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Missouri Presbytery Ad Hoc Committee to Respond to Memorial Presbyterian Church 1 
Report of Its BCO 31-2 Investigation of TE Greg Johnson  2 

 3 
Presented to the Missouri Presbytery of the Presbyterian Church in America 4 

at its stated meeting of July 21, 2020 5 
 6 

The following actions were taken at that meeting: 7 

While TE Greg Johnson has, at times, neglected to do all he could to clarify the meaning of his 8 
views and teaching, nevertheless, we the Missouri Presbytery of the Presbyterian Church in 9 
America, judge each of these allegations made against him to be untrue, namely that some of his 10 
actions (i.e., publicly identifying as a same-sex-attracted man on various occasions), views, and 11 
teachings on human sexuality are seriously out of accord with our doctrinal standards and do 12 
strike at the vitals of religion,  render him unfit for the office of elder. We exonerate TE Johnson of 13 
these allegations and restore to him his good name, finding no warrant for a trial since we find no 14 
strong presumption of guilt that he:   15 
  16 
MSP (Allegation #1): Denies That Same-Sex-Attraction is Sinful and Thereby Fails to Properly 17 
Distinguish Misery From the Sin Which Gives Rise to It.  18 
 19 
MSP (Allegation #2): Compromises and Dishonors His Identity in Christ by Self-identifying as a 20 
SameSex-Attracted Man  21 
 22 
MSP (Allegation #3): Denies God’s Purpose and Power to Sanctify SSA Believers by Minimizing 23 
the Pursuit of Orientation Change From Homosexual to Heterosexual. 24 
  25 
MSP (Allegation #4): Cannot Meet the Biblical “Above Reproach” Qualification for the Eldership 26 
Since a) Homosexual Inclinations Are Sin Proper And Are More Heinous For Being “Against 27 
Nature,” and Since b) TE Johnson Identifies as a Homosexually-Inclined Man  28 

 29 
MSP We are grateful for TE Greg Johnson’s acknowledgment that has not always been as careful 30 
in expressing himself in his teaching as he should have been. We hereby encourage and exhort 31 
Greg, our brother in Christ, to take great care, going forward, to qualify what ought to be 32 
qualified, and to clarify all his views when he speaks or writes, especially on the matter of sexuality; 33 
and when it is called for, to explain what he is not saying as well as what he is, especially with those 34 
who have taken offense with things he has said, or are likely to.  35 
 36 
MSP We hereby commend TE Johnson for his commitment to the authority of God’s Word in his 37 
life and teaching for his faithful ministry to the flock of God at Memorial Presbyterian Church, and 38 
for his zeal to see unbelievers savingly encounter Jesus Christ’s love through the ministry of the 39 
Church, especially people in secular LGBT communities.  40 
 41 
MSP We hereby declare that TE Johnson has been and remains an honorable member in good 42 
standing of Missouri Presbytery.  43 
 44 
MSP We receive Parts 1 and 2, which are the summaries of the allegations and the arguments 45 
behind the committee’s judgments, as useful for Session study and for the perfecting of the 46 
Church’s understanding of the Scriptural teaching on sexuality and how it can be rightly applied in 47 
our 21st century setting. 48 

 49 
 50 
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PART 1 4 
 5 

I. Introduction  6 
 7 
To our brothers in Missouri Presbytery, and to TE Greg Johnson, and the Session of Memorial 8 
Presbyterian Church: 9 
 10 
Warm greetings to you in the strong name of Jesus Christ, the King over kings and lover of his people. 11 
We are writing as the Committee to Respond to Memorial and are submitting to you our report.  12 
We want to give you here at the beginning an overview of, and some background on this report.     13 
 14 
A. The Structure of the Report 15 
We have completed our BCO 31-2 investigation of TE Greg Johnson requested by four courts of the 16 
Church and are submitting to Presbytery our conclusions and recommendations. Our report is divided 17 
into three main parts with one appendix added at the end: 18 
 19 
*Part 1: Gives an introduction, background and then a summary of the four main allegations of these 20 
courts,1 our judgment on each of the allegations along with arguments in summary form.  21 
 22 
*Part 2: This is an Addendum containing full arguments for each of the four judgments  23 
 24 
*Part 3: Contains our Conclusions and Recommendations 25 
  26 
*Appendix: Letters from the four church courts requesting the BCO 31-2 investigation  27 
 28 
We suggest you read the report as follows: 29 
 1) Read Part 1 and you will find a summary of each allegation, our judgment on it, TE Johnson’s stated 30 
or spoken views,2 and summaries of our arguments. It should be noted that TE Johnson’s own words, 31 
explaining his views, are a substantial part of this report—as they should be. They make up just shy of 32 
half of Part 1 (apart from the Introduction). 33 
 34 
2) Further clarification and development of our arguments are in Part 2. As you will see when you come 35 
to Part 3, the Report Conclusions and Recommendations, we are recommending that Presbytery adopt 36 
only Part 3, and receive Parts 1 and 2, which contain our summaries and arguments, as useful to the 37 
Church (in the language proposed).  38 
 39 
3) To read the full letters of the four courts requesting investigation go to the Appendix.  40 

 
1 Since there is much overlap in the four courts’ conclusions and arguments, we have grouped their allegations under four 
main headings (see Table of Contents on p. 2). 
	
2 In addition to numerous conversations with him, the sources of TE Greg Johnson’s views consulted were: passages cited in 
the allegations; TE Johnson’s exceptions to the Standards taken at the time of his ordination exam in July 2003; his personal 
testimony regarding his past and present commitment to sexual self-discipline and personal accountability; past written or 
spoken statements of TE Johnson regarding sexuality; and his written answers to our committee’s questions.                          
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 1 
MOP elders and pastors will find much in this report that should already be familiar, including 2 
numerous quotes from earlier MOP reports on homosexuality (the 2019 CIM report and the 2017 report, 3 
“Homosexuality and the Gospel of Grace”) and the Westminster Standards. Knowing this should help 4 
presbyters get through the report more quickly, as they will have seen much of the reasoning already. 5 
For easy spotting of quoted material we have color-coded the text. (The color key is on p. 5) 6 
 7 
Especially Part 2 of the report is detailed because we have tried to answer the allegations and arguments 8 
carefully. Consider too, that MOP must give an account of its work to the Standing Judicial Commission 9 
of the PCA which has been asked by several Presbyteries to take jurisdiction in this whole matter out of 10 
our hands. The only responsible way to reply to all these courts, and to demonstrate that MOP has not 11 
failed to act in the matter of assessing carefully TE Johnson’s doctrine and standing, was to conduct a 12 
detailed and thorough investigation. 13 
 14 
B. The Charge to the Committee  15 
The first part of the work Presbytery assigned to us in the summer of 2019 was to meet with the 16 
Memorial Presbyterian Church (MPC) Session to clarify the commendations, recommendations, and 17 
requirements which Missouri Presbytery had addressed to Memorial after it (MOP) adopted the same at 18 
its called meeting on May 18, 2019. This part of our work was completed in the delivering of our report 19 
by committee member, TE Jeff Meyers, standing in for the Chair (sick at home) at the stated meeting on 20 
January 21, 2020. 21 
 22 
The second part of the work assigned to us by Presbytery in the fall of 2019 was to conduct an 23 
investigation after receiving requests from several church courts outside our Presbytery to do a BCO 31-24 
2 investigation of TE Greg Johnson and his teaching. Eventually four letters requesting this were 25 
received by Missouri Presbytery (MOP). They came from Southeast Alabama Presbytery, Westminster 26 
Presbytery, and the Sessions of Covenant Church in Fayetteville, Arkansas and Grace & Peace 27 
Presbyterian Church in Anna, Texas. Those letters can be found in the Appendix at the end.  28 
 29 
 30 
C. Concluding Note 31 
In the CIM report of 2019 we laid out one of the challenges—and dilemmas—in front of us as Christians  32 
in the 21st century as we assess and respond to the sexual revolution still evolving all around us in the 33 
culture: We said that we face:  34 

…a spectrum of possible errors whereby we might fall off either side of the ancient path 35 
(Jeremiah 6:16) of Christian orthodoxy by seeking refuge in one or the other extreme: either 36 
accommodating the Word of God to the World in a spirit of cowardice and unbelief, or alienating 37 
the World from the Word of God in a spirit of fear and contentiousness. It is sobering to 38 
contemplate that both extremes feed off of a hermeneutic, a strategy, of suspicion, an 39 
unwillingness to recognize that I may need my theological “opponent” to help me see the part of 40 
truth that he sees and I don’t, and vice versa. (CIM report, p. 8) 41 

 We appreciate the zeal for a faithful orthodoxy reflected in the concerns of the four requesting courts. 42 
We believe we need each other, and so we invite our brothers in these courts to work with us as we 43 
continue to think, pray, and reason together. We all need to do it with mutual trust, seeking to discern 44 
the signs of the times and understand more fully how the Lord wants us to live together as the church, 45 
growing in holiness and in our usefulness to God in these difficult days. He has commissioned us to 46 
bring the message and presence of Jesus to lost people, which we once were—or would have been. That 47 
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is our burden—and our happy opportunity, all of us. And we believe that TE Johnson, as inadequate for 1 
these things as the rest of us are, has helped us enlarge our vision for it. 2 

 3 
Helpful Things to Note Before Reading This Report 4 

 5 
Abbreviations 6 
AIC = 47th General Assembly Ad-Interim Committee on Human Sexuality (2020) 7 
BCO = The PCA Book of Church Order 8 
CCFA = Covenant Church in Fayetteville, Arkansas 9 
CIM = Committee to Investigate Memorial Presbyterian Church 10 
CRM = Committee to Respond to Memorial Presbyterian Church 11 
GA = General Assembly 12 
GPAT = Grace & Peace Session in Anna, Texas 13 
MOP = Missouri Presbytery 14 
MPC = Memorial Presbyterian Church 15 
SEAL = Southeast Alabama Presbytery 16 
SJC = Standing Judicial Commission of the PCA 17 
SSA = same-sex attraction 18 
WP = Westminster Presbytery  19 
 20 
Color-coded Text  21 
In order to make reading easier and sources more identifiable we have color-coded the text of the report. 22 
The key is as follows, in order of appearance: 23 
Black text: The Committee’s words as well as various quotes of individuals 24 
Green text: Words of Missouri Presbytery committees and reports, including the 2017 25 
report on homosexuality and the 2019 CIM report 26 
Turquoise text: Words of ecclesiastical courts of the Church outside MOP, including the 1980 RPCES 27 
report; the 1977 PCA statement on homosexuality; the Nashville Statement; and the recently-released 28 
2020 Ad-Interim Report on Human Sexuality authorized by the 47th General Assembly of the PCA 29 
Purple text: Words from the allegation letters of the four courts asking us for a BCO 31-2 investigation      30 
Orange text: Words of Scripture  31 
Blue text: TE Greg Johnson’s words 32 
Red text: The words of the Westminster Standards 33 
 34 
Terminology 35 
In this report the following terms all refer to being drawn, on the romantic/erotic/sexual continuum, to 36 
persons of one’s own sex rather than exclusively to the opposite sex: same-sex attraction(s), homoerotic 37 
desire(s), homosexually-inclined, gay, homosexual desire(s), homosexual attraction(s), homosexually-38 
attracted, and same-sex desire(s). Romantic/erotic/sexual inclinations exist as a range and they vary 39 
from person to person. None of the terms we use represent a fixed point on the continuum. 40 
 41 
 With regard to the term “same-sex attraction” in particular, we offer this suggestion: that it would be 42 
helpful to the peace of the church right now to use it largely as it has been used in evangelical circles 43 
for decades, that is, as being within the range of the continuum as defined above. At present we are all 44 
seeking a deeper and more united understanding of sexual ethics in the midst of much controversy. We 45 
do not believe it wise at such a time to expand the meaning of “same-sex attraction,” as some are 46 
inclined to do, and use it to include interests in male-to-male or female-to-female relationships that are 47 
morally legitimate and relationally important, particularly friendships. For that, we think it prudent to 48 
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find a new term like “same-sex interest,” or something similar, so that we have a recognizable, 1 
unambiguous shorthand term for the all-important category of God-honoring same-sex relationships 2 
that all people need. In this way we can do our part to help minimize the misunderstanding that arises in 3 
the church when “same-sex attraction” is used to name both the dishonorable and the honorable 4 
interest in men connecting with other men, and women with other women. 5 
 6 
 7 
II. Summary of Committee Work Up to Presbytery’s January 2020 Stated Meeting 8 
 9 
We began the BCO 31-2 investigation of TE Johnson in the fall of 2019 but hesitated to do a deep dive 10 
into the work once we heard that the General Assembly Ad-Interim Committee on Human Sexuality was 11 
determined to have their work done by the time of the 48th General Assembly scheduled for this June. 12 
That consideration was important to us because we didn’t want to reinvent the wheel: we were hoping 13 
that the denominational committee would address itself to the question of identity and especially to the 14 
question of whether spiritually mature men self-identifying as same-sex-attracted but committed to living 15 
lives of sexual abstinence and godly mortification of all their sinful desires out of love for the Lord, were 16 
going to have their gifts and calling recognized by the church and be allowed to seek ordination or, as 17 
the case may be, remain in the office of elder (whether ruling or teaching elder). In addition to wanting 18 
to wait on the national committee to speak to some of the matters touched on in the allegations against 19 
TE Greg Johnson, it was the case that numerous men in our Presbytery were still, after many months, 20 
preoccupied and deeply involved with other aspects of the Revoice 18/Memorial controversy that began 21 
halfway through 2018.  22 
 23 
So that the context and background of our work is clear, we want to begin with a segment of a report this 24 
committee gave at the stated meeting of Presbytery on January 21, 2020. That report summarized the 25 
work our committee had begun in the Fall of 2019. But it included a recommendation to table further 26 
work in the investigation of TE Greg Johnson, and carefully laid out what we considered to be a 27 
justifiable rationale for that proposed postponement. As it turned out, at that January meeting our 28 
committee got word that the Stated Clerk of the PCA had referred to the SJC a request from Central 29 
Georgia Presbytery that the GA take jurisdiction out of our hands on the grounds (BCO 34-1) that we 30 
had failed to act in properly condemning what presbyters there regarded as erroneous opinions of TE 31 
Johnson and the Session of Memorial Presbyterian Church about homosexuality.  32 
 33 
Given that development, our Presbytery’s Administrative Committee judged that it was not wise to seek 34 
postponement of the 31-2 investigation until we had the published results of the national committee’s 35 
work, so our committee’s intention  to ask our brother presbyters at the January meeting to approve 36 
tabling the investigation till we heard from the GA study committee—this never materialized into 37 
something formal  to be put before them for debate. Instead, our committee agreed to push forward with 38 
the investigative work. Four days after that Presbytery meeting, Savannah River Presbytery sent up to 39 
GA via the Stated Clerk of the PCA a second request that GA take original jurisdiction in this case. That 40 
second Presbytery’s request for GA to take jurisdiction triggered an SJC investigation to determine 41 
whether Missouri Presbytery was derelict in its duty “to act in doctrinal cases or cases of public scandal” 42 
(Book of Church Order, 34-1).   43 
 44 
So being asked not to wait for the GA report but instead to carry on our work, we shifted into a higher 45 
gear and intensified our work after that January meeting, knowing we could compare our own 46 
conclusions on the contested questions with the Ad-Interim Committee’s report when it was finished.  47 
 48 
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Here are excerpts from the report of our committee to MOP at its January 21, 2020 stated meeting. We 1 
mentioned this report in our Introduction and include a long section of it here in order to illustrate that 2 
our committee had done work in the Fall of 2019 to address the doctrinal matters raised by PCA church  3 
courts in their requests for a BCO 31-2 investigation of TE Greg Johnson.  4 
 5 
Part of that committee report reads as follows: 6 
 7 

