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 The Infiltration of Churches by 

“Gender Justice” Jihadists 
 

by Shaun Willcock 
 

 

  As radical, fanatical feminists, lesbians and homosexuals have infiltrated various religious 

denominations and risen within their ranks to hold leadership positions, keeping up relentless pressure 

to force them to cave in to cowardice and compromise, so these religious institutions have completely 

rejected the Bible, the Word of God, as their sole and sufficient rule of faith and practice, and have 

accepted, glamourised and honoured practices which God’s Word utterly condemns, and which 

societies throughout the world have always held to be disgusting, abhorrent and unnatural.  Today, 

these denominations cannot, by any stretch of the imagination, and certainly not by any biblical 

criteria, be called true Christian churches.  Yet millions still believe they are, and treat them as such. 

  I have called them “gender justice” jihadists, not because they are Muslims, but because they are 

militantly and fanatically committed to their false “holy war” against the Bible, so as to radically alter 

the churches they target.  

 

Women “Ministers” and Sodomites in Pew and Pulpit 
 

  It is sinful enough when a so-called “church” ordains a woman and calls her a “pastor”.  The Bible is 

emphatic: only men are to be ordained to the Christian ministry (1 Tim. 2:11-15; 3:1-7; Tit. 1:5-9; 1 

Cor. 14:34,35).  There is simply no getting around these Scriptures; no explaining them away.  They 

reveal the will of God for the government of His churches, and there is no room for argument or 

debate.  All true Christians humbly submit to them, as they have ever since they were written.   

  Yes, it is sinful enough when an institution calling itself a “Christian church” ordains women.  But 

when that same religious institution then proceeds to speak well of sodomy, to permit homosexuals and 

lesbians to become members, and to ordain homosexuals or lesbians as its “ministers” – this is to add 

sin to sin.  In fact, it is to add what is sinfully unnatural and vile to what is sinfully forbidden.  It is 

shameful.  Such an institution has not only departed from the Bible as its sole rule of faith and practice, 

but it has crossed over into Satan’s dark domain itself.   

 

Anglicanism, Same-Sex “Marriage”, and Desmond Tutu’s Daughter 

 

  Take the Anglican institution.  Among its many other false doctrines and practices, this religious 

institution masquerading as a Christian church started to ordain women years ago; and then it started to 

accept, condone, and defend sodomy, with some branches of it even ordaining homosexuals and 

lesbians.  One such prominent ordained Anglican priestess is the daughter of infamous Anglican 

archbishop, Desmond Tutu.  Her name is Mpho Tutu.  They don’t call themselves priestesses, of 

course – they know that sounds way too heathenish, and besides, they loathe any distinction between 

the sexes.  They call themselves priests, so as to be considered equal with their male counterparts.  But 

“priests” is no better, for no true Christian church has any office of priest within it.  Only Christ is the 

Priest of His people under the New Covenant (Heb. 3:1).  So the Anglican “priesthood” is not 

Christian anyway.  But it is doubly unchristian when it also accepts priestesses! 

  But I digress.  Mpho Tutu, a woman, was ordained as an Anglican priestess.  That is sinful enough, 

for it is contrary to the Scriptures.  But in addition, this woman is an open lesbian, and went and 

“married” another woman.  Of course, a lesbian “marriage” is not a marriage at all, in the eyes of God, 

regardless of what it might be called by the State.  As the Lord Jesus said categorically, quoting from 

Gen. 2:14: “Have ye not read, that he which made them at the beginning made them male and female, 

and said, For this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife: and they 
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twain shall be one flesh?” (Matt. 19:4,5).  Marriage is only ever between a man and a woman.  Never, 

ever is it between a man and a man, or a woman and a woman.  Two men cannot become one flesh in 

the biblical sense, and nor can two women.   

 

  Now, because the Anglican institution in South Africa hasn’t yet settled the issue of what they call 

“same-sex marriage” for their priests and priestesses, it decided to revoke her “ministerial” licence.  

Understand well though: all over the world, Anglican branches are throwing open their memberships 

and their pulpits to lesbians and homosexuals.  It is just a matter of time before the Anglican institution 

in South Africa embraces this abomination with open arms. 

 

Mischievously Using the Term “Homophobia” to Attack Evangelicals  
 

  This article, however, isn’t about Mpho Tutu, nor is it solely about the monstrosity called the 

Anglican “Church”.  It’s about the infiltration of various denominations by pro-sodomy activists bent 

on forcing them to accept a radical and utterly heretical interpretation of the Bible. 

