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IIF YOU PUT TWELVE MEN WITH STRONGLY
differing viewpoints on a controversial issue in one
room, what do you get? If they are Christian men who

are willing to pray together, and who share a desire that the
Bible be translated accurately, then you just might get a
surprising agreement.

That was exactly what happened
May 27 at the Focus on the Family
headquarters in Colorado Springs.
James Dobson had asked that the main
defenders of the New International
Version meet with a group concerned
about its “inclusive language” (or “gen-
der-neutral”) editions in England
(NIVI) and the United States (NIrV). 

The participants
The meeting included four representa-
tives of the NIV: Bruce Ryskamp,
President of Zondervan; Lars Dunberg,
President of the International Bible
Society; and, at the request of
Ryskamp and Dunberg, Ken Barker
and Ron Youngblood, two of the prin-
cipal translators of the NIV.

Others came to the meeting to express concerns about
the NIV: I was there as President of CBMW, along with
our executive director, Tim Bayly, and John Piper, pastor of
Bethlehem Baptist Church, Minneapolis (and a CBMW
Council member). 

Also at the meeting were Vern Poythress, professor of
New Testament, Westminster Theological Seminary (and a
contributor to CBMW’s book, Recovering Biblical
Manhood and Womanhood), R.C. Sproul, Chairman,
Ligonier Ministries (and a member of CBMW’s Board of
Reference), Joel Belz, Publisher of World magazine; Charlie
Jarvis, Executive Vice President of Focus on the Family;
and James Dobson, President of Focus on the Family, who
had convened the meeting.
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What happened at the meeting? 
The meeting began at 9:00 am with an extended time of
prayer around the table. We sought God’s help for what
was becoming a major controversy in the evangelical

world. We soon saw those prayers answered, as open, frank
discussion led to expressions of sincere desire, on the part
of all participants, to translate God’s Word accurately. 

The NIV representatives were dismayed that criticism
of a proposed inclusive-language NIV for the U.S. had
spilled over into widespread distrust of the current NIV.
They were also troubled that they had been linked with
secular feminism in the minds of many people, even
though the majority of NIV translators were complemen-
tarian, not egalitarian, in their personal convictions. 

Our “NIV concerns group” then presented a statement
we had prepared the previous day. R.C. Sproul opened
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❏ In the April 1, 1997 issue of The Wall Street Journal,
Philip F. Lawler, editor of Catholic World Report, a monthly
magazine published in San Francisco, provides a perceptive
critique of the trend toward “inclusive language” transla-
tions. “The crusade to enforce unisex English syntax—to
eliminate generic masculine pronouns from the politically
correct lexicon—has produced new furrows in the brows of
America’s enlightened classes,” Lawler writes. He reports
that many now live in fear that they might accidentally
refer to a committee chair as “chairman” or to a fireperson
(?) as “fireman.” Lawler argues that this twisted state of
affairs should be enough to demonstrate that demands for
“inclusive language” are not springing up naturally from
the masses. “In fact,” he writes, “the crusade is aimed in
precisely the opposite direction: By forcing changes in the
way we speak today, the politically correct hope to influ-
ence the way we think in the future.”

He then discusses the argument among US Roman
Catholics over a new translation of the Lectionary (the
book of Scripture readings used at Mass) as an example.
He notes that American bishops have been relentless in
pushing for an inclusive-language Lectionary, insisting that
American Catholics demand such a new version. But when
a poll was actually taken this past January, little demand
was found. As a matter of fact, an overwhelming majority
of American Catholics were not only unfamiliar with the
term “inclusive language” (73%) but, when told what it
was, preferred the present, non-inclusive language edition
(70%). Lawler notes two further findings: first, the prefer-
ence for standard English was consistent in every demo-
graphic subgroup; and second, the strongest opposition to
inclusive language came from those Catholics who attend
mass most frequently.

American bishops therefore can no longer claim to rep-
resent the majority of Catholic faithful nor maintain they
are only acceding to popular demand in pushing for a gen-
der-inclusive version of the Lectionary. While this is not
likely going to stop them in their ideological pursuits, it
unmasks their efforts clearly as attempts to engineer rather
than reflect people’s language use and thinking.

❏ George Will notes with some alarm the dangerous
progress of women’s legal battles in the pursuit of equality.
He cites a study by Michael Weiss and Cathy Young,
“Feminist Jurisprudence: Equal Rights or Neo-Paternal-
ism?” in which the authors argue that “feminist jurispru-
dence is portraying women as perpetual victims in need of
dispensations that seem to ratify some unflattering stereo-
types. These include the neo-Victorian notion that
women are frail creatures, easily unhinged, and perhaps
having a single sensibility.” They cite as an example of
such devolving attitudes a scenario in which a woman
sued a moving company for damaging household items.

She lost because she signed a contract containing an insur-
ance waiver without reading it. A feminist law professor
says the woman should have been able to collect anyway,
since she signed hurriedly due to the fact that the house
was cold and the movers were weary. The professor says
the court should have considered that “women are social-
ized to value other people’s feelings highly, so she was act-
ing like a reasonable woman.” If such an argument ever
prevails, one woman will have achieved a personal victory
at great tactical loss for men and women everywhere.
(Washington Post, November, 1996)

❏ The December, 1996 issue of CBMWNEWS featured an
article by Bill Mouser of the International Council for
Gender Studies. Bill wrote about the difference between
the male and female responses to crises based on his obser-
vations of himself and his wife, Barbara in medical situa-
tions. In a note we requested prayers for Bill and his family
as their daughter, Cheska, was suffering from a brain
tumor. After a valiant battle, Cheska went to be with the
Lord “with a flourish” on April 22. The family thanks you
for your prayers during Cheska’s illness.

❏ While it may be commonplace for denominations to
have to deal with the problems of divorced clergy or even
homosexual ministers, Newsweek reports that the Presby-
tery of Greater Atlanta (PCUSA) recently had to decide
whether a transsexual could retain the ordination conferred
on her when she was a man. The presbytery decided 186 to
161 that she could. Not serving as a parish minister, the
woman has been a chaplain at a psychiatric center, a semi-
nary instructor, and director of a marriage counseling cen-
ter. (Newsweek, November 4, 1996, p. 66.)

❏ In our last issue we included a summary of research
debunking the supposed link between patriarchy and
abuse. One contemporary advice columnist to fall head-
long into this trap was Abigail van Buren, who published
a list of “15 indicators of a potential abuser.” Throughout
the list, van Buren assumes that all abuse is perpetrated by
males. In addition, number twelve on her list of indicators
cariactures traditional marriages: “Rigid sex roles: expects
you to serve, obey and remain at home.” (“Dear Abby,”
March 29, 1996.)

❏ The Vienna Philharmonic Orchestra, the last all-male
symphony orchestra, has set aside its 155-year-old tradi-
tion following protests by feminist groups at concerts on
its American tour this spring. While women had per-
formed with the orchestra in the past, none had ever been
admitted as a member until this year. 
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wide number of these issues. From that point on, we began
to work on a joint statement that could be issued as a press
release. (See the full text of this statement on pp. 6-7.)

What were some specific problems 
with the inclusive language translations? 

First, the loss of generic “he, him, his”
We had expressed concern that the rejection of generic “he,
him, his” had obscured the personal application of Scripture
to the individual in cases like, “I will come in and eat with
him” (Rev. 3:20, where the Greek pronoun is masculine sin-
gular). The NIVI had changed this to “I will come in and
eat with them,” which represents Jesus eating with a whole
church, not just an individual. Similarly, John 14:23 had
been changed from “If anyone loves me, he will obey my
teaching. My Father will love him, and we will come to him
and make our home with him” in the current NIV, to the
NIVI rendering, “Those who love me will obey my teaching.
My Father will love them, and we will come to them and
make our home with them.” Such a loss of teaching about
personal fellowship between God and an individual Christ-
ian affected numerous verses. Because of these concerns, we
agreed on guideline A.1., The generic use of “he, him, his,
himself ” should be employed to translate generic 3rd person
masculine singular pronouns in Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek.

We pointed out similar changes that had been made in
many but not all of the cases in two children’s versions, the
NIrV and, in the Old Testament, the Adventures in Odyssey
Bible, but I will focus on the NIVI in this report.

We were aware that the rejection of generic “he, him,
his” had led to the changing of person and number in
thousands of cases in yet another translation, the New
Revised Standard Version (NRSV), and we suspected that at
least several hundred verses had been changed in the NIVI
(though no computer count was yet available). To prevent
such changes in person and number in translation, we
agreed on guideline A.2., Person and number should be
retained in translation so that singulars are not changed to
plurals and third person statements are not changed to second
or first person statements, with only rare exceptions required in
unusual cases. This meant that Greek and Hebrew terms for
“he” would not be changed to “they” or “you” or “we,” in
an attempt to make the translation “gender-neutral.” 

But is generic “he, him, his” acceptable in English today?
We all agreed that this usage is less common today, but the
question remains, is it still correct, and understandable, to
say things like, “No one seems to take pride in his work any-
more,” and “One should do the best he can,” and “He who
hesitates is lost,” and “He keeps all his bones; not one of
them is broken” (Ps. 34:20), and “He who believes in me
will live, even though he dies” (John 11:25)? To answer this
question, our group also presented evidence from contem-
porary dictionaries, style books, and articles in secular jour-
nals showing contemporary uses of “he, him, his” in a gener-
ic way, and indicating expert testimony that the English lan-
guage was unlikely to resolve differing preferences about the

with an expression of the importance of accuracy in trans-
lation, the realization that language does change over time,
and the caution that Bible translators must be very careful
not to be influenced by wrongful intrusions of secular cul-
ture. Then John Piper presented a ten-page list of specific
translations in the NIVI and the NIrV which we thought
to be inaccurate. 

Third, Vern Poythress, who had previously studied
Bible translation and taught classes in linguistics at Wyc-
liffe Bible Translators’ Summer Institute of Linguistics in
Norman, Oklahoma, gave his perspective on the difficul-
ties Bible translators face. Dr. Poythress said that while he
appreciated the desire of the NIV translators to communi-
cate effectively in contemporary English, these concerns
have to be weighed against some important losses in the
accuracy and content of what was actually communicated
by the revisions. Fourth, I presented a list of suggestions
for guidelines involving the translation of gender-related
language in Scripture. Finally, Tim Bayly presented some
actions that we were asking the NIV representatives to con-
sider in light of our concerns. 

The surprise press release, 
and some common ground
However, two hours before our meeting had started, the
International Bible Society had issued a press release that
contained many of the very points we were prepared to
request from them! The surprise press release announced:
(1) that the IBS was abandoning all plans for gender-relat-
ed changes in the NIV, (2) that the present NIV would
continue to be published unchanged, (3) that the NIrV
would be immediately revised to bring its treatment of
gender into line with the current NIV, and (4) that the IBS
would immediately negotiate with the British publisher
(Hodder & Stoughton) to cease publication of the inclu-
sive language NIV in the United Kingdom. 

We were both amazed and delighted at these actions.
But one aspect still troubled us: the press release said the
reason for the decisions was the strong desire of the
Christian public for an unchanged NIV, and it said that
many scholars still thought the inclusive versions rendered
the original texts “more precisely” into current English.