2) CONSIDERATION OF THREE OUTSIDE REQUESTS [a fourth court, a church Session, 8 
later requested the same of us] FOR A BCO 31-2 INVESTIGATION OF TE GREG 9 
JOHNSON FOR IDENTIFYING HIMSELF AS A SAME-SEX-ATTRACTED MAN  10 
 11 
Our committee recommends to our brother presbyters that the letters we received from two 12 
presbyteries (Westminster and Southeast Alabama) and a PCA Session in Arkansas (Covenant 13 
Church in Fayetteville [the same request from the Texas Session would come in January]) asking 14 
for a BCO 31-2 investigation of TE Greg Johnson be tabled until we find out what the PCA’s 15 
GA Report on Sexuality will say about SSA-inclined men and church office. (You received these 16 
two Presbytery letters from our Stated Clerk on October 15, a few months ago). All three letters 17 
argue that any pastor self-identifying as a homosexually-inclined man is not qualified to remain 18 
a minister of the gospel.   19 
 20 
A) Grounds for the above recommendation.  The basis of this proposed decision to wait to 21 
formally consider these requests for another investigation of TE Greg Johnson until the national 22 
church committee has done its work is simply that Missouri Presbytery (and formerly the 23 
Midwest Presbytery of the RPCES) already has a standard by which such questions as the 24 
ordination of a self-confessed SSA man should be evaluated—as does every PCA Presbytery 25 
[emphasis added]. These standards are as follows: 26 
 27 
         i) We have examined our Presbytery Minutes taken at the July 2003 meeting   28 
           when Greg was examined and received for ordination, and he took no   29 
           exceptions to anything our Westminster Standards teach regarding   30 
           sexuality, nor are we aware of any changes in his views he has made   31 
           known to us since taking his ordination vows.  (His exceptions were    32 
           common ones, relating to the Sabbath, pictures of Christ, etc., and can be   33 
           found on p. 278 of the Missouri Presbytery Minutes.)   34 
 35 
        ii) The recommendation to all its constituent churches adopted by the RPCES    36 
           back in 1980 which reads as follows: 37 
 38 
               If he who once was involved in homosexuality is growing in grace to   39 
               such an extent that he can “walk with exemplary piety before the   40 
               flock” there ought not be any reason for a generalized exclusion   41 
               from church office. Judgment must be made in individual cases by   42 
               the session and/or presbytery, keeping in mind those aggravations   43 
               that make some sins more heinous then [sic] others.  (This can be  44 
               found near the very end of the 1980 report, which is included as an   45 
               appendix in the 2017 MOP Report Homosexuality and the Gospel of   46 
              Grace, but can also be found on the PCA Historical Center website) 47 
           48 
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We acknowledge that it is possible to construe the phrase, “he who once was involved in 1 
homosexuality” as meaning “he who once was living with enduring homosexual desire” as well 2 
as “he who was acting out homosexually in behavior,” but we believe the language “he who once 3 
was involved with homosexuality” implies the kind of distinction implied in the 1977 PCA 4 
statement (included below) between simply experiencing homosexual inclinations, which, in 5 
itself, was no bar to church office, so the 1977 PCA statement implies, and committing 6 
homosexual acts (“a practicing homosexual continuing in this sin”) which was a bar (emphasis 7 
added).   8 
 9 
While fully acknowledging that the RPCES recommendation above has no constitutional 10 
authority in the PCA, it did govern our Presbytery for 2 years (until Joining and Receiving in 11 
1982), and is part of the heritage of the RPCES, which heritage the PCA received as useful in the 12 
“perfecting of the church.” 13 
 14 

                        iii) The resolution adopted by the 5th General Assembly of the PCA in 1977,   15 
            and which has not, to our knowledge, ever been countermanded. It reads as follows: 16 
  17 
                 In light of the Biblical view of its sinfulness, a practicing    18 
                 homosexual continuing in this sin would not be a fit   19 
                 candidate for ordination or membership in the Presbyterian   20 
                 Church in America. (emphasis added; see the PCA Digest or   21 
                 5th GA Minutes, pp.  5-49, 4, p. 67 and 8, p. 68) 22 
 23 
And lastly, for those who feel like before they can vote to table a BCO 31-2 investigation of 24 
Greg Johnson they need some reassurances of Greg’s fundamental orthodoxy on the Standards 25 
regarding this issue, we refer you to the following resources: 26 
 27 

           *Greg’s workshop talk at Revoice 18 (Making Church a Haven….) which can be   28 
           found at: https://drive.google.com/file/d/1U-  29 
           T5Xg4yRLAclmlidMO4wEnz4PWsOI8G/view?usp=drivesdk 30 
           *The three articles written by Greg included in Appendix #3 on p. 123 at   31 
            the end of the 2019 Committee to Investigate Memorial Report.   32 

** ** 33 
 34 
III. Allegation #1: TE Johnson Denies That Same-Sex Attraction is Sinful and Thereby 35 
Fails to Properly Distinguish Misery From the Sin Which Gives Rise to It 36 
 37 
This allegation is made explicitly only by Southeast Alabama Presbytery. 38 
 39 
A. Summary of the Allegation      40 
 41 
 Southeast Alabama (SEAL) expresses it this way in their requesting letter to us:  42 
 43 
…TE Greg Johnson conflates our confessional categories of sin and misery in a way that contradicts our 44 
confession by teaching that homosexual or ‘gay’ orientation (at least some aspect of it) is non-sinful yet 45 
due to the Fall. SEAL seems to  infer that because a) TE Johnson in the CrossPolitic interview denied 46 
that the “fallen condition” of being same-sex-attracted is “a sin” and is “something that can’t be repented 47 
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of;” and b) because he has drawn a parallel between self-identifying as a same-sex-attracted person and 1 
self-identifying as a cancer survivor, he must, therefore, regard both conditions as being in the same 2 
category, a category whose heading might be labeled Non-sinful Conditions Now Part of the Suffering 3 
That Invaded the World Because of Adam’s Sin. This, as the argument goes, would be to confuse—by 4 
failing to distinguish—the confessional categories of “sin,” on the one hand, and on the other hand, that 5 
“misery” in our living that is the consequence of sin. The argument is that the condition of living with 6 
enduring patterns of same-sex desire is not parallel to the condition of being a cancer survivor, since the 7 
first is a sinful condition while the second is merely a miserable one; and furthermore, that because TE 8 
Johnson does believe they are analogous, he must believe that at least some part of being homosexually-9 
inclined is not sinful.   10 
 11 
 12 
B. Our Response to Allegation #1 13 
 14 
1. Committee Judgment on the Allegation  15 
We find the allegation to be false because:  16 
 17 
a. TE Johnson does, in fact, affirm that same-sex attraction is rightly called sinful because it is truly and 18 
properly sin. What he denies is that it is, in the language of the Westminster Standards, “actual sin,” 19 
that is, a willful act (whether external or internal) of sin or series of sins. 20 
 21 
b. And we find against the allegation because we do not believe TE Johnson’s analogy between living 22 
with same-sex attraction and living with physical suffering (such as a cancer survivor or a paraplegic) 23 
implies what  SEAL alleges. Their arguments seem to infer, wrongly, in our view, that because TE 24 
Johnson does believe the two conditions are experientially analogous in the suffering they lead to as 25 
effects of the Fall, therefore he must believe they are morally analogous as well.   26 
 27 
We hold sin and misery to be distinguishable with regard to certain features: human sin is cause and 28 
human misery is its effect; and sin by definition renders a person morally guilty while misery does not. 29 
With regard to those two features, “sin” and “misery” represent different categories. But with regard to 30 
other features, they bear similarities that put them in at least one category together: they both lead to 31 
human suffering. We believe this allows us to draw analogies between those who suffer under the effects 32 
of sin and those who suffer under the effects of the misery sin introduced into the world. This means that 33 
those who draw analogies between those who suffer under the immoral pull of same-sex attraction and 34 
those who suffer under the morally neutral deprivations of, say, paraplegia, are not necessarily 35 
confusing sin and misery as distinct categories, because sin and misery are not distinct at every point.  36 
 37 
 38 
2. TE Greg Johnson’s Views and Teaching 39 
 40 
a. TE Johnson on whether same-sex attraction is sinful.  41 
 42 
SEAL’s allegation of conflation might be true if TE Johnson believed and taught what is claimed here, 43 
that “homosexual…orientation (at least some aspect of it) is non-sinful.” SEAL appeals often in its 44 
allegations against TE Johnson to his interview with CrossPolitic in July 2018. In their allegation letter 45 
they allege that TE Johnson states that “being ‘gay’ or having a homosexual or ‘gay orientation’ is a 46 
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‘condition’ which is distinct from homosexual lust, is a ‘fallen condition,’ and at least some aspect of it 1 
is not ‘sin’ ” (SEAL requesting letter,  p.2). 2 
 3 
In that CrossPolitic interview TE Johnson had made statements caused concern to our brothers in SEAL:    4 
 5 

That’s saying that they [overeaters] have a calling to deal with the struggle, an aspect of their 6 
brokenness that is sin when they engage in it, but they’re trying to break free.”   7 
                                                                         (SEAL’S Addendum, p.3, lines 32-34) 8 

 9 
“[T]hey [Christians who struggle with same-sex attraction and are trying to name that] are not 10 
talking about sin, they’re talking about fallenness….I’m just flabbergasted that somebody would 11 
actually say that the fallen condition itself is a sin” (SEAL’s Addendum, p. 4, line 46).  12 
 13 
“… what I’m hearing is you judging brothers for not repenting of something that can’t be 14 
repented of. You can resist it.  You can flee it” (SEAL’s Addendum, p. 5, lines 23-24).   15 

 16 
What should be noted here is that TE Johnson does not, as alleged, reject the claim that the fallen 17 
condition of living with homoerotic desire is “sin;” what he rejects is that it is “a sin,” i.e., that it is 18 
“actual sin,” to use the terminology of the Westminster Standards, meaning acts of sin, whether internal 19 
or external—a position we concur with. And yet we are fully aware that this fine distinction in WCF VI. 20 
between sin as a state of being (our very nature, in its corrupt state, is regarded as “sin” in WCF VI.5), 21 
sin as an inner “motion,” direction, or disposition  of our corrupt nature, and sin as a volitional act, 22 
whether internal or external (= “actual” sin), was not mentioned by TE Johnson in that interview. But by 23 
his own account, given to our committee, he was defending in that interview what he has always argued 24 
for:  that it is wrong to ask SSA believers to repent of their inner inclinations as if they were willful acts 25 
of sin. We believe there is evidence of this in the following exchange between TE Johnson and the 26 
interviewers: 27 
 28 

Interview 55:48-56:36:  Interviewer 1:  “This conference is clearly not identifying this sin as an 29 
abomination, a perversion, a vile affection, degrading passion, it’s not identifying the shame of it 30 
clearly.  And it’s not”  TE Johnson:  “They know the shame of it already.  They experience it 31 
every day.”  Interviewer 2:  “And yet you still want to be identified with it.  That’s what’s 32 
amazing.  How do you be so shameful of the sin and yet I want to be identified this way?  It 33 
doesn’t work like that.  I don’t want to be, if a”  TE Johnson:  “Because they’re distinguishing.  34 
They’re making distinctions that you’re not making though.  You know, when somebody talks 35 
about same-sex attraction, they’re distinguishing that from a choice to lust.”  Interviewer 2:  36 
“No, what they’re trying to do is separate the act from, they’re trying to separate the act from a 37 
culture.  And it’s not possible.  That’s what they’re trying to do.  And if”  TE Johnson:  “Well, 38 
they’re trying to separate the act from the orientation.”  (Cited in SEAL Addendum, p. 5, lines 39 
31-41) 40 
 41 

While neither the interviewers nor Greg were bringing in the finer points of our Westminster Standards,   42 
 the above exchange demonstrates that TE Johnson was defending that there is a proper distinction 43 
between a homoerotic inclination on one hand, and homoerotic lust (in the sense of Matthew 5:28) and 44 
acts on the other, since the latter two are acts of sin. All three however, produce shame because all are 45 
formally sin (they are “truly and properly” sin, in the words of WCF VI.5). Repentance is likely to be 46 
experientially different from one form of sin to the other, TE Johnson, we believe, was arguing against a 47 
kind of “flattening” of all forms of sin, as if the distinctions between them makes no difference to God.  48 
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 1 
It’s important to note that in his answers to our committee’s written questions, TE Johnson expressed 2 
that he felt ambushed in that interview, had to think fast in the give-and-take between himself and not 3 
one but three interviewers, and that in fact, he wished there had been more theological precision in the 4 
interchange. In answer to another of our questions he also acknowledged what’s below with regard to 5 
his speech on the floor of General Assembly in 2019 where he again drew analogies between those who 6 
endure the ongoing bombardment of homosexual desire and those who endure forms of physical 7 
suffering: 8 
 9 

 I regret not qualifying my analogy [between having to endure SSA and having to endure 10 
physical conditions] during my floor speech [at GA]. I had qualified that analogy when I used it 11 
in the past and should have thought to do so at GA. I neglected to do so then by oversight. I had 12 
just preached on indwelling sin [in his church] and have always said SSA is not morally 13 
neutral. But that clock was ticking fast [alluding to the 5-minute time limit at GA for floor 14 
speeches], and that was toward the end when I was running out of time. For what it's worth, I 15 
have already gone through the book I'm writing and added that qualification to several places 16 
when I have quoted CS Lewis, Francis Schaeffer or John Stott using similar analogies. If I could 17 
go back in time, I would add the qualification in my floor speech. Then people wouldn't 18 
have heard what I wasn't saying. I can take full responsibility for that. It would have been 19 
more loving to have explicitly qualified it then.  (emphasis added; Committee Question #14 20 
and Answer) 21 

 22 
Committee Question #2 to TE Greg Johnson: Do you concur with the statement that “Jesus clearly 23 
taught that the desire in the heart is sinful as well as the sinful act” (Westminster Presbytery)? 24 
 25 
    Yes, I do agree.  26 
 27 
     Again, though, I would want to nuance the varied things we can intend to communicate by the    28 
     word desire and the distinct moral quality of each. The term has a broad semantic range: 29 
 30 

• By desire, do we mean noticing passively that someone is beautiful, but with no homoerotic 31 
interest—like when a straight woman sees a model walk in the room and thinks, “She's 32 
gorgeous! I wish I had her good looks.” That's not necessarily a sinful desire, though we were 33 
“born blind” and our hearts are desperately wicked and deceitful, so it’s incredibly difficult for 34 
us to really know where the line is, especially where the heart is concerned.   35 