  A journalist named Andrea Teagle had an article of hers published in the Daily Maverick, a South 

African online new source, on 1 June 2016, entitled “Church Crusaders: Fighting for Gender Justice 

from the Inside”.   

  “A couple of years ago,” she wrote, “I attended the opening night of the documentary God Loves 

Uganda, which detailed how American evangelicals have sowed homophobia in Uganda to devastating 

effect.”  One sentence, and already she has made two mistakes.   

  First mistake: evangelicals sow “homophobia”.  No, they don’t.  Homophobia is defined as a fear of 

homosexuals.  Evangelicals do not fear homosexuals.  They fear God, and therefore they uphold His 

Word; and His Word declares sodomy to be an abomination (Gen. 19; Rom. 1:24-27; 1 Cor. 6:9; Lev. 

18:22; 20:13; 1 Tim. 1:10; 2 Pet. 2:6-8; Jude 7). 

  Second mistake: although they well know the true meaning of the word “homophobia”, many pro-

sodomy activists toss this word around because they know that it is popularly taken to mean, not a fear 

of homosexuals, but a hatred of homosexuals.  By this subtle but mischievous wrong use of a word, 

they claim that evangelicals want to harm homosexuals out of hatred for them.  Nothing could be 

further from the truth.  True Christian evangelicals certainly hate the sin of homosexuality; but they 

know that all men, and all women, are sinners, and that they themselves are sinners as well, albeit 

sinners saved by divine grace.  Homosexuality is a sin, but it is just one of many, many sins.  In fact, 

there are evangelicals who, before they were converted, were homosexuals themselves, just as there are 

evangelicals who were once adulterers or fornicators.  In 1 Cor. 6:9-11, Paul the apostle, writing to 

professing Christians, listed the “abusers of themselves with mankind” along with fornicators, 

idolaters, adulterers, thieves, covetous, drunkards, revilers, and extortioners.  All are sinners.  But then 

he wrote: “And such were some of you: but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified in 

the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God.”  Even in the first century, there were 

Christians who, before their conversion to Christ, were homosexuals and lesbians, but were set free 

from these sins, just as other men and women were set free from other sins. 

  True Christians, therefore, do not hatefully desire to harm homosexuals or lesbians, just as they do not 

hatefully desire to harm adulterers, fornicators, thieves, idolaters, etc.  To accuse evangelicals of 

“sowing homophobia” (meaning, incorrectly, sowing hatred of homosexuals) is to make an utterly 

false accusation.  It is not hatred to tell a man he is a sinner, just as all men are.  It is not hatred to warn 

a man to turn away from the destructive path he is on.  It is love.   

  Teagle thinks because Christians preach that homosexuality is a sin, they sow hatred of homosexuals.  

When a doctor tells an alcoholic patient that his drinking will harm his health and even ultimately kill 

him, does this mean the doctor hates the drunkard?  When a parent tells his daughter that it is wrong to 

shack up with her boyfriend without marrying him, does this mean the parent hates her?  When a father 

cautions a wayward son that his thieving ways will lead to his ruin, is it hatred of his son that motivates 

him, or love?  If these are not examples of hatred, but of love (and no one in his right mind would say 

they stem from hatred), then why is it hatred to tell a homosexual that his lifestyle is leading him to 
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ruin? 

 

Preaching the Gospel Called “Spreading Hatred” 

  

  “How do we stop these ‘missionaries’ spreading hatred when they have such an unshakeable belief 

that they are in the right?” Teagle asks. 

  Ah, there it is, out in the open and as plain as day: Christian evangelicals are, firstly, false 

missionaries (this is why she puts the word “missionaries” in quotation marks), and they “spread 

hatred”.  Furthermore, they must be stopped. 

  Astounding, isn’t it, that the message of Christ – a message of love, of calling men away from sin by 

repentance, and calling them to trust in Him for everlasting life – is perverted by these radicals to be a 

message of hate!  Teagle needs to be enlightened on what hate really is, and one need look no further 

than the radical liberal/feminist/sodomite pet themes to find real examples of hate.  Hate is letting the 

plague of sodomy loose on a society.  Hate is murdering a human being in a mother’s womb and 

calling it “a woman’s right to choose”.  Hate is demanding tolerance for every vile lifestyle “choice” 

someone wants to make, but being utterly intolerant of the Christian’s right to differ with these 

choices.   