As our discussions continued through the morning,
however, we found that we shared even more common
ground. The NIV representatives agreed with the concerns
about accuracy and cultural pressures that R.C. Sproul had
expressed, and also shared concerns over many of the spe-
cific translation items that John Piper had raised. In addi-
tion, we found that Ken Barker had a list of translation
guidelines that he had prepared in recent thinking about
these issues, and his list was similar to the list that our
group had presented. Several of us saw this as evidence that
God had prepared the way for us to reach agreement on a

NIV agreement
continued from page 1
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generic use of “he, him, his” in the near future. 
We also cited at least one linguist who knew of no

human language that lacked a singular pronoun that was
used generically (in some languages it is a masculine singu-
lar pronoun; in others, a neuter singular pronoun). There-
fore, people who predict that English will soon relinquish
generic “he, him, his,” when there is no commonly agreed
singular substitute, are predicting that English—perhaps
the most versatile language in history—will lose a capabili-
ty possessed by all major languages in the world. To say the
least, this is unlikely to happen. 

What if women feel excluded? 
During the morning one important difficulty was raised:
Some women Bible readers do not feel included by such
generic uses of “he, him, his.” In response to this, Vern
Poythress commented on how easily people learn hundreds
of variations in different dialects, even dialects of English
when they move from one part of the country to another.
Our response to women who say they do not feel included
by such language should be to teach them that such usage
does not in fact “exclude women”—the original author did
not intend such an exclusive meaning, the translators did
not intend such a meaning, and that is not the meaning
the words have when interpreted rightly in their contexts.
People who aren’t aware of an inclusive, generic meaning
for “he, him, his” can learn it in a moment. 

But we also must say that we have all been told a lie—
for it is a lie that such usage is “exclusive.” We have been
told this not by Bible translators but ultimately by secular
feminism, which is trying to make these patterns of speech
illegitimate. Poythress said that we have all been affected by
such feminism, whether we are aware of it or not. It
becomes a problem when it tells us that we cannot use cer-
tain forms of English expression which are needed for pre-
cise Bible translation. We need to be aware of such pressure
in our culture, and not give in to it but teach otherwise. 

The name “man” for the human race
We were concerned at verses which had rejected the word
“man” as a name for the human race, so that these inclusive
versions said, “Let us make human beings in our image”
rather than “Let us make man in our image” (Gen. 1:26;
the Hebrew word is the singular collective noun ’adam, the
same word used as the name of Adam, and a word with
male overtones—it is used of man in distinction from
woman in Gen. 2:22, 25). We agreed therefore on guide-
line A.3., “Man” should ordinarily be used to designate the
human race or human beings in general, for example in
Genesis 1:26-27; 5:2; Ezekiel 29:11; and John 2:25.

Should men be called men? 
In many cases we were concerned that the words “man”
and “men” were omitted from the NIVI and the NIrV for
no apparent reason, especially when male human beings
were referred to in the text. For example, in referring to
warriors in Judges 18:7, the NIV spoke of “five men,” but
the NIVI changed it to “five of them.” Nicodemus in John

3:1 was changed from “a man of the Pharisees” to “a Phar-
isee” (thus obliterating the connection with the previous
verse, which said that “Jesus knew all men.” The apostle
who was needed to replace Judas was chosen from “one of
the men who have been with us” in the NIV (Acts 1:21,
precisely representing the Greek word anēr, which desig-
nates a man in distinction from a woman), but it was
changed in the NIVI to “one of those who have been with
us.” The men in the boat with Jesus during the storm at
sea were changed from “men” to “disciples” in the NIVI
(Matt. 8:27; the word anthrōpoi means “men” here). 

In a similar way, the NIV had rightly said that the Old
Testament high priest was selected “from among men”
(Heb. 5:1) but the NIVI changed it to “from among hu-
man beings.” (Are we to think that a woman could have
been a priest in the Old Testament—to say nothing of high
priest?) Similarly, the writing prophets of the Old Testa-
ment included no women, but still these writing prophets
were changed from “men” to “human” in 2 Peter 1:21. We
could see no reason for such changes except a general
antipathy toward the word “men.” 

Although we had not found the following additional
verses by the time of the May 27th meeting, we subse-
quently have found that similar changes were made in
other passages where the Greek word anēr (or its plural
andres), which nearly always means a man in distinction
from a woman, was “neutered” in the NIVI. Therefore,
Jesus’ disciples were changed from “men of Galilee” to “you
Galileans” in Acts 1:11. The representatives Judas and Silas
who were sent from the Jerusalem council were changed
from “two men who were leaders” to simply “who were
leaders” in Acts 15:22. The false teachers who would arise
from the midst of the Ephesian elders were changed from
“men” to “some” in Acts 20:30. The Jewish men who were
summoned to help drag Paul out of the temple area (where
no women were allowed) were changed from “men of
Israel” to “people of Israel” in Acts 21:28. And Paul himself,
instead of saying “when I became a man,” in the NIVI says
“when I became an adult” (1 Cor. 13:11). 

With regard to the Old Testament, we were concerned
that the Hebrew word ’ish, which ordinarily means “man”
in distinction from woman, had also been “neutered” in a
number of cases. Once again, such “neutering” of language
about people who were evidently male human beings, and
who were described with such a distinctively male Greek
term, simply diminished accuracy in translation.

Should Jesus be called a man? 
In a similar way, the masculinity of Jesus was downplayed
in six verses that we found in the NIVI: the words of
Caiaphas were changed from “it is better for you that one
man die for the people” to “it is better for you that one per-
son die for the people” (John 11:50, and similarly in John
18:14; see also John 10:33). Paul’s statement that “the res-
urrection of the dead comes also through a man” was
changed to “through a human being” in 1 Corinthians
15:21. In a similar way, Philippians 2:8 was changed from
“being found in appearance as a man” to “being found in
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appearance as a human being.” Finally, 1
Timothy 2:5 was changed from “the man, Christ
Jesus” to “Christ Jesus, himself human.” Such
translations obscure the theological truth that it
was Christ as a man, in parallel to the man Adam
before him, who was the representative head of
his people. 

Because of these concerns, we agreed on
guideline A.4., Hebrew ’ish should ordinarily be
translated “man” and “men,” and Greek anēr
should almost always be so translated. We also
agreed on the second part of guideline A.5., The
singular anthrōpos should ordinarily be translated
“man” when it refers to a male human being.

Legitimate uses of inclusive language
On the other hand, we recognized that there
were times when some forms of “inclusive lan-
guage” were appropriate in translation when the
original Hebrew or Greek text was not specifical-
ly male in its meaning and when the other kinds
of inaccuracies prevented by the other guidelines
were not introduced. 

Therefore we agreed with the first part of
guideline A.5., In many cases, anthrōpoi refers to
people in general, and can be translated “people”
rather than “men.” For example, it is perfectly
acceptable to translate Matthew 12:36, “On the
day of judgement, people will have to give an
account for every careless word they speak.” 

We also agreed on guideline A.6., Indefinite
pronouns such as tis can be translated “anyone”
rather than “any man.” For example, Matthew
16:24 should be translated, “if anyone would
come after me “ Similarly, guideline A.7 affirms,
In many cases, pronouns such as oudeis can be
translated “no one” rather than “no man,” as in
Galatians 3:11, “no one is justified before God
by the law.” Guideline A.8. affirms, When pas is
used as a substantive it can be translated with
terms such as “all people” or “everyone.” This is
seen in verses such as John 12:32, “I will draw
all people to myself.” 

None of us objected to any of these kinds of
“inclusive language,” and in fact these principles
had been largely followed several years ago in the
current NIV. 

The phrase “son of man”
We were also concerned that in some cases the
phrase “son of man” had been omitted, as in
Psalm 8:4, “What is man, that you are mindful
of him, the son of man, that you care for him?”
which in the NIVI was changed to, “what are
mere mortals that you are mindful of them,
human beings that you care for them?” This
obscured the connection to Hebrews 2:6, where
the verse is quoted. We agreed therefore on

guideline A.9, The phrase “son of man” should
ordinarily be preserved to retain intracanonical
connections. And of course all participants want-
ed to clearly affirm guideline A.10, Masculine
references to God should be retained.

Brothers, sons, and fathers
We recognized that the biblical authors were
perfectly capable of saying “brothers and sisters”
when they wanted to (as in Josh. 2:13; Mark
10:30), and we were concerned that the NIVI
had added the phrase “and sisters” in many cases
where the original text had not done so, as in
Romans 8:29, “in order that he might be the
firstborn among many brothers and sisters” (the
Greek text has only adelphoi, brothers, referring
to all Christians—it was not our concern to
decide how we today might speak of a group of
Christians, but to represent faithfully in transla-
tion how Paul spoke of a group of Christians.)
We agreed on guideline B.1., “Brother” (adel-
phos) and “brothers” (adelphoi) should not be
changed to “brother(s) and sister(s).” 

In the same way, guideline B.2. affirmed,
“Son” (huios, ben) should not be changed to
“child,” or “sons” (huioi) to “children” or “sons and
daughters.” (However, Hebrew banim often means
“children.”) This was because the New Testament
authors were able to speak of “children” (tekna)
when they wanted to do so (as in Jn. 1:12, “He
gave power to become children of God,” and
Rom. 8:16-17, “bearing witness with our spirit
that we are children of God.”) But in other vers-
es the Bible spoke of us as “sons,” and faithful
translations should not change this to “sons and
daughters” or “children” as the NIVI did in
Galatians 4:7, “Since you are no longer slaves,
but God’s children, and since you are his chil-
dren, he has made you also heirs.” The problem
with this translation is the Greek text specifies
“sons” (huioi), not “children” (tekna), and to
translate it “children” obscures the connection
with Christ as son in that very context, and also
obscures the fact that we all (men and women)
gain standing as “sons” and therefore the inheri-
tance rights that belong to sons in the Biblical
world. (Similarly, it should also be noted that we
all—men and women—have a sort of female
identity as the bride of Christ in 2 Cor. 11:2;
Eph. 5:25-33; and Rev. 19:7, and we should not
“neuter” these references to make us the
“spouse” of Christ.) 

Finally, we recognized that the words “father”
and “fathers” faithfully represent the male lead-
ership present in Biblical families, and we agreed
in guideline B.3., “Father” (pater, ’ab) should not
be changed to “parent,” or “fathers” to “parents” or
“ancestors.”

However, we recognized that in unusual cases
exceptions to these statements about brothers,
sons, and fathers might have to be made to pro-
duce legitimate English, so we spoke in heading
B of Gender-related renderings which we will gen-
erally avoid, though there may be unusual excep-
tions in certain contexts. 

Finally, we realized that these guidelines
probably did not cover every case, so we added
guideline C., We understand these guidelines to be
representative and not exhaustive. We thought
that if translators were willing to follow these
guidelines, the principle of precision in render-
ing the gender orientation of the original
Hebrew and Greek texts would be established,
even though we may not have spoken about
every possible type of translation problem.