• By desire, do we mean the potential within my heart to notice a good looking man and feel 36 
myself sexually attracted to him? That's what WCF calls “original corruption” (6.4). 37 

• By desire, do we mean the internal temptation I feel to lust? My best understanding is that that’s 38 
what WCF 6 calls  “the motions of” our “corrupted nature” (which is also sometimes called 39 
indwelling sin)—we might call it inner temptation. 40 

• By desire, do we mean actually lusting, coveting or pining after someone, or storing their image 41 
in our minds for later retrieval? In other words, is this something volitional or intentional? These 42 
are what WCF 6.6 calls “actual” sins. 43 

 44 
I add nuances because, while the Christian is called to freely confess and repent of all sin, doing that 45 
can look a little different when dealing with actual sins as opposed to internal corruption and its 46 
motions. 47 
 48 
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• With temptations (the movements of internal corruption), scripture calls us to flee or resist.  1 
• With original corruption itself, we are called to proactively mortify its hold on us. 2 
• With actual sins, the emphasis is on confessing, believing the gospel, the “go and sin no more.” 3 
 4 
All of these are repentance, broadly defined. For example, when I feel my heart melting because 5 
someone good-looking just walked by—even though no lustful thought has surfaced—at that point I 6 
am already praying, “Lord have mercy on me, a sinner.” It's not morbid introspection. I am looking 7 
outward to my savior Jesus who loves me. Confessing to God my internal corruption is a basic 8 
Christian freedom. I can be honest with God about how I am damaged. 9 

 10 
We believe it has been and continues to be TE Johnson’s view that homoerotic desire is sinful—not as 11 
“a sin,” an ungodly volitional act, but as indwelling sin, a particular manifestation or “motion” (WCF 12 
VI.5) of our original corruption. As evidence of this we offer the following. 13 
 14 
In the spring of 2019 the CIM, Missouri Presbytery’s Committee to Investigate Memorial (Presbyterian 15 
Church) addressed the question as to whether concupiscence, the perverse desires, inclinations, feelings, 16 
impulses, etc., that flow out of our corrupted nature inherited from Adam, are themselves properly called 17 
sin, and concluded this: 18 
 19 

The teaching of our Westminster Standards is that through their disobedience in Eden, Adam’s 20 
and Eve’s corrupted human nature passed to all their posterity, Jesus excepted. As children of 21 
Adam we have a “corrupted nature,” and are “wholly defiled in all the parts and faculties of soul 22 
and body.” (WCF VI.2) This chapter of the Confession goes on to say (WCF VI.5) that: 23 

This corruption of [our human] nature during this life, doth remain in those that 24 
are regenerated; and although it be, through Christ, pardoned, and mortified; yet 25 
both itself, and all the motions thereof, are truly and properly sin. [emphasis 26 
added] 27 

 This makes it clear that any desire for something which, if we were to attain it, would be 28 
sinful, must also be a participation in sin.          29 

Missouri Presbytery went on to approve that report “as being, in general substance, consistent with Holy 30 
Scripture and our confessional standards, the Westminster Confession of Faith and Catechisms.” The 31 
CIM report had already cited Nate Collins, Revoice founder, who had said this in an interview with 32 
Christianity Today just before the Revoice 18 conference: 33 

Sexual desire for someone of the same sex is sinful and something that I should repent 34 
from.3  (CIM Report, p. 54) 35 

   36 

In the summer of 2019 TE Greg Johnson and the Memorial Session wrote a letter to Missouri 37 
Presbytery, as the court had required them to respond to our findings in the BCO 31-2 and 41-1 38 
investigation of 2018-19. Rather than contesting the conclusion of Missouri Presbytery on this point, TE 39 
Johnson and the Session expressed in that letter their explicit commitment to the Reformation view that 40 
all such desires, inclinations, and attractions that flow out of the original corruption we still bear (WCF 41 
VI. 4-6) are truly sin: 42 

 43 
 

3	“Revoice’s Founder Answers the LGBT Conference’s Critics”, Christianity Today, July 25, 2018. 
https://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2018/july-web-only/revoices-founder-answers-lgbt-conferences-critics.html.	
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Going forward, we have begun a sermon series on James that includes instruction from 1 
James 1 on our Reformed understanding of original sin as properly being called sin. 2 

 3 
As far as we can tell TE Johnson has never taught or defended the view that same-sex attraction is 4 
morally neutral; he has taught nothing publicly that disagrees with the above statements made by Nate 5 
Collins and the Missouri Presbytery CIM report, which is why he was able to say in his public testimony 6 
shared with his congregation on May 19, 2019, that as a man who lives with an enduring pattern of 7 
same-sex desire: 8 
 9 

 [I]f I am to have any real relationship with God, he has to be able to say, “Greg, you are 10 
defective; there is something broken about you; there is something that’s not right.”  11 

 12 
TE Johnson wrote the following to the current committee looking into the allegations made against him: 13 
 14 

My 5-minute GA floor speech was on June 27, 2019. Eleven days previously, in a Sunday June 15 
16, 2019 sermon on James 1, I had just explained: 16 

 17 
James says, when we're tempted, "no one should say, 'God is tempting me.' For God 18 
cannot be tempted by evil, nor does he tempt anyone; but each person is tempted when 19 
they are dragged away by their own evil desire and enticed." 20 
 21 
And there are different interpretations of this passage, and godly men differ. But I agree 22 
with the Swiss reformer John Calvin's treatment here in seeing my fallen sinful desires—23 
which are always at work inside of me on so many different levels—that they are at work 24 
even before I face external temptation. See, I believe that whenever I feel a pull inside of 25 
my heart toward something that God has not given me, then at that point sin is already 26 
powerfully at work within me—indwelling sin powerfully at work inside of me to pull 27 
me away from God. You know, it [indwelling sin] has a lot to work with. I've got a fallen 28 
nature, a fallen nurture, the idols of my heart, good longings that are bent in wrong 29 
directions. There's a lot inside of me including indwelling sin. Martin Luther the 30 
reformer–yeah, he had his problems, but he got the gospel right—he said the Christian 31 
has three enemies that we have to fight 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. They are the 32 
world, the flesh and the devil. There's the flesh, my own sin nature, the longings of my 33 
own heart, bent and twisted and warped in ways that were not intended in the beginning. 34 

 35 
My sermons were and are public on our website and our podcast. They can be found 36 
here: http://www.memorialpca.org/sermons2019.html. Also, just one month after my floor 37 
speech, in a July 28, 2019 sermon on James 4:1-10, I stated: 38 

 39 
The battle with the flesh is a battle with that enemy from within, and James locates the 40 
origin of so much of our struggle and so much of our failings not in external temptations 41 
"out there" (or the world telling us things should be a certain way), but with that enemy 42 
within, that voice in my own heart. It's in verse one. He says, "What causes fights and 43 
quarrels among you? Don't they come from your desires that battle within you?" The evil 44 
desire of my own heart. So much of my sin flows not from what's "out there" but 45 
from what's "in here," what the Westminster Confession of Faith in Chapter Six 46 
refers to as "original corruption,” which is “truly and properly sin." It's different 47 
from "actual sins." It's that fallen condition, that corrupt inner self. It's what 48 
theologians of a different era called concupiscence. And concupiscence, contrary to 49 
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popular belief, is not just sexual temptation. It's the temptation for anything that 1 
God doesn't want us to have, or the "overdesire" for a good thing, even. 2 

 3 
St. Augustine back in the 4th century—his illustration of concupiscence was ... pears. I 4 
have had my struggles, and he has his bowl of pears. But Augustine knew his biggest 5 
battle in many ways was the battle in his own heart. It's the struggle with indwelling sin 6 
or the flesh. 7 

 8 
And it's not like you can just turn off the desires of the heart like a switch. Indwelling sin 9 
is not something that necessarily goes away, even as we try to gain mastery over it. 10 
John Calvin in the 16th century said sin must remain in you as a Christian, but you must 11 
not let it rule over you. It doesn't go away. It's a part of our story. We all have the sinful 12 
flesh, the sinful nature. This means that if I as a Christian am going to walk faithfully 13 
with my Savior Jesus, then I have to be constantly on guard. (emphases added) 14 

 15 
TE Johnson’s statements on this particular point in sermons are a matter of public record, and have been 16 
made in the ongoing controversy as to whether same-sex attraction is true sin, and if it is, in what sense 17 
can it rightly be called sin, and what will repentance for it look and feel like. These matters touching 18 
homosexuality in the 21st century are tremendously important and involve very refined and complex 19 
theological questions which the wider evangelical church, including the PCA, is trying to answer well in 20 
these difficult days. What is called for, we believe, is charity and patience in a collegial willingness to 21 
listen, discuss, and debate, as iron sharpens iron. And where there are concerns about a man and things 22 
he has said and written, we believe the most just approach is to begin by giving to him an informal 23 
opportunity to set out his views and explain himself in writing (so that there is a record) before any 24 
formal BCO procedures are set in motion. Even when the concern comes from a court that does not have 25 
jurisdiction over the man, such an informal process can easily be arranged with the knowledge and 26 
counsel of the Presbytery (or Session) that does. This approach demonstrates a proper sensitivity to the 27 
warning in the Larger Catechism’s exposition of the 9th commandment that we break God’s command 28 
against lying not only by willfully telling a falsehood, but also by “misconstructing [=misconstruing] 29 
intentions, words, and actions.”   30 
 31 
In this connection it is of note that at the Westminster Assembly when the divines were making various 32 
proposals for how to word this or that doctrinal proposition, they would, at times, read a proposed 33 
formulation and then “give the sense of it.” In other words, there was an opportunity, after stating their 34 
words, to elaborate and explain what they meant by them.4 This is because words are often a kind of 35 
shorthand for what we mean, and without further elaboration those hearing us will commonly 36 
misunderstand our full or precise meaning.     37 
 38 
That the above view, identifying homosexual desire as truly and properly sin, though not actual sin, is  39 
what TE Johnson believes, has been confirmed by his written answers to this committee’s written 40 
questions to him. 41 
 42 
In those answers, TE Johnson identified one nuance the word “desire” sometimes carries when he spoke 43 
of:    44 

…the potential within my heart to notice a good-looking man and feel myself sexually attracted 45 
to him. That's what WCF [the Westminster Confession of Faith (6.4)] calls “original corruption.”    46 

 
4	“…our	prolocutor	[spokesman]	made	a	speech,	delivered	our	sense,	and	concluded.”	(emphasis	added;	from	Journal	of	
the	Proceedings	of	the	Assembly	of	Divines…	by	John	Lightfoot,		(1842	ed.),	p.12.	
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                                                                                (Committee Question #2, p. 4) 1 
A bit later in that same answer he added: 2 

 3 
…when I feel my heart melting because someone good-looking just walked by—even though no 4 
lustful thought has surfaced—at that point I am already praying, “Lord have mercy on me, a 5 
sinner.” It's not morbid introspection. I am looking outward to my savior Jesus who loves me. 6 
Confessing to God my internal corruption is a basic Christian freedom. I can be honest with 7 
God about how I am damaged.  (emphasis added, p. 4) 8 
 9 

We also cite another committee question and TE Johnson’s answers: 10 
 11 

Committee Question #3a to TE G Johnson: In the context [of the July 2018 Cross Politic 12 
interview] it seems you are saying of homoerotic desire that it is “something that can’t be 13 
repented of.” This statement appears to be the grounds for SE Alabama’s contention that you are 14 
“teaching that homosexual or ‘gay’ orientation (at least some aspect of it) is non-sinful yet due 15 
to the Fall.” ([emphasis added] See below, Q. #6 on p. 3, and from their Specifications section, 16 
under their #1 on p. 5 and under their #3 on p. 5.) Yet in other places you also seem to concur 17 
with the practical implications of WCF VI.5 and do judge homoerotic desire to be “truly and 18 
properly sin.” But should not all sin be repented of?  19 
 20 
Answer:  21 
Basic response: 22 

• All of life is repentance. 23 
• The term repentance has a broad semantic range. 24 
• There is general repentance for general internal corruption  25 
• There is particular repentance for particular motions of our internal corruption 26 

(e.g., akin to what I just described in my own experience) 27 
• There is particular repentance for actual sins. 28 
• We “repent of" (narrowly defined = we confess and forsake) actual sins. 29 
• We “flee or resist” temptation. 30 
• We “mortify” internal corruption as well as its works. 31 
• All of these are “repentance” broadly defined.  32 
• The CrossPolitic discussion was about whether a Christian can choose to change their 33 

sexual orientation and not be same-sex-attracted anymore—repentance narrowly defined. 34 
My answer was no. Such “repentance” (narrowly defined) is not how it works. It's about 35 
fleeing, resisting and proactively mortifying. 36 

• In hindsight, I could have worded things more precisely…. [emphasis added] 37 
 38 
Of course all of life is repentance, continually turning outside ourselves to our faithful savior 39 
Jesus, believing his gospel and looking to him to guide us. But repentance looks different when 40 
dealing with original corruption, with its motions (temptations) and with actual, willful sins. 41 
 42 
Again, repentance has a broad semantic range. It can mean the evangelical repentance of 43 
conversion. Or it can mean the continual life of repentance. Or it can mean a particular 44 
repentance for a particular sin in which that sin is confessed and forsaken. In WCF 15:5, 45 
the primary use of “repentance” is in relation to confessing and forsaking particular sins. 46 
“Men ought not to content themselves with a general repentance, but it is every man's duty to 47 
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endeavor to repent of his particular sins particularly.” In his commentary on the Confession, AA 1 
Hodge explains, “That men ought to repent not only in general of the corruption of their hearts 2 
… but also of every particular sinful action of which they are conscious.” It would seem that 3 
Hodge sees in the Confession a distinction between a “general repentance” for “corruption”—4 
original corruption—and a “particular repentance” for sinful actions (actual sins). (A.A. Hodge, 5 
The Westminster Confession: A Commentary, 1869, p. 226.  [emphasis added] 6 
 7 
In the CrossPolitic interview, I was speaking of particular repentance. 8 
 9 
Using this more narrow understanding of repentance, the Christian is called to repent of (that is, 10 
to confess and forsake) actual sins, to “flee” or “resist” temptations (the movements of 11 
indwelling sin) and to proactively “mortify” original corruption (as well as the actual sins 12 
flowing from it). 13 
 14 
My comment on the CrossPolitic interview had a particular context, which is not evident in the 15 
section quoted on blogs and websites….[T]hat interview...was not what they promised. My 16 
responses were therefore off the cuff, frequently interrupted, and lacked the theological precision 17 
I might prefer. 18 
 19 
For context, [one interviewer] had stated that being same-sex-attracted “is a sin.” Notice 20 
the indefinite article. I objected to adding the indefinite article because that implies that 21 
being same-sex-attracted is in itself an actual sin, meaning a choice. I agreed that same-sex 22 
sexual attraction—even resisted—is of sin, is sinful, and is a movement [or “motion,” in the 23 
words of WCF VI.5] of indwelling sin. But not “a sin” unless there is volition. I was trying to 24 
explain that you can't just “repent of” being same-sex-attracted and then go and be same-sex-25 
attracted no more. (emphasis added, pp. 5-6) 26 