  If these missionaries she refers to were calling on their followers to beat up or kill homosexuals, this 

would be “spreading hate”, and all true evangelicals would immediately go on record as saying that 

such evil men were not serving Christ, were not preaching the Gospel, and were not even true 

Christians.  But calling on homosexuals, as sinners, to repent of and forsake their sin, just as other 

sinners are called upon to repent of and forsake theirs?  This is not “spreading hate”, and it is 

deliberately misleading to say that it is, without providing solid proof that their message calls on 

people to physically harm homosexuals. 

 

Christians’ “Unshakeable Belief” is Wrong, but Anti-Christian Radicals’ 

“Unshakeable Belief” is Right (So They Claim) 

 

  Isn’t it interesting how the author condemns evangelicals for their “unshakeable belief that they are in 

the right”, when she would have to admit that she, too, like all liberals, has an unshakeable belief that 

she is in the right!  After all, she is not going to say that perhaps, just perhaps, she is wrong about 

homosexuality, is she?  Of course not.  She firmly believes that homosexuality is right.  Why is it 

wrong for the evangelical to have such a firm belief, but fine for her?  If dogmatism is wrong for 

Christians (it’s not, but let’s play along with her), it is equally wrong for her, and all those like her.  

The Christian bases his unshakeable belief in what the Bible says.  But what do the pro-sodomy 

activists and writers base their unshakeable belief in?  Nothing but the changing fads of society.  A 

shaky foundation indeed!  Yet they are firmly committed to what they believe, and they propagate their 

belief with great zeal – just as the evangelical does.   

 

  “When a belief is based on faith rather than logic, how do you challenge it?” she asks.  But what is 

her belief based on?  Logic?  Certainly not.  Even accepting that pro-sodomy activists are not going to 

listen to what the Bible says, there is nothing whatsoever logical about attempting to overturn what the 

human race has overwhelmingly accepted as best for society for 6000 years, which is that sodomy is 

vile, dangerous to society, and should not be permitted.  And there is nothing whatsoever logical about 

believing (yes, it is faith, not logic, that drives them) that sodomy is normal, reasonable, sensible, 

good, decent, clean, and should be celebrated. 

  Her belief is based on faith, not logic. 

 

  “And when religions are used to justify oppression – whether on the basis of sexual orientation, race 

or gender – how do you respect or engage them?” 

  Well, if biblical Christianity really did justify real oppression, she would have a point.  But this just 

shows she understands nothing of true biblical Christianity.  It is not “oppression” to call sodomy a sin.  
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No one is being oppressed when this is done, just as no drunkard is oppressed by calling drunkenness a 

sin, and no thief is oppressed by calling theft a sin.  As for racial oppression, true biblical Christianity 

does not teach any such thing.  In fact, quite the opposite.  And as for gender oppression, this is as 

nonsensical as the others.  True biblical Christianity has done more to uplift the status of women, 

wherever it has gone, than any other factor in human history.  Just because only men are permitted to 

enter the Christian ministry does not mean women are “oppressed”.  This is the deliberate use of a 

modern liberal buzz-word –“oppression” – even though no true example of oppression is given.  As 

used by liberals, the word bears no resemblance to its proper, time-honoured use. 

 

Infiltration by “Gender-Justice” Jihadists: Erasing Real Sins and Inventing New 

Ones  
 

  Teagle then goes on to endorse the “fight for gender justice from the inside” by agreeing with the 

notion of “challenging religious interpretations and amplifying voices calling for greater inclusivity 

from within.”  And here we get to the infiltration of religious institutions by these radicals.  

Throughout the history of the Church, there have been enemies of the Gospel who have infiltrated 

churches so as to destroy them from the inside by changing their direction so as to gradually alter their 

doctrines.  The New Testament abounds with warnings about such infiltrators: 

 “Beware of false prophets, which come to you in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are ravening 

wolves” (Matt. 7:15). 

 “For I know this, that after my departing shall grievous wolves enter in among you, not sparing the 

flock.  Also of your own selves shall men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away disciples after 

them” (Acts 20:29,30). 

  “...in perils among false brethren...” (2 Cor. 11:26). 

  “But there were false prophets also among the people, even as there shall be false teachers among 

you, who privily shall bring in damnable heresies...” (2 Pet. 2:1). 

  “For there are certain men crept in unawares, who were before of old ordained to this condemnation, 

ungodly men...” (Jude 4). 