Summary statement
We left the meeting with a strong sense of
thanksgiving to God for the broad agreement he
had enabled us to reach. We rejoiced that at least
our two groups, seemingly so far apart before
the meeting, had been willing to say in a public
statement, “we agree that it is inappropriate to
use gender-neutral language when it diminishes
accuracy in the translation of the Bible, and we
therefore agree to the attached guidelines for
translation of gender-related language in
Scripture.” In affirming this statement, we put
ourselves on record as saying that translations
which violated these guidelines did in fact
“diminish accuracy in the translation of the
Bible.” We also affirmed that there are some
kinds of “inclusive language” that are valid,
because we stated, “We agree that there are lim-
ited times when the use of gender-neutral lan-
guage enhances the accuracy of translations,”
and we specified several such valid uses. 

As a result of the discussion, and after much
reflection in the past several weeks, the NIV
translators and publishers joined us in agreeing
that “many of the translation decisions” in the
NIVI “were not the wisest choices.” Finally, we
expressed hope that other translators and pub-
lishers would decide to follow the guidelines we
agreed on as well.

Publishers’ commitments
We also rejoiced that Zondervan’s president
Bruce Ryskamp expressed willingness to give
refunds to customers who ask for them for their
current NIrV Bibles. In addition, James Dobson
clearly wanted to state that Focus on the Family
had ceased distributing their Adventures in
Odyssey Bible, which was a children’s Bible based
on the New Century Version. Focus on the Family
said it would give refunds for this Bible to any-



Guidelines for Translation of 
Gender-Related Language in Scripture

ADOPTED IN COLORADO SPRINGS ON MAY 27, 1997

A. GENDER-RELATED RENDERINGS OF BIBLICAL LANGUAGE WHICH
WE AFFIRM:
1. The generic use of “he, him, his, himself” should be employed to

translate generic 3rd person masculine singular pronouns in
Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek. However, substantival participles
such as ho pisteuōn can often be rendered in inclusive ways, such
as “the one who believes” rather than “he who believes.”

2. Person and number should be retained in translation so that sin-
gulars are not changed to plurals and third-person statements are
not changed to second-person or first-person statements, with
only rare exceptions required in unusual cases.

3. “Man” should ordinarily be used to designate the human race or
human beings in general, for example in Genesis 1:26-27; 5:2;
Ezekiel 29:11; and John 2:25.

4. Hebrew ’ish should ordinarily be translated “man” and “men” and
Greek anēr should almost always be so translated.

5. In many cases, anthrōpoi refers to people in general, and can be
translated “people” rather than “men.” The singular anthrōpos
should ordinarily be translated “man” when it refers to a male
human being.

6. Indefinite pronouns such as tis can be translated “anyone” rather
than “any man.”

7. In many cases, pronouns such as oudeis can be translated “no
one” rather than “no man.”

8. When pas is used as a substantive, it can be translated with terms
such as “all people” or “everyone.”

9. The phrase “son of man” should ordinarily be preserved to retain
intracanonical connections.

10. Masculine references to God should be retained.

B. GENDER-RELATED RENDERINGS WHICH WE WILL GENERALLY
AVOID, THOUGH THERE MAY BE UNUSUAL EXCEPTIONS IN CER-
TAIN CONTEXTS:
1. “Brother” (adelphos) and “brothers” (adelphoi) should not be

changed to “brother(s) and sister(s).”
2. “Son” (huios, ben) should not be changed to “child,” or “sons”

(huioi) to “children” or “sons and daughters.” (However, Hebrew
banim often means “children.”)

3. “Father” (pater, ’ab) should not be changed to “parent,” or
“fathers” to “parents,” or “ancestors.”

C. WE UNDERSTAND THESE GUIDELINES TO BE REPRESENTATIVE
AND NOT EXHAUSTIVE.

one who asked for them. (We were also happy to hear a few days
later that Thomas Nelson/Word Publishers had agreed to remove
the gender-neutral language from this Bible.) We called on other
publishers of gender-neutral Bibles to issue similar public state-
ments showing similar reappraisals of their translation principles.

One issue remained unresolved. Zondervan Publishing House
continued to state publicly that World magazine was unethical and
untruthful in its coverage of this issue. Although World’s publisher
Joel Belz, Zondervan’s president Bruce Ryskamp, and the president
of IBS, Lars Dunberg, were present at our meeting, they graciously
decided not to make these differences a major agenda item of our
meeting, since they felt (and we agreed) that the far more impor-
tant issue was accuracy in translation of the Word of God into
English. These differences between Zondervan and World are yet
to be resolved as I write this article, and we need to pray for God’s
grace especially for Bruce Ryskamp, Lars Dunberg, and Joel Belz,
that their differences will be resolved in a way that is pleasing to
the Lord. (Readers who wish to see the charges that Zondervan has
filed with the Evangelical Press Association, and responses from
World, can find the entire text of them at: www.worldmag.com.)

We reached substantial agreement on all of these points before
the meeting broke up about 2:30 in the afternoon on May 27, but
the document had to be circulated by fax and phone three times
throughout the subsequent five days, before total agreement was
reached on the final wording of all of the guidelines. Then on
Saturday night, May 31, complete agreement on the wording of the
guidelines was finally reached by phone. By Monday morning, June
2, all twelve participants had signed the final document and faxed
their signatures to the Focus on the Family headquarters. The press
release was then issued on June 3.

The influence of many others
This meeting had been preceded by several weeks of public and
private discussions among many Christians. Those of us who came
to the meeting with concerns about the NIV were thankful for the
prominent Christian leaders who had spoken out against inclusive
language translations, or whose publications had voiced serious
concerns. 

These leaders included not only James Dobson, who had con-
vened the meeting, but also J.I. Packer, Jerry Falwell, and R.C.
Sproul (all of whom are on our CBMW Board of Reference). In
addition, we knew of other leaders who were concerned and would
also have spoken out if necessary. We thought that the influence of
the Southern Baptist Convention, as voiced through Paige
Patterson, President of Southeastern Seminary, and Al Mohler,
President of Southern Seminary, had been especially significant. 

In addition, Southeastern Seminary professor Andreas
Köstenberger (editor of CBMW NEWS) had provided extensive
research for us on over 700 uses of Greek words for “man” in the
NIV and the NIVI in preparation for our meeting. And we all knew
of many people who were praying regularly for the meeting. 

Our overall assessment of this meeting (and I think I speak for
all twelve participants) is one of thankfulness to God that we were
able to reach such a broad and significant agreement in such a
short time. We are all hopeful that the Lord will use this as a posi-
tive influence on Bible translation into English for many years to
come.
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It is ironic in light of the present controversy that Zonder-
van’s sales of inclusive language Bibles (NIrV and New Revised
Standard Version) are only five percent of all their Bible sales,
and in fact most inclusive Bibles are sold by other publishers:
Thomas Nelson/Word (New Century Bible, International
Children’s Bible, Contemporary English Version, and NRSV),
Tyndale House Publishers (New Living Translation), World
Bible Publishers (God’s Word and NRSV), and Baker Book
House (NRSV). We commend the openness with which Zon-
dervan approached this meeting, and we are encouraged by the
willingness of the International Bible Society to revise the New
International Reader’s Version so that the revision (which will be
completed later this summer) will eliminate the gender-related
changes that had been made, bringing it into line with the cur-
rent NIV. 

This throws into stark relief our wider concern with the
translation of God’s Word among evangelical publishers at
large and the necessity within Bible publishing for greater ac-
countability to the Church concerning the matters here raised.
The willingness of the IBS to re-examine the language of the
NIrV and to move away from changes made to its text is great-
ly encouraging to us, and we call on the other publishers and
copyright holders to issue similar public statements demon-
strating similar reappraisals of their translation principles.

We agree that the discussions were transacted in a spirit of
mutual trust and charity. Further, the policy statement issued
by the IBS and the press release from Focus on the Family
evoked profound gratitude and thanksgiving by all present.

With glory to God, and thanksgiving;

Ken Barker, Secretary, Committee on Bible Translation; Member,
Executive Committee of Committee on Bible Translation

Timothy Bayly, Executive Director, Council on Biblical Man-
hood and Womanhood; Pastor, Church of the Good Shepherd,
Bloomington, IN

Joel Belz, Publisher, God’s World Publications
James Dobson, President, Focus on the Family
Lars Dunberg, President, International Bible Society
Wayne Grudem, President, Council on Biblical Manhood and

Womanhood; Professor of Biblical and Systematic Theology,
Trinity Evangelical Divinity School

Charles Jarvis, Executive Vice President, Focus on the Family
John Piper, Member, Council on Biblical Manhood and Woman-

hood; Senior Pastor, Bethlehem Baptist Church, Minneapolis,
MN

Vern S. Poythress, Professor of New Testament Interpretation,
Westminster Theological Seminary

Bruce E. Ryskamp, President and CEO, Zondervan Publishing
House

R. C. Sproul, Chairman, Ligonier Ministries
Ron Youngblood, Member, Committee on Bible Translation;

Professor of Old Testament, Bethel Theological Seminary West

Over the past two months evangelical leaders have engaged in a 
serious debate concerning the use of gender-inclusive language in

English Bible translation. Dr. James Dobson called a meeting of con-
cerned individuals to discuss together and seek the leading of the Holy
Spirit in these matters. Those who participated in this meeting give
glory to God for His grace evident among us as we worked together
this day, and with hope we offer the following statement with the
prayer that it will be of use to the Church for the glory of God.

AALL PARTICIPANTS AGREE THAT OUR
overarching concern in Bible translating is to pre-
serve the sanctity of the truth of sacred Scripture

by rendering the most accurate translation possible. In the
interests of such accuracy, we all agree that modern lan-
guage is fluid and undergoes changes in nuance that re-
quire periodic updates and revisions. We agree that Bible
translations should not be influenced by illegitimate intru-
sions of secular culture or by political or ideological agen-
das. Specifically, we agree that it is inappropriate to use
gender-neutral language when it diminishes accuracy in the
translation of the Bible, and we therefore agree to the
attached guidelines for translation of gender-related lan-
guage in Scripture.

We agree there are limited times when the use of gender-
neutral language enhances the accuracy of translations, but
that the trend in usage of gender-inclusive language can easily
become—and because of overuse, in too many cases, already
has become—an instrument of distortion of the Biblical text.

We agree that many of the translation decisions made by
those who produced Hodder and Stoughton’s New Interna-
tional Version Inclusive Language Edition in the United King-
dom were not the wisest choices. Further, the statement in the
Preface saying “it is often appropriate to mute the patriarchal-
ism of the culture of the biblical writers through gender-inclu-
sive language” (Preface to the NIVI, vii) was regrettable and
sadly misleading.

We agree that it was also regrettable that the New Interna-
tional Reader’s Version (NIrV), released also as The Kid’s Devo-
tional Bible, was released with a Preface which did not explicitly
notify parents that gender-related changes were made in this
version. We commend Zondervan for offering to refund the
purchase price of any NIrV’s to anyone who makes a request.
We agree that families that wish to be reimbursed for the cost of
The Kid’s Devotional Bible (NIrV) should also be granted a
refund. 

Focus on the Family was distressed to learn that its own
Adventures in Odyssey Bible, the International Children’s Bible
of Word Publishing, is also a gender-neutral translation (in the
Old Testament). Focus on the Family is working with Word,
Inc. and has withdrawn that edition from its distribution
channels. Focus plans to reimburse parents who request a
refund. We commend Focus on the Family for its decisive and
straightforward actions.