 27 
In this same answer TE Johnson also included a bit of the interview and then commented on it: 28 
 29 

Greg: —but what I'm hearing is they can change their orientation—even though orientation itself 30 
is a problematic concept, [interruption] … but the reality is that orientation does not change 31 
generally. It is very rare— 32 
 33 
Interviewer 1: Actually, that's not true. That's not true. That's a lie. … It's not true that orientation 34 
is not something that can be changed and be repented of. 35 

 36 
     Again, note that this was a discussion about whether a believer could “repent of" being SSA— 37 
     repentance in the narrow sense of confess and forsake—and thus change his sexual orientation. 38 
 39 

[more interview dialogue follows and then]: 40 
 41 
Other Panelist: What we need to repent of is being lustful. 42 

 43 
     X continued to explain that to repent of being same-sex-attracted means “submitting to God and    44 
     saying… ‘I am going to obey Christ and seek a wife to the best of my ability.’ Anything else is a   45 
     halfway house of iniquity.” 46 
 47 
           Greg: Attraction. You can repent of a lust because that's a choice. … [with sinful attraction], you   48 
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            mortify it. 1 
 2 

Interviewer 1: That's repentance. Isn't that repentance? 3 
 4 

Greg: Well, to mortify something, its the difference between, it's the difference, Jesus says, 5 
between “Lead us not unto temptation" and “forgive us our debts.” You ask forgiveness for a sin, 6 
for an action, a word, a thought, a deed, a choice… 7 

 8 
Interviewer 2: What sin shouldn't we mortify? 9 

 10 
Greg: We should mortify all sin… I think we're using different language here. 11 
 12 
Interviewer 1: I think so too. 13 

 14 
     I think I can say I would have worded my thoughts a little differently now, but I believe the context   15 
     displays what this discussion was about. It was about whether the same-sex-attracted Christian can   16 
     choose to not be same-sex-attracted anymore. But the interview was a traumatic 3-on-one train  17 
     wreck, and it was two years ago as I was only beginning to revisit the nuance on the topic.  18 
 19 
Further on TE Johnson answers another question put to him by our committee: 20 
 21 

Committee Question #3b to TE G Johnson: What did you mean in the above statement when 22 
you said that “[homosexual desire] can’t be repented of?”  23 

 24 
    Basic response:  25 

• The [CrossPolitic] discussion was about whether you can choose to not be same-sex-26 
attracted anymore. 27 

• See above. I wasn't speaking of homosexual desire—which can mean actively setting 28 
your heart on something. I was speaking of “attraction”—by which I meant having the 29 
condition variously labeled same-sex attraction or homosexual orientation. 30 

• There is a sense in which any internal movement of homoeroticism should be 31 
repented of, but not the sense in which I understood [the interviewer] to be speaking.  32 

• With original corruption (like the condition known as same-sex attraction or 33 
homosexual orientation), we're looking at a whole-life repentance. 34 

• Pastorally, I want to protect against morbid introspection. 35 
 36 
We were speaking of repentance in its narrow sense of repenting of particular/actual sins. 37 
I sensed that the interviewer was applying that paradigm to original corruption—that you 38 
could choose to no longer be corrupted in that way [i.e. in having ongoing homosexual 39 
desire]. 40 
 41 
Even though our internal temptations are a movement of indwelling sin and as in 42 
everything are a calling to turn outward to God (in repentance), nevertheless the 43 
primary responsibility God calls us to in his Word with regard to indwelling sin is to flee 44 
temptation, resist temptation, and mortify our sinful nature and its works. There is a 45 
sense in which any movement of homoeroticism should be repented of—but not the 46 
sense in which I understood [the interviewer] to be speaking. (emphases added) 47 
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 1 
And again, in his answers to our committee, TE Johnson affirmed this: 2 
 3 

Anytime I feel a sexual pull toward anyone God hasn't given me (including any man by definition), 4 
that is a movement [“motion” is the term in WCF VI. 5] of indwelling sin. 5 
 6 
I don't recall saying that same-sex attraction is a morally neutral condition. I have repeatedly stated 7 
otherwise. Any time I sense an internal sexual or romantic pull toward anyone God has not given 8 
me—including any male by definition—I have to recognize that pull for what it is. It is an effect of 9 
the fall, yes, but more precisely it is the pull of what St. Paul terms the flesh. It's a motion of the 10 
internal corruption that remains in the believer throughout this life. “This corruption of nature, 11 
during this life, doth remain in those that are regenerated” (see WCF 6.4-6). This temptation is 12 
“original corruption” and is “properly called sin,” even when it does not lead to “actual sin.” Apart 13 
from Christ, I would carry the guilt of original corruption. Thankfully, Jesus has borne that burden 14 
for me to the cross and I bear it no more. (Committee Question #6) 15 

 16 
• Committee Question #7 to TE G Johnson: How would you respond to the claim quoted 17 

above that “homosexuality is a term that is never used in Scripture to refer to our broken, 18 
fallen biology or sociology or to any other non-sinful aspect of our condition but is 19 
always and only used to refer to sin” (SE Alabama Presbytery)? [SEAL says this of TE 20 
Johnson: “…TE Johnson appears to be more influenced by secular categories than 21 
biblical ones” and then goes on to say that he “Insists on the use of the secular 22 
category of homosexual ‘orientation….” See SEAL letter in the Appendix.]  23 

 24 
Basic  response: 25 

• The term homosexual is not in the Hebrew/Greek Bible. 26 
• Sexual orientation is a nineteenth century scientific and social construct. 27 
• In 1 Corinthians 6, for example, malakoi and arsenokoitai refer not to sexual orientation or 28 

temptation but to actual sexual practice between two men. 29 
• I belabor this point because of the way secular people misunderstand us when try to pour our 30 

meanings into their words. 31 
 32 
I would respond by saying homosexuality is not a term used in the Hebrew or Greek Scriptures at all. 33 
The terms homosexual and homosexuality were coined in 1869 by Hungarian journalist Károli Mária 34 
Kertbeny. German psychologist Richard von Krafft-Ebing disseminated that terminology and the theory 35 
that homosexual orientation was a psychiatric disorder stemming from a partially inborn predisposition. 36 
 37 
When translating biblical language into the languages of the secular West, words do not always map 38 
neatly from one language onto another. Take for example Paul's prohibition of homosexual practice in 1 39 
Corinthians 6. Not one of the terms or labels currently used in discussions of homosexual temptation is 40 
in the Bible. The Bible does not use terms like same-sex-attracted or gay or homosexual. These are all 41 
English terms or phrases that have varying degrees of cultural currency today. But the Greek New 42 
Testament has a discourse of its own. In 1 Corinthians 6, Paul states that neither malakoi nor 43 
arsenokoitai will inherit God's kingdom. The former is the Greek term for soft, which in the context of 44 
sexuality means a man who allows another man to penetrate him sexually. (Many of the terms in Paul’s 45 
list of sins here are sexual in nature, and Paul continues the pericope discussing sexual sin. The Side A 46 
gay-affirming argument that malakoi here means something other than homosexual sin is weak.) 47 
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 1 
The latter term arsenokoitai is a hybrid of the Greek words for male and bed, and refers to a man who 2 
‘beds down’ other men. 3 
 4 
Yet onto what current English terms do these biblical Greek terms map most accurately? 5 
 6 
The modern English term gay increasingly is used as a descriptor for a sexual orientation, a replacement 7 
for the term homosexual, the use of which the secular culture began to frown upon in the 1990s, 8 
particularly when used as a noun. Sexual orientation is a category not present in the Bible but is a 9 
modern scientific and/or social construct. It speaks not to an action but to a predisposition, a condition 10 
with two main components: (1) a tendency to find oneself romantically or sexually drawn to one's own 11 
sex, coupled with (2) the absence of romantic or sexual attraction to the opposite sex. There are 12 
homosexually oriented people who have never had sex, and there are people who are not homosexually 13 
oriented who have engaged in homosexual intercourse, whether in prostitution for drugs or money or as 14 
an act of violence while in prison or in an English public school with their tradition of buggering.  15 
 16 
Neither the sex acts malakoi nor arsenokoitai maps very tightly onto this modern use of gay or 17 
homosexual or same-sex attracted as an orientation. 18 
 19 
Perhaps the most accurate potential for translation is found within gay subculture itself, which 20 
distinguishes between men who are tops and men who are bottoms. The Greek malakoi describes 21 
someone who engages is homosexual sex as a bottom, while the Greek arsenokoitai describes someone 22 
who engages in homosexual sex as a top. 23 
 24 
In the table below, I note how these biblical terms relate to actions. This is not to deny that lusts of the 25 
heart also are actual sins—they are (Matt 5:28). Rather, it's just the limited purpose of this chart to 26 
discuss the Bible's terms malakoi and arsenokoitai and how they map onto modern English usage.  27 
 28 
Note the Bible doesn't use the nineteenth century concept of sexual orientation, so there's not an exact 29 
biblical term for the condition of experiencing unchosen sexual attractions to the same sex with the 30 
corollary absence of attractions to the opposite sex. That’s why the top left box […] is empty. The Bible 31 
does not categorize people socially based upon the sexual preferences of their sinful internal corruption. 32 
There is no biblical Greek term that captures that modern construction of sexual orientation. Here I 33 
group the current English terms that describe the fallen condition and contrast them with biblical Greek 34 
and modern English terms that map onto the sins listed in 1 Corinthians 6. 35 
 36 
 Sinful Conditions Actual Sins 
Greek New Testament Terms […] malakoi, arsenokoitai 
Modern English Terms being same-sex-attracted, being 

gay, having a homosexual 
orientation, being homosexually 
tempted 

having gay sex, engaging in 
homosexual behavior, practicing 
homosexuality, having gay sex as a 
top, having gay sex as a bottom 

 37 
I belabor this for a reason. Missing out on the nuance of the terminology can have very harmful 38 
consequences. Missiologically, what happens when 21st century Christians in the English speaking 39 
world say that, “You cannot be a homosexual (or you can't be gay) and be a Christian”? What will 40 
secular gay people hear? Do malakoi and arsenokoitai translate the modern construction of being same-41 
sex-attracted /homosexual/gay? No. That category is in the other column. So what are we saying? More 42 
to the point—since God charges us to enter their discourse and be Gentiles to reach Gentiles—what are 43 
secular English speakers actually hearing when we speak thus? That young, secular gay man just heard 44 
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you say that he is not allowed to come to Jesus if he experiences unwanted attraction to the same sex. It's 1 
not what you intended for him to hear. 2 
 3 
 4 
3. Committee Conclusion to Our Judgment on Allegation #1 5 
 6 
*We find the allegation that TE Greg Johnson denies same-sex attraction is sinful and thereby  7 
contradicts the Westminster Standards by conflating the categories of sin and misery to be false.  We 8 
have included statements from TE Johnson’s spoken words, , interviews, and writings to establish that 9 
the allegations are not true.  This evidence clearly establishes two points:  10 
  11 

1) TE Johnson does, in fact, affirm that same-sex attraction is rightly called sinful because it is 12 
truly and properly sin. What he denies is that it is, in the language of the Westminster Standards, 13 
“actual sin,” that is, a volitional act or series of acts (whether external or internal) of sin. 14 
 15 
2) TE Johnson’s analogy between living with same-sex attraction and living with physical 16 
suffering (such as a cancer survivor or a paraplegic) has been misunderstood.   It has been 17 
inferred, wrongly, we believe, that because TE Johnson does believe the two conditions are 18 
experientially analogous in the suffering they lead to as effects of the Fall, therefore he must also 19 
believe they are morally analogous as well.  20 

 21 
*TE Johnson does not always use the terminology of the Westminster Standards to describe the 22 
complexity of the fallen condition (which no Presbyterian minister is required to do in every 23 
circumstance when teaching on the subject), but it is clear that he is being faithful to the substance of the 24 
teaching in our standards by distinguishing between sinful inclinations/desires on one hand, and willful 25 
acts of sin on the other.   26 
 27 
*It should be noted that the evidence cited by those who offer evidence that TE Johnson  rejects these 28 
distinctions taught in the Westminster Standards, comes almost entirely  from statements he made 29 
defending himself in a hostile podcast interview.  TE Johnson has himself admitted that because of the 30 
emotionally charged situation, his language was not always as precise as he would have liked. We have 31 
included a statement from TE Johnson where he also regrets not making more careful distinctions in his 32 
speech on the floor of the General Assembly in 2019. 33 
 34 
*TE Johnson agrees with conclusions of Missouri Presbytery’s Committee to Investigate Memorial 35 
(2019) on this particular question—that homoerotic desire is sinful and not a morally neutral sexual 36 
orientation.     37 
 38 
 39 
IV. Allegation #2: By Self-identifying as a Same-Sex-Attracted Man TE Johnson 40 
Compromises and Dishonors His Identity in Christ 41 
 42 
This allegation is made explicitly by all four of the requesting courts. 43 
 44 
A. Summary of the Allegation 45 
 46 
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All four requesting courts maintain the view that TE Greg Johnson self-identifying as a same-sex-1 
attracted man compromises his identity in Christ. Three out of the four cite the 48th General Assembly’s 2 
decision in 2019 to affirm the 2017 document, the Nashville Statement. We cite their letters to us here: 3 
 4 
From Westminster Presbytery’s request for a 31-2 investigation:  “Teaching Elder Greg Johnson has 5 
publicly announced before the watching world a personal self-conception as a homosexual and this is 6 
inconsistent with the adopted view of the Presbyterian Church in America. The orientation of a Christian 7 
is defined by being in Christ and not by his temptations and sins nor is his identity defined by those 8 
temptations and sins against which he struggles.” 9 
 10 
From the Grace and Peace -Texas request: “To adopt a homosexual self-conception or to identify as a 11 
‘same-sex attracted Christian’ or a ‘gay Christian’ is to be defined by ‘what is earthly in you,’ to be 12 
defined by ‘sexual immorality, passion, evil desire.’ To conceive of oneself as homosexual is to 13 
conceive of oneself as outside of Christ.” (Colossians 3:5-11 is cited just before this paragraph, and I 14 
Corinthians 6:9-11 immediately after it) 15 
 16 
From the Covenant Church-Arkansas request: “Teaching Elder Greg Johnson identifies himself as a 17 
homosexual while holding an office as a teaching elder in the PCA…..The question is not about being 18 
honest in our struggles against sin but about what kinds of self-conceptions a Christian should endorse. 19 
The Word of God precludes a Christian, much less a minister of the Gospel, from having such a self-20 
identity. A Christian’s identity is defined solely by his relationship with Christ and not by those 21 
temptations and sins against which he struggles (1 Cor. 6:11).” 22 
 23 
From Southeast Alabama Presbytery request: 24 
“TE Greg Johnson conflates our confessional categories of the state of sin and the state of grace in a 25 
way that contradicts our confession by teaching that it is acceptable to identify as a ‘gay’ or homosexual 26 
Christian.”   27 
 28 
 29 
B. Our Response to Allegation #2 30 
 31 
This allegation appears to us to be the one that people are most concerned about. The issues are 32 
important, and so before presbyters proceed further here, we recommend that they re-read the section on 33 
identity from the original CIM report (pp. 76-84 in that report) as a backdrop to the arguments below 34 
and in our extended arguments on this allegation in Part 2. We also encourage brothers to read the 35 
section on identity in the recently releases 47th General Assembly Ad-Interim Committee on Human 36 
Sexuality (AIC), Section 3, pp.26-28.  37 
 38 
1. Committee Judgment on the Allegation  39 
We find the allegation to be false because: 40 
 41 
a. All four courts seem to assume, wrongly, we believe, that there is only one right way to understand 42 
the concept of “identity, which is, in an “aspirational” sense; in other words, that it should only be used 43 
to represent these sorts of things: 44 