  Of course, there have been all kinds of false brethren, false teachers, false pastors, who have 

infiltrated the churches and brought in a great many false teachings; and there are all kinds today as 

well.  The verses given above have a far broader application than merely being applicable to radical 

feminists and pro-sodomy activists.  They are just one “special-interest group”, today, in a long line of 

heretics, seeking to infiltrate the churches and get their vile doctrines accepted from the inside, by a 

process of gradualism. 

 

  The infiltration of Protestant institutions has been going on for a long time now, with varying levels 

of success in various denominations.  Two organisations which Teagle mentions, in particular, at least 

within the South African context, are Inclusive and Affirming Ministries (known as IAM), and the so-

called “gender desk” of the Anglican institution, handled by the social development programme, Hope 

Africa.  

  IAM, boasts its website, is “the only organisation in Southern Africa that officially targets the 

religious leaders of the mainline church communities – especially those that still adhere to patriarchal 

and fundamentalist values.”  We would be curious to know precisely which “mainline church 

communities” still adhere to “fundamentalist values”, for we do not know of a single one.  All 

Protestant mainline denominations in southern Africa, just as throughout the world, departed from 

biblical fundamentalism a long time ago – that is, those which even adhered to it in the past.  As for 

adhering to “patriarchal values”, IAM would mean, by this (among other things), those which uphold 

the doctrine that only men are to be ordained as ministers, as the Scriptures teach.  Again, we would be 

very hard-pressed to find a single mainline denomination today which still does this.  But organisations 

such as IAM have to have a cause, otherwise they would not have an existence.  So they perpetuate 

notions about their “enemy” which they must know are no longer applicable.  Then again, we must 

also remember that these radicals define such terms as “patriarchal” far more broadly.  They tend to 
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see the supposed “sin” of “patriarchy” in all kinds of strange places: an only-male ministry, the 

headship of the father in the home, and who knows where else.  Radical feminists and pro-sodomy 

cheerleaders merrily ignore and even defend real sins – you know, things like sodomy itself, 

condemned throughout the Bible – and invent sins like “patriarchy”, which they then spend endless 

man-hours and money seeking to annihilate.  It is impossible to annihilate a sin that does not exist.  Try 

as you might, you will not find a sin called “patriarchy” anywhere in the Bible, either under that name 

or any other. 

  Well, IAM states that it “officially targets the religious leaders of the mainline church communities”.  

It doesn’t care that the Bible says nothing whatsoever about its self-imposed mission: it has no desire 

to be subject to the Bible as the Word of God anyway.  Its mission is not to work from the inside to 

correct the doctrinal errors within the mainline denominations – of which, let us be honest, there are 

very, very many.  No, its mission is to change these denominations from the inside to turn them into 

pro-feminist, pro-sodomite, anti-male institutions, just like all other institutions in society.  Its mission 

is to infiltrate and alter.  

  And it’s working.  Very well indeed. 

 

  Then we have the Anglican institution’s “gender desk”, and its Hope Africa programme.  Its purpose 

is to promote “greater inclusivity” from within Anglicanism (ah, “inclusivity”: one of the buzz-words 

of the radical feminists and pro-sodomites).  It seeks to combat “gender-based injustice”.  Do you 

think, dear reader, that by “gender-based injustice” is meant, solely, injustice towards women?  That 

would be bad enough, because no “injustice” is done to a woman simply because a church excludes 

women from being ordained to the ministry.  If these bleeding-heart liberal activists really cared about 

injustice, they would turn their sights on the treatment of women by Muslims, or Hindu treatment of 

women in India, or a whole host of other real and brutal injustices in the world.  But no: it’s far easier 

to set their sights on the hand-wringing, spineless, already-feminised Anglican “ministers” and their 

counterparts in the other mainline denominations, who wouldn’t know how to fight back against this 

nonsense even if they wanted to (which they don’t). 