Statement by participants in the Conference
on Gender-Related Language in Scripture
FOCUS ON THE FAMILY’S HEADQUARTERS • COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO • MAY 27, 1997
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The neutering of “man” in the NIVI
THE TRANSLATION OF ANTHRŌPOS AND ANĒR IN THE NIV AND THE INCLUSIVE NIV

DDISCUSSIONS OF THE MERITS OR DEMER-
its of the planned (now abandoned) “gender-
inclusive” NIV in the US in recent weeks have

frequently suffered from insufficient data. The following
comparative study of the translation of the Greek words
anthrōpos (“man,” “human being”) and anēr (“man”) seeks
to provide such data. The results of this study must be
made public even subsequent to IBS’s decision to forego
the development of an “Inclusive Language Edition” of the
NIV in the US, since it is still insufficiently known—and
acknowledged—that the UK edition (published by Hodder
& Stoughton and still available at this time; from here on
NIVI) is fundamentally flawed and inaccurate at several
significant points.

The terms anthrōpos and anēr are, of course, not the
only relevant words at issue; changes such as those from
“non-inclusive” pronouns or participles to “gender-inclu-
sive” ones also contribute to the changed landscape of
“gender-inclusive” translations such as the NIVI. Never-
theless, anthrōpos and anēr are among the most important
gender-related terms in the New Testament. Anthrōpos
occurs a total of five hundred and fifty times, anēr two
hundred and sixteen times. Surveying the changes of trans-
lation from the NIV to the NIVI, one is at once struck by
the fact that the translators had to resort to no less than
twelve different ways to eliminate the English word “man”
and replace it with a more “gender-inclusive” term.

It must be noted at the outset that some of these
changes are helpful. Still, one is overwhelmed by the mag-
nitude of change to which the conventional NIV was sub-
jected in order to “gender-inclusivize” it.

The translation of anthrōpos 
Of the five hundred and fifty instances of anthrōpos, a full
two hundred and forty-five (or 44%) were changed in
order to make them “gender-inclusive.” The percentage
further escalates dramatically when one realizes that ninety-
five references are already translated gender-inclusively in
the current NIV and ninety-three references are to individ-
uals who are undeniably male.

The following five types of alterations account for over
four fifths of all changes in the NIVI:

• from singular to inclusive plural (e.g. from “man” to
“people”; 9%);

• from singular to inclusive singular (e.g. from “man” to
“person”; 15%);

• from plural to inclusive plural (e.g. from “men” to “peo-
ple”; 33%);

• from indirect to direct reference (e.g. from “man’s” to
“your”; 9%);

• from noun/personal pronoun to adjective/adverb (e.g.
from “man’s” to “human”; 15%).

Thirty references (or 12% of all changes made) involve
a change in grammatical number (from singular to plural
or vice versa; see categories 1, 4, 6, and 7 under “Changes”
below).

What are we to make of these changes? 
To begin with, it must be maintained that anthrōpos, con-
trary to frequently made assertions, does not necessarily
mean “human being.” Demonstrably, the term, especially
in the singular, frequently, even usually, means “man,” not
“man or woman” (see e.g. John 1:6; 3:1). The argument
that the Greek word anēr means “man” or “male” while the
term anthrōpos means “person” or “human being” rather
than “man,” remarkably persistent in popular circles and
perhaps also influencing translation practice at certain
points, can therefore not be maintained. Still, anthrōpos,
especially in the plural, often (but not always) refers to
“people,” including both men and women.

When considering the categories of change listed above,
it becomes clear that alterations involving a change in
grammatical number are inappropriate and should be
avoided, since they fail to reflect the number used in the
Greek original text. Also, a change from indirect to direct
reference is precarious, because it changes the entire thrust
of a given reference from a general statement to a direct
address of the respective audience (cf. e.g. Mark 7:15-23).

Apart from this, only a case-by-case review of scriptural
references can decide whether a given passage is gender-
specific or gender-inclusive in the Greek original. In the
remainder of the article, we will focus on those changes
introduced into the NIVI that most seriously compromise
accuracy in translation.

A. DELETIONS OR AVOIDANCE OF THE WORD “MAN”
IN TRANSLATION EVEN WHERE REFERENCE IS MADE
TO A MALE HUMAN BEING OR MALE HUMAN BEINGS
IN THE GREEK ORIGINAL

1. From “men” to “disciples”
Matt. 8:27 (NIV): “The men were amazed and asked,
‘What kind of man is this?’ ”
Matt. 8:27 (NIVI): “The disciples were amazed and
asked, “What kind of man is this?’ ”
The word anthrōpos is here best translated as “men,” as

in the original NIV. Changing the rendering to “disciples”
in order to render the term gender-inclusively as the NIVI
has done can at best be characterized as an attempt at para-
phrase rather than translation. Note also that the term used
here is not the word mathētai (Greek for “disciples”), but
the word anthrōpos. The effort to “gender-neutralize” this
reference leads to a loss in translation accuracy and com-
promises the original Greek wording.

BY ANDREAS J. KÖSTENBERGER



2. From “his” to “the”
Matt 13:52 (NIV): “Therefore every teacher of the law…
is like the owner of a house who brings out of his store-
room new treasures as well as old.”
Matt 13:52 (NIVI): “Therefore every teacher of the
law… is like the owner of a house who brings out of the
storeroom new treasures as well as old.”
The Greek masculine pronoun autou, appropriately

translated in the original NIV with “his,” is rendered in the
NIVI with the article “the” in order to eliminate masculine
gender. This introduces an inaccuracy in translation, since
the Greek pronoun is clearly masculine and should be ren-
dered accordingly in English translation.

3. From “fellow” to “person”
Luke 14:30 (NIV):“‘This fellow began to build and was
not able to finish.’”
Luke 14:30 (NIVI):“‘This person began to build and was
not able to finish.’”
In this brief parable, “fellow” is changed to “person” in

order to extract the notion of maleness from the original
NIV translation. But the change is very awkward and hard-
ly reflects true parlance. Who would say, “This person
began to build and was not able to finish”? Also, notice the
progression from the NIV to the NIVI: the Greek term
“man” (anthrōpos ) is rendered “fellow” in the NIV and
“person” in the NIVI.

4. From “man of the Pharisees” to “Pharisee”
John 3:1 (NIV): “Now there was a man of the Pharisees
named Nicodemus, a member of the Jewish ruling coun-
cil.”
John 3:1 (NIVI): “Now there was a Pharisee named
Nicodemus, a member of the Jewish ruling council.”
In this passage, the NIVI omits the word “man” in ref-

erence to Nicodemus. However, omitting the English
equivalent for the Greek word anthrōpos blunts an impor-
tant connection with the use of the same word, anthrōpos,
in the immediately preceding verses, John 2:24-25. Note
also that there are many instances in the New Testament
where anthrōpos in the singular clearly refers to a man, not
a man or a woman (e.g. John 1:6: “There came a man who
was sent from God; his name was John”), so that there
seems to be no problem with retaining the rendering of the
original NIV.

B. ELIMINATING REFERENCES TO JESUS’ MALENESS

1. From “mere man” to “mere human being”
John 10:33 (NIV): “ ‘We are not stoning you for any of
these,’ replied the Jews, ‘but for blasphemy, because you,
a mere man, claim to be God.’ ”
John 10:33 (NIVI): “ ‘We are not stoning you for any of
these,’ replied the Jews, ‘but for blasphemy, because you,
a mere human being, claim to be God.’ ”
Similar to the following examples, the change from “a

mere man” to “a mere human being” has the effect of
downplaying Jesus’ maleness during his earthly incarnate
state.

2. Jesus’ death: from “one man” to “one person”
John 11:50 (NIV): “You do not realize that it is better for
you that one man die for the people than that the whole
nation perish.”
John 11:50 (NIVI): “You do not realize that it is better
for you that one person die for the people than that the
whole nation perish.”
Did Caiaphas say that it was expedient for one man or

one person to die for the people? The context seems to sug-
gest that the reference is to one man, Jesus. He was the one
of whom the Pharisees said, “This man (anthrōpos) is per-
forming many signs” (v. 47). And he is the one of whom
John says that Caiaphas prophesied that “Jesus was going
to die for the nation” (v. 51). The reference in John 18:14
is almost identical.

3. Adam’s sin and Jesus’ resurrection: 
from “man” to “human being”
1 Cor 15:21 (NIV): “For since death came through a
man, the resurrection of the dead comes also through a
man.”
1 Cor 15:21 (NIVI): “For since death came through a
human being, the resurrection of the dead comes also
through a human being.”
Twice in this passage, the word “man” is changed to

“human being.” The verse immediately following makes it
clear that the reference is to Adam and Christ: “For as in
Adam all die, so also in Christ all shall be made alive.”
Adam was undeniably male; the logic of the argument in
this passage requires that Christ also be characterized as
male in analogy with Adam. As in previous examples, “gen-
der-inclusive” language here significantly dilutes the bibli-
cal message.

4. From “being found in appearance as a man” 
to “being found in appearance as a human being”
Philippians 2:8 (NIV): “And being found in appearance
as a man, he humbled himself and became obedient to
death—even death on a cross!”
Philippians 2:8 (NIVI): “And being found in appearance
as a human being, he humbled himself and became obedi-
ent to death—even death on a cross!”
The current NIV Study Bible comments on this verse,

“Not only was Jesus ‘like’ a human being (v. 7), but he also
took on the actual outward characteristics of a man (see Jn
1:14; Ro 8:3; Heb 2:17).” This accurately preserves the
notion, in context, that the reference is here to Jesus’ earth-
ly sojourn, particularly his crucifixion. And this crucifixion
Jesus suffered, not merely as an undifferentiated human
being, but specifically and concretely as a man, as the cur-
rent NIV rightly notes. Changing “man” to “human being”
here is another instance where an attempt at gender inclu-
sion introduces an inaccuracy into the translation of the
original text.

5. Jesus’ mediatorial office: from “the man Christ 
Jesus” to “Jesus Christ, himself human”
1 Tim 2:5 (NIV): “For there is one God and one media-
tor between God and men, the man Christ Jesus.”
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1 Tim 2:5 (NIVI): “For there is one God and one media-
tor between God and human beings, Christ Jesus, himself
human.”
Apart from the awkwardness of the phrase “Christ

Jesus, himself human,” in English, this rendering dilutes
the maleness of Jesus during his incarnate state similar to
the previous reference. The translators are correct in ob-
serving that part of Paul’s point here is the humanness of
Jesus: he was able to mediate between God and man
because he himself was a man, that is, a human being. But
Paul is also clearly thinking of Jesus’ earthly life and sacri-
fice on the cross which he made as a man, a male. Thus
both truths are emphasized here by Paul, that Jesus was a
human being and that Jesus, in his incarnate state, was a
man. However, by changing “man” (which, it is important
to be reminded, is not necessarily a gender-exclusive term in
English) to “human being,” the NIVI unduly focuses
merely on one aspect of Paul’s statement, Jesus’ humanity,
while deleting any reference to his earthly identity as a
man. This is therefore another instance where the NIVI
blunts or blurs gender distinctions in Scripture.