*what or who a person loves most;  45 
* who they see themselves as most deeply belonging to;  46 
*what kind of persons they model themselves after and aspire most to be; 47 

            *that which they find the deepest meaning and purpose of their life in; and 48 
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*the cause they are the most invested in and committed to; 1 
 2 

If that is the only proper way to use the term “identity,” then, truly, our only identity is that we are 3 
made in God’s image, and if we are believers, that we are “in Christ” through faith in him, and are in 4 
the process of having that divine image restored in us by the Holy Spirit. Believers would then be wrong 5 
to say that anything else about themselves is part of their “identity.” But we do not believe that is how 6 
the term “identity” is always used in our time. 7 
 8 
We believe the word “identity” is often used in a non-aspirational sense, and legitimately so, not to 9 
answer the question, “What is the most important and governing part of who I am?” but rather the 10 
question, “What are all many composite parts of who I am?” That is, it’s used—both inside and outside 11 
the church—to give a fuller account of all that we really are; an account that includes not only morally 12 
neutral aspects of our lives but also the “broken parts,” those post-Fall things that have shaped us, even 13 
our sin and misery.  14 
 15 
This is the way the term/concept of “identity” actually does function in modern usage. Great care 16 
should be taken not to lay down precise rules for how the abstract English word “identity” must be used 17 
and must not be used by Christians, because it is commonly used with different meanings in different 18 
contexts. Yet we do acknowledge this general principle: That behind the word “identity” and the many 19 
settings in which we use it in our time, there is normally one general cluster of concern—one that is 20 
reflected in Scripture as well as in universal human experience, and that is, to answer these kinds of 21 
questions: Who are we? In other words, What do I have in common with other people? Who am I? Who 22 
are you? Who are they? And of course, we are not just looking for names in those questions. But nor are 23 
we simply looking to answer the aspirational questions, “What am I aiming at? What do I love most? 24 
That is part of the picture, to be sure, and the central part of the picture; but the word “identity” is often 25 
used, and legitimately used, to give a fuller account of all that we really are—questions like, What 26 
has shaped me? Who can I identify with and why? What characterizes me? What is the narrative, the 27 
story of my life? What are the composite parts of all that I am about—small and large, good and bad, 28 
spiritual and physical, past and present, individual and communal, inborn and learned, aspirational and 29 
shameful, temporal and eternal?  30 
 31 
In other words, What are the “parts” that make up me? What role do these parts play in my life? And 32 
how do they fit into the whole of the person who I am? Etc. We contend that many people use the term 33 
“identity” in that way and when they do, it is no compromise of biblical teaching for a person to say I 34 
have an identity as an American, an identity as a husband, as a sinner, as a pride-prone man, as a 35 
survivor of sexual abuse, as a pastor, as a musician, as a Presbyterian, as a Libertarian, a widower, etc. 36 
These are all smaller “slices,” composite parts of a larger and all-governing answer to the questions, 37 
Who am I? Who can I identify with and what for? Where do I belong? What has God used in my life? 38 
What am I committed to lamenting and resisting? What am I committed to celebrating and embracing? 39 
 40 
 41 
We find the allegation to be false also because: 42 
b. It never grapples with the fact that the Bible itself does not give a simple one-dimensional answer to 43 
the question, “Who am I?” but instead gives us, or at times presupposes a multi-faceted answer—one 44 
that reflects the impact on us of God’s creative work in the rich unfolding of our unique personhood; the 45 
impact of the particular ways the fall from innocence and into sin has warped our individual 46 
personhood; and the impact of the specific paths by which the Holy Spirit has brought each of us to trust 47 
Christ and grow in the grace of sanctification.  48 
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 1 
The Word of God teaches us “who we are” by taking seriously both the general doctrinal truths of divine 2 
revelation that apply to all Christians, and the particularities of individual believers and their human 3 
experience. Both shape the answer to the question, “Who am I if I am a believer in Jesus—and if I am a 4 
believer who is me—that is, with my own particular history and story?”  5 
 6 
It is a grave spiritual error to make too much of our lesser identities. We want to assure our brothers in 7 
Christ in these four requesting courts that our Presbytery, including TE Greg Johnson, so our committee 8 
is persuaded, stands in complete, unqualified agreement with the new General Assembly AIC report 9 
when it reveals what seems to be their core concern in this controversy over identity in these words: 10 
 11 

Our burden is that we do not justify our sin struggles by affixing them to our identity as 12 
Christians.  (AIC Report, Statement 10, p. 14)  13 

 14 
Nevertheless, it is crucial that we discipline ourselves to see the depths of Scripture in the way it teaches 15 
us—so much of it by example—to think of ourselves in order that we might face what is real and deal 16 
with it properly before the face of the Lord. If we flatten and smooth out what is purposely faceted and 17 
textured by God in his written Word, we will misunderstand and misapply important passages of 18 
Scripture. And if we do that in this current controversy we will fail to see that TE Johnson is, in fact, 19 
faithful to the Bible’s teaching that every true believer in Jesus has been transferred from the domain of 20 
darkness into the Kingdom of God’s beloved Son, lives in union with the Son, and is under obligation as 21 
a citizen of this Kingdom to look for and find his or her truest, deepest, and governing identity in those 22 
wonderful truths. But we will also fail to see that TE Johnson, in his expressed statements and views, 23 
shows himself properly sensitive to what biblical teaching everywhere implies, namely, that a 24 
multiplicity of things answers the question, “Who am I?”  25 
 26 
 27 
2. TE Greg Johnson’s views and teaching 28 
 29 
a. Pre-Revoice Statements 30 
Even before Revoice 18 TE Johnson made clear that he was working with a multi-layered view of 31 
“identity.” He wrote: 32 
 33 

Misrepresentation 3. “Revoice is promoting gay identity instead of identity in Christ.”  34 
This is a very significant concern for us. One’s core identity will be what drives who he  35 
aspires to be and how he lives his life. We believe the Christian’s core identity is Christ.   36 
(CIM Report, Appendix, p. 131) 37 

 38 
If there is believed to be an identity which is a person’s “core identity” then there must be other and 39 
lesser “identities” that are not at the core, not the foundational identity upon which I want to build my 40 
life. Again, before the Revoice conference in the summer of 2018 TE Johnson wrote: 41 
 42 

In numerous reports making their way back to us, however, we are hearing a confusion of two 43 
different (but similar sounding) concepts. Building your identity on something is different from 44 
identifying with something. Many Revoice presenters identify as same-sex-attracted. They are 45 
not building their identity on same-sex attraction.  (CIM, Appendix, p.131) 46 

  47 
Below are TE Greg Johnson’s answers to questions put to him by the committee. 48 
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 1 
Committee Question #1 to TE G Johnson: Do you agree with the statement that “The orientation of a 2 
Christian is defined by being in Christ and not by his temptations and sins, nor is his identity defined by 3 
those temptations and sins against which he struggles” (Westminster Presbytery letter) 4 
 5 
Basic Response: 6 

• Yes, I agree. 7 
• But “identity” can mean two things. 8 
• If you mean core, defining identity, that's Jesus, not my same sex attraction. 9 
• If you mean identifiers that are true of me, same-sex attraction is one of these. 10 

 11 
I agree that being in Christ is everything. Jesus radically changed my life orientation. My sinful sexual 12 
orientation doesn't get to define me. As I said in my May 2019 testimony in Christianity Today: 13 
 14 

While sexuality has a degree of fluidity in some people, the real change for me has not been in 15 
my sexual orientation but in my life orientation. Jesus has rescued me. That’s everything… My 16 
sexual orientation doesn’t define me. It’s not the most important or most interesting thing about 17 
me. It is the backdrop for that, the backdrop for the story of Jesus who rescued me.5 18 

 19 
When discussing questions of identity, however, a lot depends on what concept of identity is in 20 
operation. Building one's identity on something is not the same thing as identifying as something. So I'll 21 
offer two answers depending on which question is intended. 22 
 23 
If by identity, you mean the core identity that defines me, the identity that then becomes what I aspire 24 
more fully to be, then no Christian should have a fallen sexual orientation as their core identity. Our core 25 
identity as Christians is that we have been adopted as sons of Father into his family. That's the objective 26 
identity that names and claims me and to which I owe my life, my love and my treasure. 27 
 28 
This is the way that Mark Yarhouse (of Regent and Wheaton) distinguishes between attraction, 29 
orientation and identity. 30 
 31 

• Attractions may be fleeting, like the straight kid who has some confused thoughts during 32 
adolescence.  33 

• Orientation is more deeply rooted than attraction and likely develops from a convergence of 34 
fallen nature and fallen nurture. 35 

• Identity is who you see yourself to be at the core, the narrative you place yourself in, the life to 36 
which you aspire. 37 

 38 
Were I to believe that homosexuality were that kind of identity, then I would have lived a very different 39 
life. I'm a 47-year old virgin who's never so much as held hands. I've been off porn well over a decade. I 40 
consider homosexual sex to be an abomination. Its lusts are shameful.  41 
 42 
But there is another way people speak about identity. 43 

 
5	Greg	Johnson,	“I	Used	to	Hide	My	Shame.	Now	I	Take	Shelter	Under	the	Gospel:	How	a	gay	atheist	teenager	
discovered	Jesus	and	stopped	living	undercover.”	Christianity	Today,	May	20,	2019.	
https://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2019/may-web-only/greg-johnson-hide-shame-shelter-gospel-gay-
teenager.html		
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 1 
Some use identity to include all the things they see as true about themselves. One may identify as a 2 
Republican, for example, without building your identity on politics. One may identify as an American, 3 
even though he believes his ultimate citizenship is in heaven.  4 
 5 
Paul identified as a Roman citizen. Paul identified as a Christian. He also identified as the chief of all 6 
sinners. All of these things were true of him.  7 
 8 
Within this understanding of identity, Paul David Tripp can speak of the “two identities of every 9 
Christian.” He explains, “These identities are ‘sinner’ and ‘child of grace.’ To recognize their existence 10 
and understand what it means to possess them both, together, is to see yourself as you truly are.” He 11 
continues, “This will profoundly shape your fundamental sense of self and radically influence for the 12 
better how you live in the here and now, somewhere between the Fall and Destiny.”6 13 
 14 
This approach to identity is the one Martin Luther took when he claimed a Christian is simul justus et 15 
peccator, simultaneously saint and sinner. This was an understanding of the believer's dual identity that 16 
Johannes Oecolampadius had come to twelve years earlier in Basel. “The apostle is still a sinner while 17 
justified and has the desire to sin.”7 Here, with Paul and Oecolampadius and Luther, we see the believer 18 
identified with his temptations and sins as well as (and supremely) identified with Christ. 19 
 20 
If one intends to approach the question from this multifaceted approach to identity, then many things can 21 
be said to be true of me. I can identify with my weaknesses. As I said in my CT testimony, “The gospel 22 
doesn’t erase this part of my story so much as it redeems it.”8 The gospel takes something that our sinful 23 
world currently celebrates—attraction to the same sex—and humbles it and submits it to Jesus Christ in 24 
a new obedience. 25 
 26 
Committee Question #9 to TE G Johnson: Westminster Presbytery has offered evidence as 27 
documentation for their claim that you  “identify yourself as a homosexual.” Is that an accurate claim? 28 
If it is accurate, please explain what you mean by the terms in that statement and why you think it’s an 29 
important thing to affirm. If it is not accurate, please explain why.  30 
 31 
Basic response: 32 

• Using the social and scientific categories of western culture, my sexual orientation is 33 
homosexual. That doesn't mean cultural categories are normative. 34 

• Identity can mean two things. If you mean core identity, no. If you mean a true identifier or 35 
descriptor, yes. 36 

• My reasons for being public with my story were to help others. 37 
 38 
My sexual orientation is a 6.0 on the Kinsey scale, meaning that I have only ever experienced sexual 39 
attraction to the same sex. My orientation is not heterosexual or bisexual, but homosexual. I am same-40 
sex-attracted. 41 
 42 
That is not to say that the categories of our culture are normative. I’m just speaking Gentile because I 43 
have a ministry trying to reach Gentiles. 44 

 
6	Paul	David	Tripp,	Broken	Down	House,	2009,	pp.	34-35.	
7	Johannes	Oecolampadius,	ad	Rhomanos,	61v,	1523.	
8	Greg	Johnson.	
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 1 
As for the question of “identity,” see Question 1, above. Yes or no depending on what you mean by 2 
identity. 3 
 4 
For me, sharing my story publicly came from a conviction that my story might help someone else, 5 
that teenage kid in youth group who thinks he's the only one. For others, they feel like they’re 6 
constantly hiding, and they want to be known in their brokenness. And for others, it may be that a 7 
“fake it ‘til you make it” approach to sanctification drove them to despair and they need to be 8 
honest. In the pseudonymous 1970 IVP book Returns of Love: Letters of a Christian Homosexual, Alex 9 
Davidson describes the need many of us have felt to let the gospel reach “the real Alex.” That's the Alex 10 
who needs the gospel. Alex speaks of Jesus and says, “He calls me by name: ‘Alex – sinful, hypocritical, 11 
embarrassed, homosexual Alex,’ He calls; and in doing so He demonstrates both that He knows all about 12 
me and that He still loves me in spite of it.”9 [emphasis added] 13 
 14 
Many are happy keeping this sort of thing private, which is a perfectly valid decision. But in a culture 15 
that is driving the narrative that “Christian hate gay people,” I have offered my story as a counter 16 
narrative. As a gay atheist, I found everything I truly longed for in Jesus. That has come at a cost. But 17 
I'm a guy who saw a field and bought it. I have never regretted that decision and have never looked 18 
back. 19 
 20 
Committee Question #10 to TE G Johnson: Do you concur with Westminster Presbytery’s claim that 21 
“The 48th PCA General Assembly affirmed that the self-conception of an individual as a homosexual or 22 
transgender is inconsistent with God’s holy purposes in creation and redemption,” and that therefore, in 23 
“publicly announcing before the watching world a personal self-conception as a homosexual” you are 24 
“inconsistent with the adopted view of the Presbyterian Church in America” (presumably alluding here 25 
to the GA’s affirmation in 2019 of the Nashville Statement)? Please elaborate.  26 
Short response: 27 

• Many gave good speeches for and against. I respect them all. 28 
• It was affirmed, not adopted, and not with constitutional authority. 29 

