
Recently, on Oct 16th, a letter was distributed to our Fellowship churches from FEB Pacific, itself a 
response to two letters sent from several pastors, including myself. I want to make clear that I view 
their letter as from friends who are aligned with me on the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ, seeking 
to win souls from hell and to raise up saints in maturity and holiness. I stand unified with them, as 
with a myriad of other saints who hold to the gospel of Christ, including my Reformed paedobaptist 
brothers, Pentecostal and Methodist brothers, Alliance, MB, and Evangelical Free brothers, and so 
many more. The entire crux of the issue is whether, due to the increasingly egalitarian practices of 
Fellowship Pacific, we may function together in a unified Fellowship based upon shared binding 
documents, such as bylaws, policy statements, and Affirmation of Faith.  

It is with this particular concern that I write this response, and I will not be addressing the 
suspension of our church. I intend to deal with the major questions raised in FEB Pacific’s letter, but 
I will do so by clarifying several larger themes that provide context for those questions.  

Egalitarian Practice Within a Complementarian Movement? 

Firstly, it is unclear to me how a region that is fully egalitarian in practice can happily work with 
other regions that are convictionally complementarian in practice. FEB Pacific churches have now 
ruled (and I accept their decision) that female elders and preaching staff pastors are now permitted 
within our BC churches. FEB Pacific leadership indeed clarified at IMPACT ‘25 that this was their 
intention of the 2005 motion—“we knew exactly what we were doing” (Lorrie Wasyliw).  

What is notable is that in spite FEB Pacific’s insistence that they are complementarian, not only in 
our region is the highest scriptural office (elder) permitted to women, not only is the highest 
authoritative practice (preaching) permitted to women, but Regional President Ben Hall clarified at 
IMPACT ‘25 that there are no functional differences between senior pastors and associate pastors. 
The only “complementarian” practice of FEB Pacific, therefore, is to reserve a non-Scriptural office 
(the Senior Pastor), with no differentiating function from other elders or pastors, to men. FEB Pacific 
is free to call this complementarianism if they wish. But to those who coined the phrase, and I 
suspect most of our National Fellowship, this is not what they would consider complementarian.  

Can this kind of full egalitarian practice work together with convictional complementarianism? I 
have my doubts. But if it could, I don’t think there is any possible debate that it would change the 
character of our Fellowship. Notice that FEB Pacific’s letter claims that we must be united on the 
gospel and not divide over “secondary issues.” We are united on the gospel! I consider FEB Pacific 
leadership my brothers and sisters in Christ, just as with my Reformed paedobaptist or Pentecostal 
brothers. The issue is whether women preaching and being elders in the church is a tertiary issue 
like eschatology or the sign gifts, as Northwest President Dr. Barton Priebe said at IMPACT ’25,1 or 
whether it is the kind of issue that makes it very difficult to plant churches together, have 
conventions together, or train our pastors together. This is where the rubber meets the road. The 
convictional complementarian doesn’t want to send his leaders to a seminary where they will be 

 
1 Dr. Priebe is unfortunately quite unclear due to his use of the category “secondary doctrine,” to refer to 
anything that is not the gospel itself and is either unaware of, or chooses not to use, the three category triage 
system regularly accepted in evangelical circles, which posits that first order issues relate to Christian 
orthodoxy, second order issues are important enough to distinguish churches or denominations, and third 
order issues shouldn’t even divide within a local church.  



instructed that women may be elders or preach in the church. The convictional complementarian 
doesn’t want to fund a church plant where a husband and wife are “co-pastoring”. The convictional 
complementarian cannot joyfully sit under a woman preaching at a joint convention.  

No one has claimed that FEB Pacific leadership is asking complementarian churches in the region 
to change their local church practice, but they are being asked to not be convictionally 
complementarian concerning what we do together. I am actually fine with this, as it pertains to FEB 
Pacific itself. In a previous meeting with our Regional leaders, I and our church told them that if our 
FEB Pac churches voted down our complementarian motion at IMPACT ’25, that our church would 
either submit to the will of the collective churches, or leave. Unless our National Fellowship sends a 
clear signal otherwise, we will be leaving.  

The 2025 Motion for a Complementarian Policy Statement 

But this leads to a rather strange paradox. Given that FEB Central continues to, and only recently 
did once again, reform or remove churches practicing egalitarianism, a church like ours would find 
ourselves squarely aligned with their convictional complementarianism. The FEB Central region 
and leadership has the same practice as the ten churches that are likely soon to be suspended in 
FEB Pacific! This is, frankly, bizarre. There ought to be a consistency of practice across our 
Fellowship, it seems to me, and I think it is untenable, practically, that one region believes that they 
do not have to obey our National bylaws—“they could have all the bylaws in the world. In the end, 
we still retain that autonomy” (David Horita).  

This leads to the question of this particular motion at this particular time. I am aware that National 
Council would have preferred to steward a multi-year process. I understand. If that had been the 
response when our concerned FEB Pacific churches sent our letter to National Council in 2024 (a 
letter which admittedly assumed that FEB Pacific was bound to our National Bylaws), I would have 
been thrilled. But now, ten churches in BC stand to be suspended for having the same convictions 
of the entire region of FEB Central—namely that egalitarian practice is a test of this Fellowship.  

FEB Pacific’s letter points out that if this motion passes, FEB Pac could find itself forced out. The 
reality, seemingly unavoidable since IMPACT ’25, is that someone is going to find themselves forced 
out. Could this have been avoided? Maybe. Maybe back in 2005 it could have been clearer that FEB 
Pacific’s motion meant female elders and preaching pastors. FEB Pac leadership is arguing it was 
clear. Maybe if National Council had pressed FEB Pacific to have a wider dialogue with the 
complementarian churches that had asked for it. But National Council seemingly feels that isn’t 
their role. However it is that we have arrived at this place, it seems, unfortunately, that someone will 
be forced out.  

Now here’s the part upon which I suspect FEB Pacific leadership will disagree with me the most, but 
I don’t think it is the least bit controversial—I don’t think it should be the convictional 
complementarians (that represent most of the National Fellowship) who ought to leave. I don’t 
think it is divisive to say so. I think it is the only thing that makes sense.  I don’t want anyone to leave. 
I wish that FEB Pacific churches would roll back their egalitarian practices. But that seems highly 
unlikely now to happen. Maybe it was always highly unlikely to happen.  



Here's the reality—if we do not pass the 2025 motion to elevate our policy statement into a position 
statement, we will lose many churches that represent the convictions of the majority of our 
churches because one region doesn’t represent the convictions of the majority of our churches. 
That seems entirely backwards to me.  

In the end I am thankful we are having this conversation. I have no ill will towards any of our 
churches or our leaders. But I do think it is the churches together who make decisions for our 
Fellowship, and I think that up until now, most of our churches have not had the information they 
need for that decision. Is my desire more than that? Yes. I am a convictional complementarian. I 
think that God’s word is clear on this matter, and I think we need to stand for and upon God’s word. 
Christ knows how to order and build His church. But I think we can all agree that the current 
disparity of practices requires clarity and that if, for instance, one region does not have to obey the 
National Bylaws, we should at least all vote and be clear on that. Churches then can decide what 
they will do regarding their association.  

To all our churches in the Fellowship, whether complementarian or egalitarian: I love and 
appreciate you. But egalitarian practices have stretched my church’s active co-operation within this 
Fellowship beyond our convictions and conscience. If you find that you too could not joyfully co-
operate with churches with women elders or preaching pastors, I encourage you too, to vote for the 
upcoming complementarian motion in November.  

Grace and peace, 

 

Paul Dirks 
New West Community Church 