C. WERE DOCTRINAL DISPUTES CONDUCTED BET-
WEEN MALE TEACHERS OR BETWEEN “PERSONS”?

1. The false teachers opposing Timothy and Jude: 
from “men” to “persons” or “people”
2 Tim 3:8 (NIV): “Just as Jannes and Jambres opposed
Moses, so also these men oppose the truth—men of
depraved minds, who, as far as the faith is concerned, are
rejected.”
2 Tim 3:8 (NIVI): “Just as Jannes and Jambres opposed
Moses, so also these people oppose the truth—people of
depraved minds, who, as far as the faith is concerned, are
rejected.”
Jude 4 (NIV): “For certain men whose condemnation was
written about long ago have secretly slipped in among
you. They are godless men who change the grace of our
God into a license for immorality and deny Jesus Christ
our only Sovereign and Lord.”
Jude 4 (NIVI): “For certain persons whose condemnation
was written about long ago have secretly slipped in
among you. They are godless people, who change the
grace of our God into a license for immorality and deny
Jesus Christ our only Sovereign and Lord.”
In these two instances, the rendering of the identity of

Timothy’s and Jude’s opponents is changed from the original
NIV’s “men” to “persons” or “people.” Why this change?
The only heretics named in 1 and 2 Timothy are male:
Hymenaeus (1 Tim. 1:20; 2 Tim. 2:17), Alexander (1 Tim.
1:20), and Philetus (2 Tim. 2:17). Unless the translators of
the NIVI had access to further information not already
available at the original translation of the NIV (and apart
from Rev. 2:20, which refers to a much later time period,
there is no such evidence), it is preferable to retain the word-
ing of the original NIV (cf. also Acts 20:30, where the NIVI
changes the NIV’s rendering, “Even from your own number
men (andres) will arise and distort the truth,” to: “Even from
your own number some will arise and distort the truth”).

2. From “man of God” to “God’s servant”
2 Tim 3:16-17 (NIV): “All Scripture is God-breathed
and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and train-
ing in righteousness, so that the man of God may be thor-
oughly equipped for every good work.”
2 Tim 3:16-17 (NIVI): “All Scripture is God-breathed
and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and train-
ing in righteousness, so that God’s servant may be thor-
oughly equipped for every good work.”
The term “man of God” is here changed to “God’s ser-

vant.” But the word used here is anthrōpos, not the Greek
word for “servant,” diakonos. In context, the reference is
probably to Timothy and other men called to a public teach-
ing and preaching ministry. In any case, substituting the
word “servant” for “man” is unwarranted by the Greek origi-
nal text, at best diminishing the NIVI from translation to
paraphrase and at worst introducing an inaccuracy in transla-
tion. Note also that the rendering of this verse may have a
bearing on who, according to Paul, is called to the kind of
ministry Timothy performed (that is, pastor-teacher): men,
or both men and women (see also the following section).

D.CHANGES PERTAINING TO THE GENDER
OF OLD TESTAMENT PRIESTS AND PROPHETS

1. OT priests: from “selected from among men” 
to “selected from among human beings”
Heb 5:1 (NIV): “Every high priest is selected from
among men and is appointed to represent them in mat-
ters related to God, to offer gifts and sacrifices for sins.”
Heb 5:1 (NIVI): “Every high priest is selected from among
human beings and is appointed to represent them in mat-
ters related to God, to offer gifts and sacrifices for sins.”
Heb 7:8 (NIV): “In the one case, the tenth is collected by
men who die; but in the other case, by him who is
declared to be living.”
Heb 7:8 (NIVI): “In the one case, the tenth is collected
by those who die; but in the other case, by him who is
declared to be living.”
Were Old Testament priests selected from among men

or from among human beings? And was the tithe collected
by men who die or by those who die? It is an historical fact
that women were ineligible for the Old Testament priest-
hood. This fact is obscured by the change from “men” to
“human beings” or “those” in the NIVI. The present pas-
sages constitute therefore further significant instances
where the NIVI translators render gender-inclusively what
is gender-specific in the Greek original.

2. OT prophets: from “men” to “human”
2 Pet 1:21 (NIV): “For prophecy never had its origin in
the will of man, but men spoke from God as they were
carried along by the Holy Spirit.”
2 Pet 1:21 (NIVI): “For prophecy never had its origin in
the human will, but prophets, though human, spoke from
God as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit.”
The NIV’s rendering “men spoke from God” is changed

here to “prophets, though human.” Apart from the fact that
this paraphrase is awkward in English, and the fact that the
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words with great frequency. One therefore has to ask the
question whether changing the translation of anthrōpos and
even anēr to “people” does not level the distinction between
Luke’s use of these words and his use of ochlos or laos.

3. Observations regarding the way 
groups are addressed in the book of Acts

A significant number of references in Luke’s writings per-
tains to the way groups are addressed (Acts 1:11,16; 2:14,
22,29,37; 3:12; 5:35; 6:3; 7:2; 13:15,16,26,38; 14:15;
15:7,13; 17:22; 19:25,35; 21:28; 22:1,3; 23:6; 27:10,21,
25; 28:17). In virtually every instance, the NIVI “gender-
neutralizes” the way audiences are addressed, changing the
rendering of the original NIV from “men” to “people” or
from “brothers” to “brothers and sisters.” (Note that,
inconsistently, the references to “brothers and fathers” in
7:2 and 22:1 are not changed to “brothers and sisters and
fathers and mothers”; apparently, this was considered too
cumbersome by the NIVI translators.) But these speeches
were given at a specific point in time in a particular cultur-
al context (where men were considered to be the heads of
households and leaders in the community). 

By changing the translation of andres consistently in a
way that neuters gender, the historical particularity and
cultural specificity of Luke’s historical reporting is compro-
mised. For Luke’s use of language is part of the accuracy
and historical veracity of his account.

B. SPECIFIC EXAMPLES FROM
THE WRITINGS OF LUKE AND JAMES

Since the following evidence speaks for itself, comments
can be held to a minimum.

1. Carrying the paralytic: from “men” to “people”
Luke 5:18 (NIV): “Some men came carrying a paralytic
on a mat and tried to take him into the house to lay him
before Jesus.”
Luke 5:18 (NIVI): “Some people came carrying a paralyt-
ic on a mat and tried to take him into the house to lay
him before Jesus.”
“Men” (NIV) is here changed to “people” (NIVI)

despite the fact that the word used here is anēr, “man.”
Moreover, even if the plural form of anēr, andres, could
mean people (which it probably does not), it is unclear on
what basis the NIVI translators made this change. Did
they have access to further information indicating that
women were among those carrying the paralytic?

2. A replacement apostle for Judas: from “one of the 
men” to “one of those”
Acts 1:21 (NIV): “Therefore it is necessary to choose one
of the men who have been with us the whole time the
Lord Jesus went in and out among us.”
Acts 1:21 (NIVI): “Therefore it is necessary to choose
one of those who have been with us the whole time the
Lord Jesus went in and out among us.”
The NIV indicated that the replacement apostle for

Judas was chosen from among the men (NIV) who had
been with the apostles; the NIVI changes this to “those,”
eliminating the gender-specific reference. However, it is

word “though” has no equivalent in the Greek original, the
change introduced in the NIVI from “men” to “human”
dilutes the historical fact that all of the OT writing prophets
were men.

Concluding observations 
on the translation of anthrōpos
To summarize the extent of these changes introduced into
the NIVI: (1) the word “man” is frequently changed or
deleted even where reference is clearly made to a male
human being; (2) in several significant instances, the mas-
culinity of Jesus is downplayed; (3) the doctrinal disputes
involving Timothy or Jude are cast as having occurred
between persons rather than men, which dilutes the unique
teaching role assigned to men in the Pastorals and else-
where in Scripture; and (4) the gender of both Old
Testament priests and prophets is “neutered.” We will
reserve some final comments for the concluding summary
after the survey of the translation of anēr.

The translation of anēr
While anthrōpos, especially in the plural, may refer to peo-
ple including both men and women, it is commonly ag-
reed that anēr is the Greek term referring specifically to a
man, a male human being. Thus references to “husband”
or to a person undeniably male (even according to the
NIVI) alone account for over two thirds of all instances of
anēr in the New Testament. The following survey will seek
to determine whether the NIVI translators respected this
fact or whether they sought to render anēr gender-inclu-
sively as well.

Since almost sixty percent of all uses of anēr, or a total
of one hundred and twenty-seven references, occur in
Luke’s writings, we may start with the way in which the
NIVI renders gender-related terms found in Luke and
Acts. Is Luke allowed to speak for himself? The following
analysis suggests that this is frequently not the case.

A. ISSUES PERTAINING TO THE TRANSLATION OF
GENDER-RELATED TERMS IN LUKE-ACTS

1. References to “men AND WOMEN” in Acts
Six times in Acts (5:14; 8:3,12; 9:21; 17:12; 22:4) Luke
refers to “both men and women.” This indicates that this
biblical author was in fact able to, and did, use the phrase
“men and women” if he so desired. The question must
therefore be asked whether it is appropriate to supply the
phrase “and women” when Luke does not do so himself.
This may come dangerously close to usurping Luke’s role as
the author of inspired holy Scripture.

2. References to “people” in Acts
If Luke wanted to say “people,” other words were available
to him, such as ochlos (Acts 1:15; 6:7; 8:6; 11:24,26; 13:45;
14:11,13,14,18,19; 16:22; 17:8,13; 19:26,33,35;
21:27,34,35; 24:12,18) or laos (Acts 2:47; 3:9,11,12,23;
4:1,2,8,10,17,21,25,27; 5:12,13,50,25,26,34,37; 6:8,12;
7:17,34; 10:2,41,42; 12:4,11; 13:15,17,24,31; 15:14; 18:10;
19:4; 21:28,30,36,39,40; 23:5; 26:17,23; 28:17, 26,27). As
the abundance of references makes clear, Luke used these
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clear both from the usage of anēr and historical evidence
that the replacement apostle was required to be male, so
that the substitution of “those” for “men” waters down
both linguistic and historical data.

3. Those accompanying Paul on Damascus Road: 
from “men” to “those”
Acts 9:7 (NIV): “The men traveling with Saul stood there
speechless; they heard the sound but did not see anyone.”
Acts 9:7 (NIVI): “Those traveling with Saul stood there
speechless; they heard the sound but did not see anyone.”
The NIV identified those traveling with Paul as men; the

NIVI changes this to “those,” apparently a mixed group of
people. But again, the term used is andres, the plural form
of anēr, so that “men traveling with Saul” is the proper ren-
dering. Also, similar to Luke 5:18 above, the question arises
on what basis the NIVI translators made this change, since
it is doubtful that they had additional evidence regarding
the composition of the group traveling with Paul.

4. Paul’s prediction that false teachers would 
arise subsequent to his departure from Ephesus: 
from “men” to “some”
Acts 20:30 (NIV): “Even from your own number men
will arise and distort the truth in order to draw away dis-
ciples after them.”
Acts 20:30 (NIVI): “Even from your own number some
will arise and distort the truth in order to draw away dis-
ciples after them.”
According to the NIV, Paul predicted that “men” would

arise even from within the Ephesian church after his depar-
ture. The NIVI changes this to “some” as part of a consis-
tent effort to neuter the gender of the doctrinal opposition
in the early church. This was already found problematic in
the case of 2 Timothy 3:8 and Jude 4, where the word used
is anthrōpos. It is even more objectionable in the present
instance, where the Greek term used is anēr, “man.” One
may be forgiven at this point if one wonders which word,
if not aner, Paul or Luke should have used to convince the
NIVI translators that they were in fact talking about men.