 30 
The Nashville Statement was affirmed as a biblical summary. It was affirmed but not adopted. It’s 31 
proponents made great effort to stress that point beforehand. Nor has it been given constitutional 32 
authority.  33 
 34 
I made my floor speech before that vote. The vote was a 60/40 vote, and none of us knew which way the 35 
vote would go. Godly men made good speeches for and against. Some who voted for it weren't happy 36 
with everything about it. Others interpreted Article 7 differently than I have. I respect those who voted 37 
differently than me. 38 
 39 
Committee Question #4 to TE G Johnson: How would you answer the objection that identifying as an 40 
SSA Christian is “no different than the self-conception of a Christian being defined as a pedophile, a 41 
racist, or as a drunkard, covetous, or swindler” (Westminster Presbytery)? In other words, aren’t 42 
Christians who are homosexually-inclined being privileged in a way that we don’t normally privilege 43 
believers who are battling other kinds of sins in their life?  44 
 45 
Basic response: 46 

 
9	Alex	Davidson	(pseudonym),	The	Returns	of	Love:	Letters	of	a	Christian	Homosexual,	InterVarsity	Press,	1970,	pp.	20-
21.	
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• Owning your sin ≠ celebrating your sin. 1 
• For a drunk, saying “I'm an alcoholic” is a step toward freedom. 2 
• There are varied reasons someone might want to be public about their SSA. 3 
• The comparison to pedophilia is less helpful because pedophilia is always raping a child. 4 

 5 
I don't think it's a “privilege” to be able to own my sinful condition. If a believer were celebrating their 6 
fallen sexuality, then there's obviously a problem with that.  7 
 8 
Many a drunkard had found great freedom by taking that first step and saying, “I’m an alcoholic.” They 9 
do so not to celebrate their alcoholism but to be known in it and to seek help in fighting the battle they 10 
have to fight. 11 
 12 
The reasons a Christian who is SSA might want to be public about that part of their story are varied. For 13 
me, it was a conviction that my story might help someone else, that teenage kid in youth group who 14 
thinks he's the only one. For others, they feel like they’re constantly hiding, and they want to be known 15 
in their brokenness. And for others, It may be that a “fake it ‘til you make it” approach to sanctification 16 
drove them to despair and they need to be honest. In the pseudonymous 1970 IVP book Returns of Love: 17 
Letters of a Christian Homosexual, Alex Davidson describes the need many of us have felt to let the 18 
gospel reach the real, sinful Alex. That's the Alex who needs the gospel. Alex speaks of Jesus and says, 19 
“He calls me by name: ‘Alex – sinful, hypocritical, embarrassed, homosexual Alex,’ He calls; and in 20 
doing so He demonstrates both that He knows all about me and that He still loves me in spite of it.”10 21 
 22 
That a God who knows you all the way down and still wants to be in relationship with you. For many 23 
believers, owning the big, shameful label has enabled them to feel God's grace in a new and powerful 24 
way. 25 
 26 
Some just need to be known. When a single mother of three young children identifies as such, she's 27 
probably looking for support, or maybe just needing to be known in that struggle. 28 
 29 
On a side note, the comparison to pedophilia has been one frequently thrown at same-sex- attracted 30 
people. And admittedly, same-sex attraction, like pedophilia, is a disordering of God's good design for 31 
sexuality. They do share that point in common. But I would hope that pastors understand how hurtful it 32 
is to compare our same-sex-attracted members to pedophiles. Pedophilia has an inherent power 33 
differential. No child can give consent. Pedophilia is always rape. Raping a defenseless child. When a 34 
shame-filled teenager confesses with great sorrow that he struggles with same-sex attraction and feels so 35 
ashamed of himself, I'm not sure it's helpful to compare that to child rape. 36 
 37 
 38 
3. Committee Conclusion to Our Judgment on Allegation #2 39 
 40 
*The core question is this: Can we speak of our “identity” as a composite of multiple things, including 41 
specific inclinations toward sin, not to celebrate those inclinations but to own them as an ongoing part of 42 
who we are, as part of the “stage” which is our life and on which God acts before the watching world 43 
and before angels and demons—to humble us, justify us, and sanctify us? We repeat our answer: Yes, 44 
because we reject the allegation that Christians cannot legitimately name sinful tendencies, general or 45 
particular, as in any sense a part of their “identity,” that is, as in any sense a part of “who they are.”  46 

 
10 Alex Davidson (pseudonym), The Returns of Love: Letters of a Christian Homosexual, InterVarsity Press, 1970, pp. 20-21. 
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 1 
**We believe a multi-faceted understanding of “identity,” of “who I am”—that even includes the broken 2 
and sin-related parts of my life—can be faithful to biblical teaching, and can find confirmation in our 3 
human experience in God’s world.  4 
 5 
*We deny that the more narrow definition of “identity” that restricts it to what a believer aspires to be in 6 
Christ, is the only allowable way for Christians to use the term, since Christians are already using the 7 
word in its broader sense when they refer to such things as their “ethnic identity,” or their identity as a 8 
woman or as a man, a parent or a child, etc.  9 
 10 
This is the same conclusion that the 47th General Assembly Ad-Interim Committee reached. It said: 11 
 12 

A Biblical understanding of identity must … take into account the reality that we are fallen and 13 
corrupted, possessing original and indwelling sin, as well as the miseries of the Fall. It tells us 14 
who we are phenomenologically—as we experience our sinful selves and our sinful world… As 15 
fallen, sinful human beings we can and should be honest about the ways in which the sin and 16 
misery of the Fall are a part of us. (p. 28) 17 

 18 
*But why would believers even want to self-identify as a same-sex-attracted Christian? In the interest of 19 
transparency. And transparency to what end? To the end of being known in their weakness and not 20 
having to live secretively within the body of Christ; but even more importantly, perhaps, to live 21 
transparently for the sake of others: for fellow believers who live with SSA, especially the less mature; 22 
for the maturing of the church; and especially for greater opportunity to bear witness to unbelievers. We 23 
believe all these were the ends to which TE Johnson self-identified as a same-sex-attracted man. 24 
 25 
*At the same time, we do not believe this is a carte blanche license for Christians who are SSA to do as 26 
they please in the way they think about who they are and how they self-identify. What we regard as 27 
crucial for us all is what we do with the multi-faceted picture that defines who and what we understand 28 
ourselves to be. The Word teaches us what to do with that picture, and celebrating or taking pride in any 29 
kind of sinful inclination is never right before God. 30 
 31 
*Any part of “who we are” that is the result of the Fall and sinful must be mortified. 32 
 33 
*We must acknowledge and celebrate that since God has transferred us from the state where sin reigns 34 
in us to the state where Christ and his righteousness reign in us, therefore, our foundational identity, our 35 
governing identity, our truest self, is everything God has done for us in creating us in his image, and in 36 
recreating us—because of the way sin has disfigured us—in the image of the sinless Jesus Christ.  37 
 38 
*We believe TE Greg Johnson has consistently been and continues to be firmly committed to these  39 
truths,  and grounds his life on them.. 40 
 41 
 42 
V. Allegation #3: TE Johnson Denies God’s Purpose and Power to Sanctify SSA Believers 43 
by Minimizing the Pursuit of Orientation Change From Homosexual to Heterosexual 44 
 45 
This allegation is made explicitly only by the Grace & Peace Session, Anna, Texas. 46 
 47 
A. Summary of the Allegation 48 
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 1 
The Grace and Peace Session in Anna, Texas (GPAT), calls attention to statements of TE Greg Johnson 2 
to the effect that by the credible testimony of the vast majority of evangelical believers with SSA who 3 
have labored long and seriously in efforts at orientation change, full transitioning from homosexual 4 
orientation to heterosexual orientation has been exceedingly rare, and that where there has been some 5 
movement along that spectrum, it is usually not a dramatic shift.  But the GPAT Session sees all this as a 6 
capitulation, as deferring to human experience rather than to the Word of God. While they do not use the 7 
terms “homosexual” and “heterosexual” it seems fairly obvious from their language below (“…to renew 8 
our desires to be in line with [God’s] purpose for mankind in creation”) that they are talking about 9 
what others would call “orientation change.” Their view seems tantamount to saying that the great 10 
emphasis in the NT on God transferring believers from the domain of darkness into the Kingdom of his 11 
Son should lead us all to expect that Christ will transform any believer’s homosexual inclinations 12 
(rooted in the old Adamic order) into heterosexual ones (created by God for human flourishing) if such 13 
is humbly and fervently sought. The Session writes:  14 
 15 

[TE Johnson] seems to deny the power of God’s grace to renew our desires to be in line with 16 
His purpose for mankind in creation. TE Johnson’s personal experience and conversations 17 
with others like himself seem to have persuaded him to give up hope that God can 18 
accomplish this change. However, we read in 2 Corinthians 5:17, “Therefore, if anyone is in 19 
Christ, he is a new creation. The old has passed away; behold the new has come.”  20 
 21 
Paul talks about that change in Romans 8:9-13, 22 
 23 

“You, however, are not in the flesh but in the Spirit, if in fact the Spirit of God dwells in 24 
you. Anyone who does not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him. But if Christ 25 
is in you, although the body is dead because of sin, the Spirit is life because of 26 
righteousness. If the Spirit of him who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you, he who 27 
raised Christ Jesus from the dead will also give life to your mortal bodies through his 28 
Spirit who dwells in you. So then, brothers, we are debtors, not to the flesh, to live 29 
according to the flesh. For if you live according to the flesh you will die, but if by the 30 
Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body, you will live.” 31 

 32 
In Colossians 3:5, Paul makes clear that desires are part of the “deeds of the body” that must be 33 
put to death: 34 
 35 
     “Put to death therefore what is earthly in you: sexual immorality, impurity, passion, evil   36 
      desire, and covetousness, which is idolatry.” 37 
 38 
So, by God’s grace, the Spirit unites us with Christ, making us new creatures in him and 39 
empowering us to put to death what is sinful in us, including our sinful desires. God’s grace can 40 
and does replace our sinful desires with proper desires aligned with God’s purposes for us 41 
in creation and redemption. A gospel that does not include this power is not good news at all. 42 
It is truly troubling that a teaching elder in the PCA would proclaim a gospel that denies this 43 
power for transformation.  (emphases  added) 44 

 45 
GPAT was alone among the four requesting courts in bringing this allegation against TE Johnson. 46 
 47 
 48 



Part 1 

  
	

30	

B.  Our Response to Allegation #3 1 
 2 
1. Committee Judgment on the Allegation: 3 
We find the allegation to be false: 4 
 5 
a. Because Allegation #3 wrongly deduces from the general emphasis in the New Testament on Christ’s 6 
power to change people, the following conclusion: That homosexually-inclined believers should expect 7 
God to change their sexual inclinations to heterosexual ones. This logic neglects the double emphasis 8 
taught in the Word of God and reflected in the Westminster Standards on both the decisiveness of 9 
Christ’s victory at the cross over sin’s power in the lives of believers (Christ’s finished work), and on 10 
the enduring presence and potency of our “sinful flesh,” our “corrupted nature.” The one-sidedness of 11 
the allegation leads to a misrepresentation of the biblical doctrine of mortification of sin by implying, at 12 
least, that sinful desires “put to death” are desires that have been eradicated in a person. The rich 13 
biblical imagery of “killing” sin is mistakenly applied in  daily living. 14 
 15 
b. Because we cannot find in Allegation #3 any acknowledgement of  WLC #77 and its teaching that 16 
God does not sanctify all believers equally as he justifies them all equally. Room needs to be given to    17 
the inscrutability and unpredictability of divine providence in our sanctification, the ongoing 18 
transformation of our character in day-to-day-living (Christ’s unfinished work) that flows out from his  19 
victory over sin at the cross (Christ’s  finished work)    When room is not given to this insight of WLC 20 
#77, it can lead to the error of confusing the general doctrinal truth that all believers have been given 21 
the Spirit of God for heart and life change with the practical application of that  truth in the lives of 22 
individual believers—application which, by its very nature is particular to each person and God’s 23 
various purposes for each of them in their situations. 24 
 25 
While we do not think the Session of GPAT holds or teaches this, nevertheless, by the logic of 26 
Allegation #3 it would seem to follow that since Christ defeated sin at the cross, not just every believer 27 
with same-sex attraction, but every believer everywhere would have a right and obligation to expect 28 
from God in this life a full deliverance from all besetting sinful desires and inclinations. Yet universal 29 
Christian experience testifies against this and thereby confirms the Scriptural teaching that only when 30 
Christ transforms our corrupted nature to be like his own, will our holiness become complete and utterly 31 
pure (Romans 8:23; Philippians 3:20-21; I John 3:1-2).  32 
 33 
WLC #77 says, in distinguishing how God works differently in sanctification than he does in 34 
justification, that the Holy Spirit infuses grace and enables believers to exercise that grace in the 35 
subduing of sin. But it goes on to say that sanctification “is not equal in all” and is not “in this life 36 
perfect in any.” What should we trace this inequality and imperfection to? WLC #78 roots the 37 
imperfection in human sin. But what do we trace the inequality to? Probably to both  the varying degrees 38 
of stubbornness in believers and  to the mysterious ways of the Holy Spirit of God,  according to the 39 
mysterious interplay between God’s sovereign influence on us, and our own responsibility to lean on 40 
Christ and choose the good, as we find that interplay appealed to in Philippians 2:12-13: 41 
 42 

Therefore, my beloved…work out your own salvation with fear and trembling, for it is God who 43 
works in you, both to will and to work for his good pleasure.  44 
 45 

The view that the Westminster divines were rooting the inequality of sanctification from believer to 46 
believer in the inscrutable purposes of God is reflected in serial commentary on the WLC written during 47 
the late 1940s by Reformed theologian, Johannes Vos: 48 
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  1 
Q: Why did God not provide that sanctification be equal in all believers in this present life? 2 
A: Because God is almighty, of course he could have made sanctification equal in all believers in 3 
this present, but as a matter of fact he did not choose to do so. We are not told why in the Bible. 4 
We can only say that God in his sovereignty has done as seemed good in his sight (see Matthew 5 
11:26). 11 6 

 7 
The point of stressing this “inequality in sanctification” is not to suggest that God has particularly 8 
deprived of spiritual power those Christians who must lean against their same-sex attractions, but only to 9 
underscore the general truth that sanctification is mysterious, and that claims to know exactly what it 10 
ought to look like, and when, in another believer run the risk of   becoming unwise and presumptuous.. 11 
   12 
 c. Because Allegation #3 also misrepresents TE Johnson when it suggests he has allowed his experience 13 
and that of other SSA people to “persuade him to give up hope that God can accomplish this change 14 
[from a homosexual orientation to a heterosexual one];” and because, further, while this allegation 15 
rightly denies a governing role to Christian experience in the determination of what to expect from God 16 
when we seek to mortify our sin, it seems, wrongly, to us, to deny it any role. By taking this view it 17 
denigrates either the truthfulness of TE Johnson’s testimony that he still experiences undiminished 18 
same-sex attraction after trying to rid himself of it, or it denigrates his spiritual seriousness about 19 
following Christ since to this point he hasn’t been able to be rid of it.     20 
 21 
 22 
2.TE Greg Johnson’s Views and Teaching 23 
 24 
Committee Question #5a to TE G Johnson: Is it your view, as is alleged by Central Georgia 25 
Presbytery in its appeal to the SJC to take original jurisdiction from us in this BCO 31.2 investigation,  26 
“that those who experience same-sex temptations are not normally delivered from these, and are not 27 
normally changed in nature by the LORD”?  28 
 29 
Basic answer: 30 