  Yes, it would be bad enough if that is all they meant by “gender-based injustice”.  But it means far 

more than that.  It means, in addition, supposed “injustice” against those other “genders” that we are all 

suddenly supposed to recognise and indeed celebrate: genders which do not exist anywhere except in 

the fertile imaginations of the radicals promoting this craziness.  It means “injustice” against 

homosexuals, lesbians, and all the other people who inhabit the LGBTI parallel universe.  If we are to 

believe organisations like these, the mainline churches are places of such terrible injustice to these 

poor, marginalised, hard-done-by, excluded, suffering people.  But what injustice, really?  We hold no 

brief for the mainline denominations.  None whatsoever.  They have disgraced the Name of the Lord 

Jesus Christ by their doctrines and practices.  But if, say, they exclude homosexuals from membership 

or ministry, why is this an “injustice”?  They exclude children from the ministry as well, and we don’t 

see anyone clamouring for “child-based injustices” to be overturned and for little Johnny to toddle his 

way up into the pulpit on a Sunday morning to preach a sermon.  And what about animals?  Must they 

now open their membership rolls to Fido and Fifi?  Some of them, for all their terrible faults, would 

still exclude fornicators: must they throw out all standards completely and allow into membership and 

ministry every young couple shacking up together, or every drunkard who refuses to give up his 

booze?  What about every devil-worshipper – should they be allowed in if they please?   

  Logically (Mrs/Miss Teagle indicated she likes logic), none of the above should be excluded once the 

floodgates are opened.  Why single out sodomites for special favours?  Are they, then, more worthy 

than all these others?  Hey, that’s discrimination!  That’s a lack of inclusivity!  That’s just plain unfair!  

We thought liberals/feminists/etc.  were against discrimination, exclusivity, and unfairness.   

 

Tactic No.1: Challenging the Interpretation of Biblical Texts 

 

  So how do organisations like these plan to change the churches from within? 

  As Andrea Teagle says, “On a theoretical level, this is done by challenging interpretations of religious 
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texts and by contextualising passages used to defend discrimination.”  Whatever happened to just 

getting up and leaving if you don’t like the way a particular institution (religious or otherwise) 

operates?  That’s how the world used to work.  Not happy with your job?  Get another one.  Not 

content in the church you joined?  Just leave.  But today it doesn’t work like that, at least not for the 

radical interfering busy-bodies out to re-shape the world in their image.  Today, a man unhappy with 

his job protests through a union, demonstrates with placards and slogans and refuses to return to work 

till he gets his way, or even (in South Africa at any rate) burns the place down.  And these pro-

feminist, pro-sodomite activists insist on campaigning from within whichever churches they have 

joined, until said churches cave in to their demands and fundamentally alter their doctrines and 

practices to suit the trouble causers.   

  The world has gone mad. 

  And so they begin to “challenge interpretations of religious texts”.  They say, “I don’t accept that it 

means what my church says it means.  So I’m going to stir, and agitate, and protest, and generally 

make a nuisance of myself – or worse – until I get my way and my church changes its position on these 

things.”  Oh, and again please note that although Teagle says they “challenge interpretations of 

religious texts”, the only religious texts they really try to challenge are those in the Bible.  They’re not 

exactly beating down the doors of the local mosque to challenge the interpretations of texts from the 

Koran!  The reason is obvious: they won’t get anywhere.  Islam takes a notoriously dim view of such 

trouble causers.  Mosques, for the most part, are not staffed by weak-kneed, effeminate, apologetic, 

spineless, wishy-washy, namby-pamby, oh-deary-me religious leaders, such as those who waft into 

church pulpits today, mumbling soft-sell nonsense like “Jesus accepts everybody just as they are” and 

“We don’t condemn anyone”. 

  To be fair, Teagle does mention a Professor Waheeda Amien of the University of Cape Town, and 

writes, “Amien argues that there is room for a woman-friendly interpretation of Islam that reconciles 

religion and gender equality.”  Well, she may argue thus.  But arguing it from within a university is a 

world away from infiltrating an Islamic institution and then vociferously protesting against its 

teachings from the inside and demanding change.  This is what these “gender-justice” jihadists may be 

able to do with an already-compromised and corrupt religious body calling itself a “church”, but let 

these same “gender-justice” jihadists come up against fanatical Islamic jihadists and start shouting their 

mouths off about “gender injustice” and “equality” and “inclusivity”, and they will receive a very clear 

lesson that not all religions are peaceful push-overs.  Let’s see: a professor in a South African 

university arguing for a woman-friendly interpretation of Islam, versus centuries of Islamic teaching 

and centuries of Islamic violence against those who dare to question Islamic teaching or try to re-

interpret it.  I think it’s safe to predict the outcome of that contest. 