5. From “a double-minded man” 
to “double-minded people”
Jas 1:8 (NIV): “he is a double-minded man, unstable in
all he does”
Jas 1:8 (NIVI): “They are double-minded and unstable in
all they do”
The image is here changed from a double-minded man

who is unstable in all he does in the NIV to double-mind-
ed people who are unstable in all they do. Which did James
have in mind? Arguably, a double-minded man, since he
used the word anēr, “man.” (Note that this may constitute
Semitic style paralleling the Hebrew term ’ish found in pas-
sages such as Ps. 1:1.)

6. From “man who looks at his face in a mirror” 
to “people who look at their faces in a mirror”
Jas 1:23 (NIV): “Anyone who listens to the word but
does not do what it says is like a man who looks at his
face in a mirror.”

Jas 1:23 (NIVI): “Those who listen to the word but do
not do what it says are like people who look at their faces
in a mirror.”
Is James’ illustration seeking to depict a man looking at

his face in the mirror (NIV) or “people” looking at “their
faces” in the mirror (NIVI)? It is hard to keep a straight face
trying to imagine the latter scenario, all those people stand-
ing in front of a mirror  looking at their faces. Again, James
uses the Greek word for “man,” anēr; he is thinking of a
man looking at himself in a mirror.

Concluding observations on 
the translation of anēr in the NIVI
It has already been noted in the survey of the translation of
anthrōpos above that their commitment to gender-inclusive
language frequently led the NIVI translators to neuter the
word “man” in Scripture. The survey of the NIVI’s transla-
tion of anēr has shown that the translators did not only
seek to render anthrōpos inclusively whenever possible, they
also applied a similar treatment to the Greek word for man
in distinction to woman, anēr. This reveals the lengths to
which this translation is prepared to change the wording of
Scripture in order to realize gender inclusion. However, as
a number of specific examples have demonstrated, this led
to the improper neutering of biblical references to men.

Thus at several significant points, the NIVI translators
do not allow Luke to speak for himself, compromising the
historical and cultural accuracy of his account. This is espe-
cially an issue in Acts where groups are addressed. Luke
was capable of saying “men and women” or of using the
term “people.” But where he chose to use gender-specific
Greek terms, his wording should be respected. Moreover,
the NIVI’s “gender-inclusive” translation tends to dilute
style characteristic of biblical writers. Apart from Luke, this
is evident especially in the case of James, where every single
reference to both anthrōpos and anēr is gender-neutralized,
significantly changing the character of the entire book.

Summary and Conclusion
The inevitable conclusion from the above stated examples
is that the NIVI is a translation that is flawed and inaccu-
rate at many significant points and therefore deserves to be
withdrawn. This is the case especially since the present
study only covers the New Testament, and here only the
translation of the terms anthrōpos and anēr. The results of
this present study impressively underscore the importance
of following proper guidelines for the translation of gen-
der-related scriptural language in order to avoid the kind of
“neutering’’ of biblical terms referring to man achieved by
the NIVI (see the Guidelines for Translation of Gender-
Related Language in Scripture elsewhere in this issue).

Note: this study was originally undertaken in preparation for 
the meeting held on May 27, 1997 at the 

Focus on the Family headquarters in Colorado Springs. 
Only the most significant findings can be presented here.
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Anthrōpos in the NIV and the NIVI
Total number of references: 550
References changed: 245 (44%)
Changes by category:
1. From singular to “inclusive” plural: 23 (9%)
Change: from “man” to “people,” from “son” to “children,” etc.
References: Matt 4:4; 7:9; 12:35 (2); Mark 2:27 (2); Luke 4:4; 6:45; John 2:25; 7:51; Acts 17:26; Rom
1:23; 4:6; 1 Cor 6:18; 2 Cor 12:4; Gal 6:7; 1 Thess 4:8; Tit 3:10; Heb 9:27; 13:6; Jas 2:24; Rev
9:18,20

2. From singular to “inclusive” singular: 38 (15%)
Change: from “man” to “human being,” “anyone,” “person,” “no one,”
“one,” etc.
References: Matt 12:12,43,45; 18:7; 19:6; 22:11; Mark 7:11; 10:9; Luke
11:24, 26; 12:14; 14:30; John 1:9; 3:4,27; 7:23; 10:33; Acts 10:28;
12:22; 25:16; Rom 2:3,29; 3:4,28; 7:1; 9:20; 10:5; 14:20; 1 Cor 2:14; 2
Cor 4:2; Gal 2:16; Phil 2:8; Heb 2:6; 8:2; Jas 2:20; 3:8; Rev 4:7; 9:5

3. From singular to “collective” singular: 3 (1%)
Change: from “man” or “mankind” to “humanity,” “human race”
References: Eph 2:15; Rev 13:18; 16:18

4. From singular to “collective” plural: 1 (1%)
Change: from “mankind” to “the world’s people”
Reference: Rev 9:15

5. From plural to “inclusive” plural: 80 (33%)
Change: from “men” to “men and women,” “others,” “people,” “human
beings,” “other people,” “those,” etc.
References: Matt 4:19; 5:16; 6:1,2,5,14,15,16,18; 9:8; 10:17,32,33; 12:31,36;
22:16; 23:4,5,7,13; Mark 1:17; 3:28; 12:14; Luke 2:14,52; 5:10,18; 6:22;
11:44; 12:8,9,36; 16:15 (2); 18:2,4,11; 21:26; John 3:19; Acts 4:12; 5:29;
22:15; Rom 1:18; 5:12,18 (2); 1 Cor 3:3,4; 4:9; 7:23; 14:2,3; 15:19,39; 2 Cor
5:11; 8:21; Gal 1:10 (2); Eph 3:5; 4:8,14; 6:7; 1 Thess 2:4; 3:2; 1 Tim 2:4,5;
4:10; 6:5,9; 2 Tim 2:2; 3:13; Tit 2:11; Heb 6:16; Jas 3:9; 1 Pet 2:4,15; 2 Pet 3:7;
Rev 9:6; 16:21; 21:3

6. From plural to “inclusive” singular: 4 (1%)
Change: from “all men” to “everyone,” etc.
References: Luke 6:26; Rom 2:16; 1 Thess 2:15; Tit 3:2

7. From plural to “collective” singular: 2 (1%)
Change: from “men” to “humanity”
References: Acts 15:17; Rev 14:4

8. From indirect to direct reference: 22 (9%)
Change: from “a man” to “you,” from “man’s” to “your,” etc.
References: Matt 10:36; 15:11 (2),18,20 (2); 16:26 (2); Mark 7:15 (3),18,20 (2),21,23; 8:36,37; Luke
9:25; 1 Cor 4:1; 7:7; 11:28

9. From noun/personal pronoun to adjective/adverb: 37 (15%)
Change: from “man” or “men” to “human” or “humanly”
References: Matt 15:9; 16:23; 17:22; 19:26; 21:25,26,28; Mark 7:7,8; 8:33; 9:31; 10:27; 11:30,32; Luke
9:44; 18:27; 20:4,6; John 2:25; 5:41; 12:43; Acts 10:26; 17:29; 1 Cor 1:25 (2); 2:5; 13:1; Gal 1:10,11;
1 Thess 2:6,13; 1 Tim 2:5; Jas 5:17; 2 Pet 1:21; 2:16; 1 John 5:9; Rev 21:17

10. Paraphrase: 14 (6%)
Change: paraphrase
References: Matt 5:13; Acts 24:16; Rom 14:18; 1 Cor 2:11 (3); 3:21; Gal 1:1 (2),12; Col 3:23; Jas 1:7; 1
Pet 4:6; Rev 13:13

11. Arbitrary deletion, substitution, addition, or change: 19 (8%)
Change: various
References: Matt 8:27; 13:52; 19:12; John 1:4; 3:1; 8:17; 11:50; 18:14; Acts 5:4; 1 Cor 15:21 (2); 2 Cor
12:3; 2 Tim 3:8,17; Heb 5:1; 7:8; 2 Pet 1:21; Jude 4; Rev 18:13

12. Deletion: 2 (1%)
Change: deletion
References: Acts 14:15; 1 Tim 5:24

No changes by category:
1. Already “gender-inclusive” in current NIV: 95 (31%)
References: Matt 5:19; 7:12; 11:19; 12:11; 13:25,28,45; 16:13; 18:23; 20:1; 21:33; 22:2; 23:28; 26:24;
Mark 8:24,27; 11:2; Luke 1:25; 5:20; 6:31; 7:31,34; 11:46; 13:4; 15:4; 19:30; John 2:10; 4:28;
5:5,7,34; 6:10,14; 7:22,23; 9:16; 16:21; 17:6; Acts 4:9,17; 5:38; 14:11; 16:37; 17:30; 18:13; 19:35;
21:39; 22:25,26; Rom 2:1,9; 3:5; 6:6; 7:22; 12:17,18; 1 Cor 2:9; 7:26; 9:8; 15:32; 2 Cor 3:2; 4:16; Gal
2:6; 3:15 (2); 6:1; Eph 3:16; 4:22,24; Phil 2:7; 4:5; Col 1:28 (3); 2:8,22; 3:9; 1 Tim 2:1; 6:16; 2 Tim
3:2; Tit 1:14; 3:8; Heb 5:1; Jas 1:19; 1 Pet 3:4; 4:2; Rev 8:11; 9:4,7,10; 11:13; 16:2,8,9,21

2. Person referred to is undeniably male: 93 (31%)
References: Matt 8:9; 9:9,32; 10:35; 11:8; 12:10,13; 17:14; 19:3,5,10; 26:24,72,74; 27:32,57; Mark
1:23; 3:1,3,5; 5:2,8; 10:7; 14:13,21 (2),71; 15:39; Luke 2:25 (2); 4:33; 6:6; 7:8,25; 8:29,33,35; 14:2;
22:10,22; 23:4,6,14 (2),47; John 1:6; 4:29,50; 5:9,12,15; 7:46; 8:40; 9:1,11,16,24 (2),30; 11:47;
18:17,29; 19:5; Acts 4:13,14,16,22; 5:28,34,35,38; 6:13; 9:33; 15:26; 16:17,20,35; 19:16; 21:28; 23:9;
25:22; 26:31,32; 28:4; Rom 5:12,15,19; 7:24; 1 Cor 7:1; 2 Cor 12:2; Gal 5:3; Eph 5:31; 2 Thess 2:3; 1
Tim 6:11