• God can do anything. 31 
• But it's typically a lifelong struggle. 32 
• This aligns with our doctrine of sin. 33 
• This aligns with expert experience. 34 
• And if research is correct that there is a partial physiological component, we must consider that 35 

God doesn't promise to always heal our bodies in this life. 36 
 37 
God can do anything. He can do miracles.  38 
 39 
But the normal pattern in this fallen world is that this is a lifelong struggle. I know I will be 40 
delivered from temptation when my Lord Jesus brings me to glory. I know of no promise in the Bible 41 
that believers will no longer experience temptation in this life. Read Paul in Romans 7. He was not 42 
delivered from temptation in this life. As the confession expresses so succinctly (6.5) “This 43 
corruption of nature, during this life, doth remain in those that are regenerated.” As Calvin 44 

 
11	The	Westminster	Larger	Catechism:	A	Commentary,	by	Johannes	G.	Vos,	collected	and	ed.	by	G.	I.	Williamson,	(2002),	
p.	176.			
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explained in his discussion of Romans 6, “So long as you live, sin must needs be in your members. 1 
At least let it be deprived of mastery. Let not what it bids be done.”12 [emphasis added] 2 
 3 
This also lines up with the experience of most believers who are same-sex-attracted. A 2007 study by 4 
Stanton Jones and Mark Yarhouse followed 98 homosexual and bisexual men and women. Study 5 
subjects were highly committed participants in Exodus International affiliated ministries. Jones and 6 
Yarhouse found that some participants did experience a small shift in their sexual attractions, with an 7 
average shift of 0.78 on the 7-point Kinsey scale, 6 being exclusively homosexual and 0 being 8 
exclusively heterosexual. That's an 11% shift. Only a small minority (about 15%) shifted enough to be 9 
able to consider marriage a possibility. Most were shifts from one end of the bisexual spectrum toward 10 
the middle of the same spectrum. The other 85% did not experience even that low level of success.13 11 
 12 
In January 2012, Alan Chambers, the last president of Exodus International, an organization 13 
representing over 270 ex-gay ministries, stated, “The majority of people that I have met—and I would 14 
say the majority meaning 99.9% of them—have not experienced a change in their orientation.” He later 15 
clarified that the 0.1% represented a woman who later told him she was bisexual. 16 
 17 
Mike Rosebush, former vice president of Focus on the Family and director of Exodus International’s 18 
Professional Counselors’ Network—himself a psychologist working exclusively with same-sex-attracted 19 
men—has said that he has yet to identify a single instance in which same-sex attraction disappeared. 20 
Longtime Harvest USA director Tim Geiger has stated that he has also never seen same-sex attraction 21 
go away—in himself or anyone else. I suspect there are cases out there. But ordinarily this is a lifetime 22 
struggle. 23 
 24 
We don't know the exact etiology [origins] of homosexual orientation, but whatever it is, it is deeply 25 
rooted. Current scientific research suggests a homosexual orientation is about 31% genetic. Other 26 
research suggests fluctuations in androgens in utero also may be a factor. If research is correct and this 27 
condition is partly physiological, then we must deal with the reality that God does not promise to always 28 
heal our bodies in this life. Whatever Paul's thorn in the flesh, Jesus refused to heal it so that God's 29 
power might be made perfect in weakness. 30 
 31 
 32 
 Committee Question #5b to TE G Johnson: If that is your view, the Session of Grace and Peace in 33 
Anna, Texas, fears that it puts you in danger of denying the power of God and robbing SSA people of 34 
hope, as you can see from their letter, quoted below. Do you believe in principle that in wanting to help 35 
people to accept themselves where they are while they are battling temptations of any kind and seeking 36 
to grow in grace, there is always a danger of our minimizing God’s promises in the gospel for the defeat 37 
of sin in our lives? Please elaborate.  38 
 39 
Basic response: 40 

• Yes. 41 
• But radical grace is what teaches us to be holy. 42 
• False hope is very damaging. 43 
• Sanctification looks like change, but maybe not the change we want. 44 

 
12	John	Calvin,	Institutes	of	the	Christian	Religion,	Book	III.	Chapter	3.	Paragraph	13.	
13	Stanton	L.	Jones	and	Mark	Yarhouse,	Ex-Gays?	A	Longitudinal	Study	of	Religiously	Mediated	Change	in	Sexual	
Orientation,	InterVarsity	Press,	2007.	
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• The locus of the Christian hope is not found in this life. 1 
 2 
See above. 3 
 4 
Of course there is always that danger. A minority may see slight shifts in their attractions. 5 
                                                                                                                     [emphasis added] 6 
 7 
But that message that “God in Christ accepted you” is the only thing that has the power to change us. I 8 
recall one Christian sex-addict who came to me for help. I preached the gospel to them over and over 9 
again, being sure to err on the side of grace. My sense was that they just didn't love Jesus all that much, 10 
though they wanted to change. After about six months, the coin dropped and they started to feel like God 11 
actually loved them. That was the beginning of a new obedience that continues to this day. It's the grace 12 
of God that teaches us to say no to ungodliness.  13 
 14 
Jesus says we cannot obey his commands unless we love him. And Jesus says we cannot love him much 15 
unless we are forgiven much. Radical grace is the key to holiness. 16 
 17 
We have to be honest about the extreme rarity of orientation change. There is little worse than false 18 
hope. The expectation that sexual orientation will change—whether within a faith based ex-gay ministry 19 
or a professional conversion therapist or just as an ongoing part of sanctification—sets up our brothers to 20 
fail. Like the faith healer who keeps telling the cancer patient that God will heal her, the elusive 21 
expectation of orientation change can keep believers feeling constantly like failures. Why am I not cured 22 
yet? Am I not repenting deeply enough? Not praying hard enough? Very often, such expectations can 23 
take the deep shame that same-sex attracted people already feel and add a layer of dejection and despair. 24 
 25 
It's not that God doesn't change lives. He's kept me from falling. Those who have known me for decades 26 
see huge changes in my character.  But sometimes the change we want — orientation change — is not 27 
the change God plans to accomplish. In his loving providence, he may rather we learn to be faithful in 28 
our weakness, learning to depend on him and even using our sexual brokenness to keep us humble and 29 
dependent on him. 30 
 31 
Whenever we speak of hope, I want gently to prod about where we are placing the locus of our hope as 32 
Christians. If our hope is in God’s beautiful gifts of marriage and family, then ongoing unwanted same-33 
sex attraction pulls the rug out from under us.  34 
 35 
But is that really the locus of the Christian hope? 36 
 37 
I have found God using the loss of these gifts to draw my heart to a greater hope, the hope of glory. Paul 38 
cautions us about finding hope in this life. “If only for this life we have hope in Christ, we are to be 39 
pitied more than all men” (1 Corinthians 15:19). My hope does not lie in my becoming heterosexual. My 40 
hope lies in the coming age, when God will wipe every tear from our eyes and make all things new. 41 
 42 
The Lord Jesus loves his same-sex attracted siblings and delights in their stumbling efforts to offer him a 43 
costly obedience. His power can be made perfect even in our weakness. 44 
 45 
 46 
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Committee Question #5c to TE Johnson: Apply your answer to those who know and live with SSA. If 1 
you do affirm such a danger in principle, how do you in your ministry to SSA people guard against it? 2 
Please elaborate.   3 
 4 
Basic response: 5 

• We try to be very real and direct in calling people to ongoing repentance. 6 
• We stress our radical sin and God's even more radical grace. 7 
• The gospel addresses guilt, shame and our need for community. 8 
• God sets the lonely in families, so we try to integrate our SSA/gay members and not silo them. 9 

 10 
We preach the radical nature of our sin. I preach that we are way more sinful than we realize. I preached 11 
on hell the Sunday before Christmas this year. I regularly charge people to repent of all the ways they 12 
play games with God and fail to trust him with their sexuality. I preach on pornography and sexual sin 13 
regularly. We practice church discipline. We fence the table weekly. 14 
 15 
And we preach the even more radical grace of a God who loves sinners. It’s all about the gospel. That's 16 
the power of God. We are radically sinful, yes, but Jesus gives radical grace. 17 
 18 
That was the main point of my Revoice 2018 talk “Making the Church a Haven for Sexual Minorities.”14 19 
The church has to be a safe place for sinners to be loved by Jesus. Our focus isn't on how to be 20 
heterosexual but on how to be holy — a holiness that only blood bought loyalty can purchase. The 21 
gospel covers our shame and frees us to be open and honest and welcome others into our struggles. 22 
The gospel forgives our guilt so that we bear our sins no more. The gospel gives us a new 23 
community, the church, which is God's family and in which we can be known. We try to integrate 24 
celibate same-sex-attracted members into the church rather than having them silo off. God sets 25 
the lonely in families. [emphasis added] 26 
 27 
This gospel is the same for porn addicts and alcoholics and people with anger problems and people with 28 
marriage troubles. We focus on radical sin and radical grace. That grace makes us ready and willing 29 
from now on to live for him. 30 
 31 
 32 
3. Committee Conclusion to Our Judgment on Allegation #3 33 
 34 

*Allegation #3 focused only on the power of God, and not also on the potency of believers’ sinful flesh 35 
that is at war with the Spirit of God within us until we die. In doing this it opens itself to representing a 36 
lopsided view of  the biblical doctrine of mortification. Acknowledging the power of God while also 37 
recognizing the presence and potency of sin leads to a  biblically full view of mortification. 38 

*Mortification begins by turning to God and seeking to “kill” any and all active inclinations to disobey 39 
him by “reckoning” that our corrupt nature was crucified with Christ when he died to sin once and for 40 
all (Romans 6:8-11; Galatians 5: 24). And yet, paradoxically, apostolic teaching is absolutely clear that 41 
our corrupt nature remains alive and active until we die (Romans 6: 12-14; Galatians 5:13-26; 42 
Colossians 3:1-15) 43 

 
14	Greg	Johnson,	“Making	the	Church	a	Haven	for	Sexual	Minorities,”	Revoice18,	https://drive.google.com/file/d/1U-
T5Xg4yRLAclmlidMO4wEnz4PWsOI8G/view?usp=drivesdk.	
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*Mortifying sinful acts, according to Paul, means choosing not to do them, suffocating them in the 1 
womb of the heart where they exist only in nascent form as sinful desire, instinct, inclination. Or, if they 2 
do materialize, to mortify those acts is to choose to stop doing them even after one has chosen to start.  3 
To mortify sinful desires, on the other hand, means to resist their beck and call, to defuse or ignore them 4 
so as to emasculate them; to starve them rather than feed them, and to pray that God would tame their 5 
intensity.  6 
 7 
*Sometimes, by the Spirit’s power, sinful desires are truly eradicated, and normally, as we grow in 8 
Christ we can expect to see, over time, a lessening of the intensity of particular sinful desires. But this is 9 
a gift from God and not of the essence of the mortification of sin in us. 10 

*By focusing only on the great power of Christ’s cross to defeat sin and leaving out consideration of the 11 
Westminster Standards and their full teaching on the doctrine of sanctification, Allegation #3 also 12 
misses the mysterious and inscrutable way the Holy Spirit sovereignly appropriates the atoning power of 13 
the cross, something reflected in his unequal distribution of grace and/or enablement from Christian to 14 
Christian. The allegation does not come face to face with the frank acknowledgement in our 15 
confessional Standards that God does not grant believers equal success in sanctification (WLC #77).  16 
 17 
*None of our arguments should be construed as saying that God never changes the direction of desire in 18 
SSA people who turn to him. In our 2017 report we defended the right of SSA believers to seek 19 
orientation change if they truly want to pursue it, as long as they are well aware that the road is long and 20 
hard and that the empirical testimonies to date of those who have attempted it show  the success rate to 21 
be extremely small and mostly incremental.  22 
 23 
*We do believe that a homosexual inclination or orientation is a thing broken in an intrinsic way (that is, 24 
morally wrong any time, in any place),  but we also believe that all the children of Adam and Eve are 25 
sexually broken and disordered in some way, and that God calls his people to endure many sorts of 26 
fallen  situations, and uses them in the sanctifying process, because he wants to change us—primarily in 27 
our hearts and our priorities, for a greater love of him and obedience to him.  28 
 29 
*We do not believe that the Word of God lays on SSA believers the obligation to make orientation 30 
change a central goal in their life, but rather to focus supreme concentration on the character change 31 
made possible by Jesus Christ and his grace, as believers live even now as citizens of his Kingdom, in 32 
spite of the burden their particular sexual brokenness constrains them to endure.  33 
 34 
*We believe TE Greg Johnson’s life, and his long, fruitful ministry as teacher and pastor bear  witness to 35 
this life-changing power of Christ’s grace, and to his seriousness in working hard at mortifying all his 36 
sinful desires.      37 
 38 
 39 
VI. Allegation #4: Since Homosexual Inclinations Are Sin Proper, And Are More Heinous 40 
For Being “Against Nature,” in Identifying as a Same-Sex-Attracted Man TE Johnson 41 
Cannot Meet the Biblical “Above Reproach” Qualification for the Eldership 42 
 43 
This allegation is made explicitly only by the Covenant Session of Fayetteville, Arkansas. 44 
 45 
A. Summary of the Allegation  46 
 47 
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All four courts asking our Presbytery to investigate TE Greg Johnson deny that there are any legitimate 1 
grounds, biblical or confessional, for a same-sex-attracted person to “self-identify” as such in any way, 2 
shape, or form, and argue that, in fact, to do so insults the precious teaching of the Word of God we hold 3 
so dear. We will not repeat here the arguments we made under Allegation #2, regarding “identity,” and 4 
defending as legitimate the several ways that term is used in our time. But we do want to respond to 5 
appeals made by two of the four courts (WP and CCFA) to 1) the NT teaching that an elder must be 6 
“above reproach” (I Timothy 3:2 and Titus 1:6-7) and to 2) the statement in the Westminster Standards 7 
that homosexual sin, whether in external act or internal desire, is more heinous to God for being 8 
“contrary to nature” (Romans 1:27) in a way that heterosexual sin is not contrary to it. The appeal 9 
to both the “beyond reproach” criterion and the “more heinous” clause in WLC #150 - #151—but 10 
especially the latter—seems to imply that self-identifying in any way as a homosexually-inclined sinner 11 
is particularly egregious,  and is cause for deposing a minister who otherwise has demonstrated true 12 
fidelity to Christ and has had an effective ministry. Whether or not that is what these two courts mean to 13 
imply in their allegation, we do want to take up their appeal to the “above reproach” criterion and the 14 
heinousness passages in the Westminster Standards, as others in this controversy have appealed to them 15 
as well over the past two years. 16 
 17 
 18 
B. Our Response to Allegation #4 19 
 20 
1. Committee Judgment on the Allegation 21 
We find the allegation to be false because: 22 
 23 
a. While all sin is serious, and all sexual sin is especially serious, the claim in the allegation does not 24 
follow by good and necessary consequence. The claim is that since homosexual sin (whether in external 25 
act or internal desire), being, according to the Westminster Standards, more heinous to God for being 26 
intrinsically “contrary to nature” (Romans 1:27) in a way that heterosexual sin is not, therefore no man 27 
who self-identifies as one who lives with homoerotic attraction is ever fit for the office of elder. The 28 
logic of the allegation seems to be that because of the heinousness of such sin, an SSA man cannot ever, 29 
by definition, be “above reproach” as he is required to be, according to apostolic teaching (I Timothy 30 
3:2 and Titus 1:6-7). While there are particular challenges for homosexually-inclined men in ministry, 31 
especially if they are unmarried, it is arguable, at least, as the historical record even of our own 32 
Presbytery demonstrates, that heterosexual men bring their own set of challenges to ministry with 33 
regard to sexual temptation—different temptations, yes, but not demonstrably less serious ones. What 34 
may be more important than sexual orientation is the divide between married and single pastors, the 35 
latter needing to take special care in arranging for accountability and the relief of isolation and 36 
loneliness.    37 
 38 
b. Here is the principle, grounded in the Word of God: Since there is no clear command in Scripture to 39 
prohibit a spiritually mature and celibate man who lives with enduring SSA from becoming a ruling or 40 
teaching elder, it would be “to go beyond what is written” in the Word (I Corinthians 4:6) for the 41 
Church to decline to ordain all such men, whether by claiming it to be binding as the outworking of the 42 
law of Christ, or even as a temporary precaution of prudent necessity. We believe this principle has 43 
been honored in the way we have practiced   it in our Presbytery and our Church, both in the RPCES 44 
and in the PCA. God laid down for  us those character traits that qualify a man for the ruling/teaching 45 
office, and they alone should remain the criteria for the judgment of any candidate. And further we  do 46 
not believe those criteria   can reasonably be made to exclude as a class all men who live with 47 
homoerotic attraction.     48 
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 1 
It may well be true that particular SSA men, or SSA men in certain ministry settings might not be 2 
considered above reproach; but that would be an individual, man by man determination. The arguments 3 
for refraining from ordaining SSA men as a class, even when grounded in wisdom rather than law, are 4 
problematic. They come too close to the “fence around the law” approach to protecting the Church’s 5 
integrity, in effect at least, erecting  a hedge of prohibition way outside the lines of prohibition implied 6 
in the biblical criteria for the eldership. Such an exclusion of SSA men may keep us safe from the messy 7 
failures of a few men, but would also prevent the church from benefitting from the gifts and calling of 8 
numerous men, all of whom need to demonstrate in their living, as do the people they serve, the secret of 9 
the gospel: “When I am weak, then I am strong” because “Christ’s power is made perfect in [our] 10 
weakness” (2 Corinthians 12:8-10). If God truly gifts and calls such men to ministry, who are we to 11 
stand in the Lord’s way without clear, biblical warrant for doing so? 12 
 13 
Nevertheless, we do affirm that when considering each man’s qualifications for ordination it is proper to 14 
consider the “above reproach” criterion and the “more heinous” factor, with regard to homosexual 15 
inclinations or to any other sinful inclinations. But we also must keep in view that both criteria allow for 16 
very subjective judgments. Outside the Church what is considered to be “above reproach” and what is 17 
not, will vary from one age to another and from one place  to another—as it will vary within the Church 18 
from one congregation or Presbytery or generation to another. This does not make either criterion 19 
irrelevant; but it does call for assessment and discernment to be applied to SSA-inclined men as 20 
individuals and not as a class.   21 
 22 
 23 
2.TE Greg Johnson’s Views and Teaching 24 
 25 
Committee Question #13 to TE G Johnson: How would you defend your status as minister of the 26 
Gospel while publicly confessing to same-sex attraction, a confession that seems to contradict 1 Cor. 27 
6:9-11 as well as I Tim. 3:2 where we are taught that an elder must be “above reproach”? (Session of 28 
Covenant Church, Fayetteville, Arkansas) 29 
 30 