 

  In the same article by Teagle, this gem appears, this time from a Dr Miranda Pillay of the University 

of the Western Cape, who wrote the following hogwash in Let’s Go Biblical on Gender: “‘the Bible 

clearly states that’ is the mantra of those who continue to interpret single passages from the Bible 

without locating the passage within the larger fabric of meaning in the canon as a whole”.  Please note 

the arrogance.  With a single sentence, this woman brushes aside centuries of rich biblical exposition 

by men truly called into the ministry of the Word, men who truly laboured in the Word and doctrine, 

who made the Bible their daily delight and study, who often endured terrible persecution for their love 

of it and their preaching of it; men who were true giants in the faith, giants in doctrine, and who most 

definitely let Scripture interpret Scripture, and expounded biblical passages in accordance with the 

teaching of the entire Bible, and not in isolation.  These were men (and there are still such men today, 

although they are few and far between) who could say in all truthfulness, “The Bible clearly states”, for 

they knew what they were talking about.  But now the Church is supposed to set aside the biblical 

ministry of such men, and follow the interpretations of the likes of Miranda Pillay instead.  Two 

thousand years of biblical doctrine is to be tossed aside in favour of some modern liberal interpretation 

of God’s Word. 
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Tactic No. 2: Increasing Female Representation, Education, and “Dialogue” 

 

  So that’s how these liberal individuals and organisations plan to change the churches from within “on 

a theoretical level” (to use Teagle’s words): by challenging the true interpretations of biblical texts, and 

giving these texts their own meanings.  But how do they plan to translate this into “practical steps for 

overcoming gender-based oppression” (again to use Teagle’s words)? 

  “An obvious first step is to increase female representation in religious structures,” she writes.  This 

again just reveals that these people have no love for, or understanding of, the Bible, neither as the 

Word of God in its entirety nor as the sole rule of faith and practice for any true Christian church.  

They want to increase female representation in the ministry of the churches, regardless of the fact that 

the Bible forbids this. 

  “Another is through education and dialogue.”  Ah, another favourite buzz-word: “dialogue”.  But the 

meaning of the Bible, God’s own Word, is not to be settled by dialogue!  “Thus saith the Lord!” is all 

that matters, for the Christian.   And besides, by “dialogue” these people don’t mean give-and-take 

between two sides, as equals (even this would not be right, as we have just said, because this is not 

how the meaning of God’s Word is to be arrived at; but this is what “dialogue” would surely imply).  

They mean the total dominance of the discussions, the bulldozing of their own opinions into church 

law, the overriding of all other opinions.  Basically, getting their own way.  

 

  And what should this “education” she advocates consist of?  Here’s an example: “Hope Africa is 

aiming to have gender studies incorporated into next-generation priests’ training, and to encourage the 

use of gender-inclusive language.”  Again let it be said, we hold no brief for Anglicanism.  It is not a 

true Christian church, and even the idea of an ordained “priesthood” is completely contrary to the New 

Testament ministry; but what is being planned for the Anglican institution will also be the goal for 

other denominations as well: indoctrinate those training for leadership in these denominations into the 

“gender justice” and “gender-inclusive” heresies, and within a generation the membership of these 

denominations will be indoctrinated as well. 

  What else, in the way of “education”?  “Another of the gender desk’s action items is the introduction 

of premarital counselling curricula to encourage couples to question the traditional roles played by 

husband and wife – roles that, even in supposedly liberal circles, are often assumed (sometimes 

supposedly jokingly) and reinforced.”  Note how the husband/wife roles are merely called “traditional” 

– not biblical.  Yes, they are traditional, in that all over the world, in almost all societies, these roles 

have been understood and practiced for 6000 years.  But even more importantly, they are biblical.  

“Wives, submit yourselves unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord.  For the husband is the head of 

the wife, even as Christ is the head of the church: and he is the saviour of the body.  Therefore as the 

church is subject unto Christ, so let the wives be to their own husbands in every thing.  Husbands, love 

your wives, even as Christ also loved the church, and gave himself for it” (Eph. 5:22-25).  But the 

“gender-justice” jihadists don’t care in the least about what is biblical.  To them, Paul was wrong, the 

Lord Himself was wrong, but they – ah, they are right, for they are the wise ones, wiser even than God. 