3.“Son of Man”: 86 (28%)
References: Matt 8:20; 9:6; 10:23; 11:19; 12:8,32,40; 13:37,41; 16:13,27,28;
17:9, 12; 19:28; 20:18,28; 24:27,30 (2),37,39,44; 25:31; 26:2,24 (2),45,64;
Mark 2:10,28; 8:31,38; 9:9,12,31; 10:33,45; 13:26; 14:21 (2),41,62; Luke 5:24;
6:5,22; 7:34; 9:22,26,44,58; 11:30; 12:8,10,40; 17:22,24,26,30; 18:8,31;
19:10; 21:27, 36; 22:22,48,69; 24:7; John 1:51; 3:13,14; 5:27; 6:27,53,62;
8:28; 9:35; 12:23,34 (2); 13:31; Acts 7:56; Heb 2:6; Rev 1:3; 14:14

4. Characters in parables: 24 (8%)
References: Matt 13:24,31,44; 18:12; 21:28; 25:14,24; Mark 4:26; 12:1; 13:34;
Luke 6:48,49; 10:30; 12:16; 13:19; 14:16; 15:11; 16:1,19; 18:10;
19:12,21,22; 20:9

5. Unclear why not changed in light of other changes: 7 (2%)
References: Luke 22:58,60; 24:7; 1 Cor 15:45,47 (2); Heb 7:28 (cf. 5:1)

Anēr in the NIV and the NIVI
Total number of references: 216
References changed: 28 (8%)
Changes by category:
1. From singular to “inclusive” plural: 4 (14%)
Change: from “man” to “they,” “those,” “people”
References: Rom 4:8; Jas 1:8,12,23

2. From singular to “inclusive” singular: 2 (7%)
Change: from “man” to “someone,” “adult”

References: 1 Cor 13:11; Jas 2:2

3. From plural to “inclusive” plural: 18 (64%)
Change: from “men” to “people,” “friends,” “they,” “those,” “their,” “some”
References: Matt 12:41; 14:35; Luke 5:18; 11:31,32; John 6:10; Acts 1:11,21; 3:12; 4:4; 9:7; 13:16;
14:15; 17:22,34; 19:35; 20:30; 21:28

4. From noun/personal pronoun to adjective/adverb: 1 (4%)
Change: from “man’s” to “human”
Reference: Jas 1:20

5. Deletion: 3 (11%)
Change: deletion
References: Luke 14:24; Acts 15:22; Jas 3:2

NOTE: the phrase “men and women” is found in Acts 5:14; 8:3,12; 9:2; 17:12; 22:4; the following ref-
erences are addresses to groups of people: Acts 1:11,16; 2:14,22,29,37; 7:2; 13:15,16,26,38; 15:7,13;
17:22; 19:25,35; 21:28; 22:1,3; 23:6; 27:10,21,25; 28:17

No changes by category:
1. Already “gender-inclusive” in current NIV: 30 (16%)
a. by omitting translation of anēr: 27
References: Matt 15:38; Luke 16:18; 19:7; 24:19; Acts 1:16; 2:5,14,22,29,37; 3:14; 10:28;
13:6,15,21,26,38; 15:7,13; 17:5; 22:1; 23:6,21; 25:24; 28:17; Rom 11:4; Eph 4:13
b. by paraphrase: 3
References: Luke 1:34; Acts 21:11,38

2. Person referred to is undeniably male: 92 (49%)
References: Matt 14:21; Mark 6:20,44; 10:2; Luke 1:27; 5:8,12; 6:8; 7:20; 8:27,38,41; 9:14,30,32,38;
17:12; 19:2; 22:63; 23:50 (2); 24:4; John 1:30; Acts 1:10; 2:22; 3:2; 5:1,14,25; 6:3,5; 7:26; 8:3,9,12,27;
9:2,12,13,38; 10:1,5,17,19, 21,22,30; 11:3,11,12,20,24; 13:7,22; 14:8; 15:22,25; 16:9; 17:12,31;
18:24; 19:7,37; 21:23,26; 22:4,12; 23:27,30; 24:5; 25:5,14,17; 27:10,21,25; 1 Cor 11:3 (2),4,7 (2),8
(2),9 (2),11 (2),12 (2),14; 1 Tim 2:8,12

3. Husband: 56 (30%)
References: Matt 1:16,19; Mark 10:12; Luke 2:36; John 1:13; 4:16,17 (2),18 (2); Acts 5:9,10; Rom 7:2
(3),3 (4); 1 Cor 7:2,3 (2),4 (2),10,11 (2),13 (2),14 (2),16 (2),34,39 (2); 14:35; 2 Cor 11:2; Gal 4:27;
Eph 5:22,23,24,25,28,33; Col 3:18,19; 1 Tim 3:2,12; 5:9; Tit 1:6; 2:5; 1 Pet 3:1,5,7; Rev 21:2

4. Characters in parables: 2 (1%)
References: Matt 7:24,26

5. Unclear why not changed in light of other changes: 8 (4%)
References: Acts 5:35,36; 6:11; 7:2; 8:2; 19:25; 23:1; 25:23

A comparison of the NIV and the NIVI
A COMPREHENSIVE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE USAGE OF ANTHRŌPOS AND ANĒR IN THESE VERSIONS

BY ANDREAS KÖSTENBERGER

The

HOLY
BIBLE

NEW INTERNATIONAL VERSION
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Hodder &Stoughton
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NNOVEMBER 1992 WAS A CRITICAL TIME FOR THE
Church of England. It was then that the General Synod voted in
favour of women becoming priests/presbyters. Before the

November vote, a preliminary discussion and vote was taken at the July
synod. The Evangelical Group in General Synod (EGGS) arranged a
debate and discussion about the whole issue. Everyone knew that it would
be the evangelical vote that would cause the measure to succeed or fail, so
the debate was important.

I was asked to be one of the speakers along with Colin Craston, a senior
evangelical clergyman who is in favour of women priests. The debate had
been carefully planned; we exchanged papers several months before and were
meant to react to the final papers we each produced. It was set up to be as
productive as possible and to minimise misunderstanding between us. 

However, on the Monday of the week of the debate Canon Craston
pulled out, stating that he had to be at a meeting of the synod Standing
Committee, and without any consultation, he substituted for himself an able
and popular laywoman theologian, Christina Baxter, the Dean of St. John’s
College, Nottingham. I respect and like Christina, but it was a clever debat-
ing substitution! Then Canon Craston arrived just after the debate started!

We had a full, frank and irenic exchange of views that I hope and
believe was helpful and instructive. Both positions were fully and fairly
represented. What surprised me were several factors:

1. Although I am used in other contexts to being booed and heckled
(at a University mission in the students’ union, for example), to find one-
self being treated like that by sisters and brothers in Christ was a surprising
and difficult experience. Some evangelical feminists/egalitarians are just
rude, and one feels that if men behaved like that we would be in deep
trouble! Well perhaps we have been rude or demeaning in the past too, but
I was a bit surprised and shocked! I was very surprised to find someone like
Elaine Storkey joining with others who were saying “Rubbish! Nonsense!”
during my presentation.

During the discussion, I was also disappointed by the silence from
many that held our position—although I do see that the tactic caused the
other side to somewhat overstate their case.

2. I was very surprised by the patently selective use of material, and
what looked like the dredging up of anything that would support a prede-
termined case. Let me give an example. One able minister in response to
what I had said on Ephesians 5 made the point that “submit” was not pre-
sent in the Greek text of Ephesians 5:22 so we did not need to bother
about it! Mutual submission was all that is required! I was not allowed to
respond, but I asked the chairman to ask him was “submit” in the text of
verse 24 (which it is!). The answer was ducked, and one was left with the
impression that either the person knew no Greek (patently not the case) or
that selective use of the text was being made. This is frankly not worthy of
us as evangelicals. I am loathe to accuse and come to such conclusions, but
I was deeply disturbed by what appeared to be on this occasion a lack of
integrity in handling evidence.

3. What shocked me most of all was the response that I got when I
talked about the “economic” view of the Trinity—that within the equality

of the Trinity there was functional subordination, and that it was the
delight of the Son to submit to the Father’s will. 

This, I said was the historic doctrine of the Trinity, which it is. At this,
a section of the 100 present shouted “rubbish,” “no,” etc. At this point I
asked Christina (who looked embarrassed) and others in the audience what
alternative view they held. It materialised that they believed in mutual sub-
mission in the Trinity. I asked if I had understood them clearly, that is, that

they believed that the Father submitted to the Son, the Father to the Spirit,
the Son to the Spirit, etc. They said I had understood them correctly. I
then asked them for one piece of biblical evidence to substantiate this view.
There was silence, and none was forthcoming! I then said gently that until
some biblical evidence was forthcoming I would stick to the historic view
for which there was lots of biblical support! More boos! 

I thought in my naivete that the Trinity was unassailable amongst evan-
gelicals until that day. But I now see more clearly that when one part of
what Scripture teaches is abandoned then it is not long before other doc-
trines start being revised or adjusted. This is incredibly serious, as the ero-
sion of the Trinity will lead to there being no distinctive persons in the
Trinity, and therefore no distinctively Trinitarian doctrine! I was more shak-
en by this aspect of the encounter than anything else, and deeply concerned
at the erosion of fundamental doctrine amongst other respected evangeli-
cals. Could they be so unaware of the seriousness of what was happening?

In the end, on November 11, 1992, the Ordination of Women as
Priests Measure was just passed in each house of General Synod (bishops,
presbyters, and laity) by the necessary two-thirds majority. I am told that
the crucial determining vote was decided by two evangelical lay votes (out
of 251 lay delegates voting) from people who changed their minds on the
day of the vote!

The Rev. Wallace Benn until April of this year served as Vicar of St. Peter’s Church, 
Harold Wood, Essex, England. On May 1, 1997, he became Bishop of Lewes 

in the English Diocese of Chichester. He is also a member of the CBMW Board of Reference. 
We congratulate Bishop Benn on his appointment, 

and thank him for submitting this special article for CBMWNEWS

How egalitarian tactics swayed 
evangelicals in the Church of England

BY WALLACE BENN

(L-R): WALLACE BENN, LINDSAY BENN, MARGARET GRUDEM
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Booklets—$3.00 each
① John Piper and Wayne Grudem, 50 Crucial Questions about Manhood and Woman-

hood.

② John Piper, What’s The Difference?—Manhood and Womanhood Defined According
to the Bible. 

③ James Borland, Women in the Life and Teachings of Jesus—Affirming Equality and
Dignity in a Context of Male Leadership.

④ Dorothy Patterson, Where’s Mom?—The High Calling of Wife and Mother in Bibli-
cal Perspective.

⑤ Vern Poythress, The Church as a Family—Why Male Leadership in the Family Re-
quires Male Leadership in the Church as Well. 

⑥ Raymond C. Ortlund, Jr., Gender, Worth, and Equality—Manhood and Woman-
hood According to Genesis 1-3.

⑦ Weldon Hardenbrook, Where’s Dad?—A Call for Fathers with the Spirit of Elijah.

⑧ John Piper and Wayne Grudem, Can Our Differences Be Settled?—A Detailed Res-
ponse to the Evangelical Feminist Position Statement of Christians for Biblical Equality.

⑨ John Piper, For Single Men and Women. Now back in print and available!

Booklets 1-9 are adapted from Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood

Tapes
① Wayne Grudem, Men and Women in Creation, Marriage and the Church. Three tape

set. $12.00. New!
② Robert Lewis, Men’s Fraternity. 28 audio tape set and workbook on teaching bibli-

cal manhood to men. $85.00. 

