h  whe r e  the 
c h u r c h  1 s  now .  Bo t h  a r e  va l i d ways t o  dea l w i t h  b e i ng a woman i n  the  
m i n i s t r y  bu t ne i ther  i s  the  o n l y  way . Jus t as we mu s t  l oo k  at  the 
h i s t o r i c a l  mo t i va t i o ns beh i nd Mar k and Joh n ,  so t oo we mus t  l oo k  a t  
where  t h ese two p a s t o r s  a r e  c om i ng f r o m .  

L i k e any good  i n t er p r e t er , o ne has t o  ask wh a t  the S i t z  i m  Leben 
for t hese t wo i s .  Janet Pe terman l i ves i n  an urban se t t i ng 
( Ph i l ade l p h i a )  t h a t  i s  perhaps mo r e  l i ke l y  t o  accep t c h a nges i n  t h e i r  
worsh i p  ser v i c e .  Car o l  Hendr i x ,  o n  t h e  o ther hand , l i ves i n  ,- ur a l  
F a i r f i e l d ,  wh i c h i s  b as i c a l l y c o nser va t i ve .  Pas t o r  Pe t er man s t rugg l ed 
t o  g e t  a f i r s t  c a l l wh i l e Pas t or Hendr i x  d i d  no t e x � er i enc e such a 
s t r ug g l e  i n  f i nd i ng he,- f i ,- s t  po s i t i o n .  Pas t i, r  Pe terman had c h i l d r en 
wh i l e she was wor k i ng i n  a c h ur c h ; Pastor  Hend r i x  c ame t o  her f i r s t  
church  w i t h  c h i  l dren . I n  shor t ,  t he i r  e ),( per i enc es as women pas  t o r s  
s t r o ng l y  shaped t he i r  i deas abou t t h e i r  p l ac e  i n  t h e  m i n i s t r y .  

When I was young , I was t o l d  t h a t  I had to g e t  on m y  k nees , c l o se 
my eyes , and fo l d  my hands t o  p r a y  t o  God . L a t er , I d i sc overed t h a t  J 
c ou l d  p r a y  wh i l e I was sw i mm i ng ,  dr i v i ng ,  s i ng i ng ,  e t c . We c anno t 
a l l ow ourse l ves t o  be l i m i t ed b y  wh a t  o t her s do . I n  t h i s  l i gh t ,  
t h i nk we a l l wou l d  do we l l t o  l oo k  c r i t i c a l l y  a t  e x amµ l es o f  women i n  
t h e  m i n i s t r y .  They a r e  a f ter  a l  1 ,  i: x amp l es and o ne need no t 1 i m i  t 
women i n  t h e  m i n i s t r y  t o  the  e xper i enc es o f  a f ew women . We c an 
dec i de t o  t a k e  p a r t s  o f  J a ne t P e t er man o r  C ar o l  Hendr i x  o r  any o t her 
p a s t o r ma l e  or  fema l e  i n t o  our m i n i s t r i es .  f h e r e  a r e  
sem i nar i ans here who may c o me u p  w i t h  an e n t i r e l y  new wa y to  b a l ance 
1,1omanhood and the o r d a i ned m i n i s t r y . I u r g e  a l l o f  us t o  k eep 
s t r i v i ng t o  c r e a t e  new r o l e  mode l s  f o r  men, and women who w i l l  fo l l ow 

us. [ J  

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * II 

DO T HEY KNOW I T ' S  MO THER ' S  DAY? 

On Mo ther ' s  Day , May 1 4  at  2 : 30 p . m .  t h �re w i l l  be � march i n  f r o n t  o f  
t h e  Embassy o f  S o u t h  Afr i c � ,  305 1 · Massachuse t t s Avenue , N . W . , 
1,-lash i ng t on , D . C .  Come show your c o nc e r n  b y  j o i n i ng th"? mar c h . l he , ·e  
w i l l  be spea k e r s  o n  so l i d ar i t y ,  an upd a t e  on Sou t h  A f r i c a  b y  Sou th 
Afr i c ans , and a message o n  t h e  sanc t i ons i ssue by Sena t o r  Pau l S i mo n .  
P l ease m a k e  p l a c ar d s  tha t show suppo r t o f  Lu ther ans f o r  t h e  women and 
c h i l d ren of Sou t h  A f r i c a  a nd b r i ng t h em w i t h  you . Contac t Khanya a t  
< w >  202-543-86 1 0  0 1- ( h )  703-273-2642 for mor e d e t a i l s .  

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

The s t a f f  o f  T ab l e t a l k  w i sh everyone a f r u i t f u l  summer a nd b l ess i ng s  
i n  wh a t  l i es a h ead ■ Now , i n t h @  i mmor t a l  wor d s  o f  T r ac y  U l l man ,  " GO 

. H!]HE ' GO HOME • " I 