  And notice this next sentence, following straight after the last one: “The perpetuation of unequal 

power dynamics between the sexes has tangible consequences: it makes women more vulnerable to 

gender-based violence, and places them at higher risk for contracting HIV/AIDS.”  So says a journalist 

in the twenty-first century.  Yet throughout the history of the true Church, where the biblical roles of 

husband and wife have been followed carefully, the very opposite has been the case: as the Lord said 

through Paul in Eph. 5:25: “Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the church, and gave 

himself for it”.  And note that this was said just after Christian wives had been instructed to submit to 

their husbands!  A husband who truly loves his wife, as instructed to do here in God’s Word, is not 

going to harm her.  Yes, there are “unequal power dynamics” in the Christian home, in that the wife 

submits to her husband in all lawful matters; but this submission is willingly given, out of love for the 

Christian man who loves her.  Furthermore, the man who truly loves his wife, as commanded by the 

Lord, will not give her HIV/AIDS.  
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  Then she says, “But even if gender-based violence was not a serious issue in South Africa, 

demanding that one human submit to another on the basis of gender (or race, culture, or sexual 

orientation) is fundamentally unjustifiable, a fact recognised and upheld by the South African 

Constitution.” 

  This is just nonsense, as so much in her article is.  Yes, a Christian wife is to submit to her husband.  

This is the crystal-clear teaching of the Bible, and no amount of huffing and puffing on the part of 

these wiser-than-God-in-their-own-eyes liberals is going to blow this house down.  But see the 

dogmatism again: it “is fundamentally unjustifiable”.  When Christians speak with that kind of 

dogmatism based on what the Bible says, these interfering, infiltrating busy-bodies condemn their 

“unshakeable belief that they are in the right”.  Yet they express precisely the same kind of dogmatism, 

the only difference being that they can’t base theirs on the law of God as revealed in His Word, but 

only on their own feelings about what they think is right.  It’s “fundamentally unjustifiable” because 

they say so.  Sorry, but what is good for the goose is good for the gander. 

 

The “Church” Directed by the World is Not a True Church 

 

  At the close of her article Teagle writes, “just as religion influences beliefs, societal norms direct the 

church’s stance on key issues.”  Actually, no, they don’t.  Yes, without question the false “churches” 

are readily directed by the changing norms and fads of society.  But no true Christian church permits 

itself to be directed by the world in this way.  If it did, it would simply not be a true Christian church.  

The relationship of the true Church to the world is very clearly spelled out in the Scriptures: there is 

not to be even friendship with the world, much less the receiving of directions from it.  There is always 

to be a total separation! (2 Cor. 6:14-18; Eph. 5:11; Jas. 4:4).  The swirling mists of the world’s fuzzy 

thinking are never to be a guide for the true Church, for they are just that – swirling mists.  There have 

been ebbs and flows of the world’s thinking through the centuries.  If the Church bases its doctrines 

and practices on the ever-shifting sands of the world’s opinions, judgments, standards, and beliefs, then 

truly Christians would  be as “children, tossed to and fro, and carried about with every wind of 

doctrine, by the sleight of men, and cunning craftiness” (Eph. 4:14).   

  The roles of husbands and wives, fixed by God, were right for the earliest ages of man, they were 

right for the first century of the Christian era, and they are right for today.  The Christian ministry was 

reserved to men in the first century, and it is still reserved to men today.  Marriage was between a man 

and a woman at the very beginning of creation, and so it remained down through all the ages, and will 

continue to remain till the end of the world.  Sodomy was sinful in Old Testament times, it was sinful 

in New Testament times, and it is sinful today.  And there is the end of the matter.   

 

  The false “churches” will let the world dictate their policies, teachings and practices.  This is because, 

despite their religious facade, they are in truth a part of the world.  They are simply playing catch-up 

with the world.  The world leads the way, and they follow.  But true churches, and true Christians, who 

love the Lord and His Word, are not to be dictated to by these Johnny-come-lately liberals, wiser in 

their own eyes than all the world before them and God Himself.  They are theological pipsqueaks, 

doctrinal ignoramuses, presuming to tell us that what the Christian Church has maintained on these 

matters since the very beginning is wrong, and that we must follow them, like the children who 

pranced along behind the Pied Piper, to some kind of magical better world.  But it’s just the same old 

mythical, counterfeit paradise, the same carrot that Satan has always dangled on the end of his stick to 

entice the world to follow his lies. 

 

 

Shaun Willcock is a minister, author and researcher.  He runs Bible Based Ministries.  This 

pamphlet was first published in June 2016.  For other pamphlets (which may be downloaded and 

printed), as well as details about his books, audio messages, articles, etc., please visit the Bible 

Based Ministries website; or write to the address below.  If you would like to be on Bible Based 

Ministries’ email list, please send your details. 
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