③ John Piper, “Biblical Manhood and Womanhood.” Seven sermons on four cassettes
in vinyl album. $17.00

④ Wayne Grudem and Ken Barker (Committee on Bible Translation) Moody Radio
Network broadcast of May 15, 1997. $5.00. New!

Back Issues of CBMWNEWS $4.00 per copy while supplies last!
① Issue 1:1—August, 1995 • Southern Seminary Stands Firm

② Issue 1:2—November, 1995 • But What Should Women Do in the Church?

③ Issue 1:3—June, 1996 • What’s Wrong With “Gender-Neutral” Bible  Translations?

④ Issue 1:4—October, 1996 • The Myth of “Mutual Submission”

⑤ Issue 2:1—December, 1996   •  Egalitarians Revamp the Trinity

⑥ Issue 2:2—March, 1997  •  Reviews of Study Bibles for women

Reprints of review articles
① Stephen Baugh, “The Apostle Among the Amazons” (a review of Richard and Catherine

Kroeger, I Suffer not a Woman (Baker, 1992), reprinted from the Westminster Theological
Journal 56 (1994):153-171).

② Albert Wolters, review of I Suffer Not a Woman reprinted from Calvin Theological
Journal 28 (1993), pp. 208-213. 

③ Robert W. Yarbrough, “I Suffer Not a Woman: A Review Essay,” reprinted from
Presbyterion 18/1 (1992), pp. 25-33. 

④ Richard Oster, review of I Suffer Not a Woman, reprinted from Biblical Archaeologist
56:4 (1993), pp. 225-227. 

These are available as a packet of four reprints—21 pages, $2.00

⑤ Stephen Baugh, review of Craig Keener, Paul, Women and Wives (Hendrickson,
1992). 14 pages, $2.00.

⑥ Thomas Schreiner, review of Women in the Church, by Stanley Grenz and Denise
Muir Kjesbo (InterVarsity, 1995). Reprinted from Trinity Journal. 12 pages, $2.00.

⑦ Andreas Köstenberger, review of Women in the Church, by Stanley Grenz and
Denise Muir Kjesbo (InterVarsity, 1995). 15 pages, $2.00.

Reprints (cont.)
⑧ Paul A. Rainbow, “Orthodox Trinitarianism and Evangelical Feminism: A

Response to Gilbert Bilezikian.” 12 pages. $2.00

Other reprints
① Darrel W. Cox, “Why Parachurch Leaders Must Meet the Same Biblical Qualifications

as Church Leaders.” 46 pages, $3.00.

② Wayne Grudem, “The meaning of ‘kephalē,’ (‘head’): A Response to Recent
Studies.” Appendix 1 in Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, 70 pages,
$4.00.

③ Wayne Grudem, “Why Paul Allows Women to Prophesy but not Teach in
Church,” 13 pages, $2.00. (Reprinted from JETS 30:1 (Mar 87), 11-23).

④ Wayne Grudem, “What’s Wrong with Gender-Neutral Bible Translations? A
Critique of the New Revised Standard Version.” 22 pages. $3.00

⑤ Stephen D. Kovach, “The Eternal Subordination of the Son: An Apologetic Against
Evangelical Feminism,” Presentation at the Annual Meeting of the Evangelical
Theological Society, November 18, 1995. 25 pages. $3.00

⑥ Inclusive Language Bible Information Packet. This includes all the key articles
reprinted from World magazine, a tape of the Moody Radio Network broadcast with
Wayne Grudem and Ken Barker, and Wayne Grudem’s paper, “What’s Wrong with
Gender-Neutral Bible Translations?” Special through August 31 only $10.95.

Books and Bibles
① John Piper and Wayne Grudem, editors, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood.

Twenty-two men and women combine their talents to produce the most thorough res-
ponse yet to evangelical feminism. Includes perspectives from related disciplines such as
biology, law, psychology, sociology, and church history. Voted “Book of the Year” in
1992 by Christianity Today. Paper, 576 pages. $19.95. Eighth printing—over 35,000
in print!

② Mary Kassian, The Feminist Gospel: The Movement to Unite Feminism With the
Church. An insightful analysis of 20th Century feminism and its impact on the
church. $11.95

③ The Woman’s Study Bible. General editors Dorothy Patterson and Rhonda Kelley have
assembled a first rate team of women writers and ministry leaders to produce this won-
derful gem of a study help for all women. Distinctively complementarian in its notes and
comments. Available in cloth only, Regularly $39.99, now on sale for $32.00!

④ Women in the Church, edited by A. Köstenberger et al. This ground breaking new
work highlighted in past issues of CBMWNEWS contains several studies examining
the exegetical, syntactical, historical and theological issues surrounding the pivotal
words in the text of 1 Timothy 2. 334 pages, $22.00. Call for our pricing!!

⑤ Wayne House, The Role of Women in Ministry Today. This practical guide to
women in ministry in the local church has now been updated by Dr. House and is
available through CBMW. Published by Baker now back in print and avail-
able for $12.95.

⑥ Out of My Mind: The Best of Joe Bayly. This book assembles the best of Joe Bayly’s
popular column, “Out of My Mind” published in Eternity magazine from 1961 to
1986. Bayly tackles issues with style, wit and prophetic insight. Introduced and
edited by Tim Bayly, CBMW executive director, the book includes tributes by Kent
Hughes, C. Everett Koop, Chuck Swindoll, and Kenneth Taylor. Published by
Zondervan at $10.99, available now through CBMW for only $5.00!

Pamphlets—CBMW Viewpoints Series
All pamphlets priced: single copy, $1.00, 50 copies, $9.00, 100 copies, $15.00

① “The Danvers Statement”—A summary of CBMW principles. 2 page pamphlet. 

② “Stewards of A Great Mystery” by John Piper. 2 page pamphlet. 

③ “Statement on Abuse”—From the CBMW council. 2 page pamphlet.

PLEASE USE ORDER FORM ON THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE

WHEN ORDERING ANY COMBINATION OF TEN OR MORE BOOKLETS, THE PRICE IS $2.50 PER BOOKLET

FOR PRICES ON LARGER QUANTITIES ✆ 847/573-8210

Please enclose check in US funds drawn on a US bank



The Danvers Statement
AFFIRMATIONS

Based on our understanding of Biblical teachings, we affirm the following:

1. Both Adam and Eve were created in God’s image, equal before God
as persons and distinct in their manhood and womanhood.

2. Distinctions in masculine and feminine roles are ordained by God
as part of the created order, and should find an echo in every human
heart.

3. Adam’s headship in marriage was established by God before the
Fall, and was not a result of sin.

4. The Fall introduced distortions into the relationships between men
and women.
• In the home, the husband’s loving, humble headship tends to be

replaced by domination or passivity; the wife’s intelligent, willing
submission tends to be replaced by usurpation or servility.

• In the church, sin inclines men toward a worldly love of power or
an abdication of spiritual responsibility, and inclines women to
resist limitations on their roles or to neglect the use of their gifts
in appropriate ministries.

5. The Old Testament, as well as the New Testament, manifests the
equally high value and dignity which God attached to the roles of
both men and women. Both Old and New Testaments also affirm
the principle of male headship in the family and in the covenant
community.

6. Redemption in Christ aims at removing the distortions introduced
by the curse.
• In the family, husbands should forsake harsh or selfish leadership

and grow in love and care for their wives; wives should forsake
resistance to their husbands’ authority and grow in willing, joyful
submission to their husbands’ leadership.

• In the church, redemption in Christ gives men and women an
equal share in the blessings of salvation; nevertheless, some gov-
erning and teaching roles within the church are restricted to men.

7. In all of life Christ is the supreme authority and guide for men and
women, so that no earthly submission—domestic, religious or
civil—ever implies a mandate to follow a human authority into sin.

8. In both men and women a heartfelt sense of call to ministry should
never be used to set aside Biblical criteria for particular ministries.
Rather, Biblical teaching should remain the authority for testing our
subjective discernment of God’s will.

9. With half the world’s population outside the reach of indigenous
evangelism; with countless other lost people in those societies that
have heard the gospel; with the stresses and miseries of sickness,
malnutrition, homelessness, illiteracy, ignorance, aging, addiction,
crime, incarceration, neuroses, and loneliness, no man or woman
who feels a passion from God to make His grace known in word
and deed need ever live without a fulfilling ministry for the glory of
Christ and the good of this fallen world.

10. We are convinced that a denial or neglect of these principles will
lead to increasingly destructive consequences in our families, our
churches, and the culture at large.

This statement of affirmations may be reproduced without change 
and in its entirety for non-commercial purposes 

without the prior permission of CBMW.

But this creative power dif-
fers greatly from the cre-

ative power of men. And one
must conclude that it would
be a thousand pities if it were
hindered or wasted, for it was
won by centuries of the most
drastic discipline, and there is
nothing to take its place. It
would be a thousand pities if
women wrote like men, or
lived like men, or looked like
men, for if two sexes are quite
inadequate, considering the
vastness and variety of the
world, how should we manage
with one only? Ought not
education to bring out and
fortify the differences rather
than the similarities?

Virginia Woolf, A Room of 
One’s Own (1929)

Nothing less than the in-
tegrity of the Word of

God is at stake. The issue is
whether we accept the re-
vealed, inerrant and infallible
Word of God on its own
terms. Or whether we, claim-
ing modern sensitivities, will
seek to revise the language in
order to avoid offending per-
sons on a number of issues.

Albert Mohler, President of
Southern Baptist Theological

Seminary, Baptist Press, 
May 15, 1997

Nor can it be said that
widespread divorce has

moved us closer to the social
goal of greater gender equali-
ty. In a society marked by
high and sustained levels of
divorce, women not only bear
double responsibilities for
breadwinning and child-rear-
ing but bear them alone.

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, in 
The Divorce Culture, p. 183

It is doubtful that the Apo-
stle Paul had in mind Bible

classes or seminars or books
when he spoke of teaching
younger women. He meant
the simple things, the every-
day example, the willingness
to take time from one’s own
concerns to pray with the anx-
ious mother, to walk with her
the way of the cross, with its
tremendous demands of
patience, selflessness, loving
kindness—and to show her, in
the ordinariness of Monday
through Saturday, how to
keep a quiet heart.

Elisabeth Elliot, in Tabletalk,
February, 1996
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On one side, there is
greater female assertive-

ness and efforts at empower-
ment, with a need to deny all
womanly dependence and the
vulnerability that calls for the
protection of strong and lov-
ing men, protection such men
were once-and would still be-
willing to provide. On the
other side, we see the enfee-
blement of men, who, con-
trary to the ruling ideology,
are not likely to be better
lovers, husbands or fathers if
they, too, become feminists or
fellow travelers. On the con-
trary, many men now cynical-
ly exploit women’s demands
for equal power by letting
them look after themselves-
pay their own way, hold their
own doors, fight their own
battles, travel after dark by
themselves. These ever so sen-
sitive males will defend not a
woman’s honor but her right
to learn the manly art of self-
defense. Those increasingly
rare men who are still inclined
to be gentlemen must dissem-
ble their generosity as submis-
siveness.

Leon Kass, “Courtship’s End,”  in
the Chicago Tribune Sunday
Magazine, February 9, 1997