Basic response: 31 
•  32 
• Slander and gay sex keep showing up in the same lists. Both are in 1 Cor 6. Both are 33 

abominations in Old Testament. 34 
• What is key is not what temptations a man has faced, but what he has done with them. 35 
• Any man actually engaging in the practice of gay sex or slander is unfit for office. 36 
• 40 years ago, before the culture war, Reformed scholars and our denomination(s) spoke 37 

on this matter. 38 
 39 
My presbytery knows me. I came under care in the mid 1990s. For seventeen years I have 40 
pastored the same congregation. For twenty six years I have served that congregation, first as 41 
intern, then as assistant pastor, then as associate and now as lead pastor. I have not jumped from 42 
church to church to prevent others from seeing my failings. No pastor in the PCA has faced the 43 
scrutiny I have faced. Had I any secrets, they would have been exposed by now.  44 
 45 
I'm a sinner and so it feels wrong for me to appeal to any righteousness I may have. I’m a virgin 46 
who—as I said in my GA floor speech last year—mortifies my indwelling sin daily. But my sin 47 
is ever before me. I can mention the more than a decade since I've looked at porn, but I know the 48 
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thoughts of my own heart. Pride goes before a fall, and I don't want to fall and dishonor my 1 
Father. 2 
 3 
I do experience same-sex temptation. I know other pastors in this denomination that 4 
experience the temptation to slander. (I will not name them.) Having gay sex and slandering 5 
someone are both in this 1 Corinthians 6 list of those who will not enter the kingdom. The 6 
Hebrew scriptures similarly call gay sex an abomination to the LORD ( תֹעוֵב ָה , Leviticus 7 
18:22). The same scriptures call “spreading strife among brothers” an abomination to the 8 
LORD ( תֹעוֵב ָה , Proverbs 6:16-19).  9 
 10 
The point is that we don't judge based on what sinful temptation a minister experiences so 11 
much as what he does with that temptation. [emphases added] 12 
 13 
If a minister of the gospel faithfully mortifies his temptation toward gay sex or slander, 14 
developing over decades a character that consistently if imperfectly does what God wants (and 15 
not what indwelling sin wants), that is a character that others close to him will see as being above 16 
reproach. But the minister himself feels like a “wicked man” with no hope but in God's sovereign 17 
grace to “save me from this body of death.”  18 

 19 
But if a minister instead engages in actual gay sex or actual slander, then Paul's logic would 20 
seem to indicate that such a minister is unfit for office. And much more seriously, without 21 
particular repentance, they have no basis for an assurance of salvation. 22 
 23 
The gospel enables me to freely own my sin. I’m even morally responsible for sin that I 24 
never chose —"any want of conformity unto.” I accept that. I also believe that Jesus loves 25 
me and has washed me. And his love for me makes me eager to serve him and love his 26 
people.  27 
 28 
Decades ago, before the culture war, before the ex-gay movement, Reformed scholars were 29 
writing about homosexuality unencumbered by the fear and combativeness of our era. In 1978, 30 
Gordon-Conwell's Richard F. Lovelace wrote a book Homosexuality and the Church. This was 31 
the first really good defense of the biblical sexual ethic over against “gay-affirming” revisionist 32 
biblical interpretations. The book came with hearty endorsements by Christianity Today's Ken 33 
Kantzer, by Elizabeth Elliot, by Chuck Colson and by Neo-Evangelical founding fathers Harold 34 
Ockenga and Carl F.H. Henry. Lovelace is best known for his Dynamics of Spiritual Life, which 35 
he completed a year later. In Homosexuality Lovelace proposed a “double repentance” in words 36 
John Stott would later quote in his own book on the subject. He wrote: 37 
 38 

There is another approach to homosexuality which would be healthier both for the church 39 
and for gay believers, and which could be a very significant witness to the world. This 40 
approach requires a double repentance, a repentance both for the church and for its gay 41 
membership. First, it would require professing Christians who are gay to have the 42 
courage both to avow their orientation openly and to obey the Bible's clear injunction to 43 
turn away from the active homosexual life-style… Second, it would require the church to 44 
accept, honor, and nurture non-practicing gay believers in its membership, and ordain 45 
these to positions of leadership for ministry. 46 
 47 
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The church's sponsorship of openly avowed but repentant homosexuals in leadership 1 
positions would be a profound witness to the world concerning the power of the Gospel 2 
to free the church from homophobia and the homosexual from guilt and bondage.15 3 

 4 
This was not a hipster in 2020 trying to look cool by being nice to gay people. This was not a 5 
theological liberal trying to push the church down a slippery slope to ruin. This was a staunchly 6 
conservative Reformed scholar in 1978 talking about the power of the gospel to help us all repent 7 
together. 8 
 9 
The previous year, the Presbyterian Church in America itself had declared only that “practicing 10 
homosexuals”—as distinct from non-practicing homosexuals—were not suitable candidates for 11 
ordination.16 Two years later, the RPCES report on homosexuality spoke affectionately of “our 12 
homosexual brothers and sisters” and specifically rejected any categorical exclusion of 13 
“repentant homosexuals” from church office. (emphasis added) 14 

 15 
 16 
Committee Question #18 to TE Johnson: Concluding statement, if desired. 17 

 18 
I don't presume to fully understand all these matters, though I have researched extensively. I'm 19 
currently working on a history of the ex-gay movement for Zondervan, which will go to print in 20 
2021. I suspect that historical work will help provide some of the context for why conservative 21 
evangelical discussions about sexuality at this particular historical moment seem to fixate on 22 
issues of terminology and identity.  23 
 24 
I don't have all the answers. 25 
 26 
I'm just a guy who saw a field and sold everything he had to buy it. I have never regretted that. I 27 
understand I came to Christ from a distant land. I know that I am always the biggest sinner in the 28 
room. I grieve all the angst and dissension that my story has occasioned. My story is of a gay 29 
atheist who fell in love with Jesus. That wasn't my plan. I didn’t get a vote in that election. I have 30 
tried to humble myself and respond to my critics graciously these past two years. Wherever I 31 
have failed in that, I am open to correction. 32 
 33 
If my sin or error is seen to be great, then I will humbly accept trial by the courts of the church 34 
and will submit to their judgment. However, I truly hate the thought that the PCA might become 35 
the first denomination in Christian history to put a virgin on trial for sexual sin. And I honestly 36 
fear how such a trial will play out in the secular media with its incessant narrative that 37 
“Christians hate gay people.” 38 
 39 
An elder from Westminster Presbytery asked me last year what I hoped the PCA and the broader 40 
evangelical church would look like if my dreams came true. I don't recall the exact wording, but 41 
it was something like this. I told him that if my dreams came true, (1) testimonies like mine 42 
wouldn't be front page news because we would see gay atheists coming to Jesus all the time. And 43 
(2) I told him that stories like mine wouldn't engender fear and suspicion anymore because we 44 

 
15	Richard	F.	Lovelace,	Homosexuality	and	the	Church:	Crisis,	Conflict,	Compassion,	Fleming	H.	Revell,	1978,	p.	125.	
16	Overture	11	to	the	General	Assembly	of	the	Presbyterian	Church	in	America,	1977.	“In	light	of	its	sinfulness,	a	
practicing	homosexual	continuing	in	this	sin	would	not	be	a	fit	candidate	for	ordination	or	membership	in	the	
Presbyterian	Church	in	America.”	
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would be used to our churches being filled with big shameful sinners like me who have been 1 
smitten by the love of Jesus. 2 
 3 
That's my story. 4 
 5 
These answers are all true to the best of my knowledge. I humbly submit them to my brothers in 6 
a spirit of gratitude, brotherhood and humble subjection. 7 

 8 
 9 
 10 
3. Committee Conclusion to Our Judgment on Allegation #4 11 
 12 
*The evidence brought forward from the Word of God and the Westminster Standards is not compelling 13 
to prove the conclusion in the allegation, namely, that a believing man who lives with enduring SSA 14 
patterns of sexual desire and acknowledges such, whether privately to a few, or publicly, ought not, in 15 
principle, be permitted to become a candidate for the office of elder (ruling or teaching elder), or if he is 16 
already ordained, be allowed to remain in office—all on the grounds that Scripture designates the sin of 17 
homoeroticism as a sin “contrary to nature,” and on the grounds that such a man cannot, by definition, 18 
meet the biblical criterion of being “above reproach.”    19 
 20 
*We fully recognize that the Westminster Standards call out this “contrary-to-nature” quality of 21 
homosexual sin as that which makes its kind more intrinsically heinous in the eyes of God. But we note 22 
that WLC Questions #150 and #151 also teach that there are a variety of circumstances which also 23 
make some instances of heterosexual sin more heinous in the eyes of God.  24 
  25 
*While we believe that homoeroticism is a very serious sin and ought not to be taken lightly, we do not 26 
believe the Scriptures teach that it is the worst of all possible sins. We also believe it goes beyond what 27 
is written in the Word of God to draw the conclusion that the heinousness factor shuts out SSA men 28 
from the office of elder either by the law of Christ or by appeals to prudence.  29 
 30 
*Nevertheless, in agreement with the 1980 RPCES report, we do believe that in the evaluation of the 31 
fitness of individual candidates for the office of elder, the question of heinousness should be kept in 32 
view and may need to be appealed to in certain cases to keep a man from the office, either because of 33 
some particular(s) touching the candidate himself or his call, or some circumstance touching Presbytery 34 
or perhaps even the wider Church, that constrains Presbytery to invoke prudence.  35 
 36 
*The biblical criterion that elders need to be “above reproach” is a difficult one to apply in this matter 37 
because it is so subjective a judgment. This means careful discernment is required. To an older 38 
generation of Christian lay people and presbyters, the very idea of an SSA man becoming a pastor or a 39 
ruling elder may be utterly foreign and a moral reproach in their eyes. But to many younger people 40 
growing up in the 21st century, both outside and inside the church, for a Presbytery not to ordain such a 41 
man, if he is spiritually mature and celibate, would be a moral reproach—and the offense taken would 42 
not be toward the SSA candidate for ministry; it would be toward the Church.    43 
 44 
*The overarching principle we affirm here, also in concurrence with the 1980 RPCES report, is that 45 
there should not be a wholesale rejection of all men who self-identify as SSA, whether on the grounds of 46 
it being contrary to the law of Christ or on the grounds of prudential wisdom, but rather that wisdom and 47 
prudent discernment should be exercised in every individual situation to decide a man’s fitness to enter 48 
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or to continue to hold the office of elder in Christ’s Church. The standard of judgment in each case is to 1 
be all the qualifications for that office as we find them in the Scriptures.  2 
 3 
The principle we are contending for, that SSA men should be evaluated individually when it comes to 4 
the question of their fitness for the office of elder, brings us back to our assessment of TE Johnson in his 5 
teaching and, particularly, in his self-identifying as a man who lives with same-sex-attraction as a daily 6 
reality. Our committee put a question to our brother, and here’s how he answered it: 7 
 8 
Committee Question #16 to TE G Johnson: The events of the spring and summer of 2019 seemed to 9 
be short chapters in a kind of unfolding story about you. The following events all happened over a short 10 
span of time: on May 18 you shared your Christian testimony with all your brothers in Presbytery at the 11 
meeting to discuss the findings of the CIM (Committee to Investigate Memorial); the next day, Sunday, 12 
May 19, you shared your story again—the central part of which is Christ coming into your life and 13 
situation as a gay man—this time with your congregation in Lord's Day worship in what was much more 14 
like a testimony than a sermon, though it was called a sermon; then a day or two later the Christianity 15 
Today online magazine article also came out with your testimony; and then, finally, since you seem to 16 
have taken the initiative to share it with so many people, you appear to be eager for people to know that 17 
you now have a book deal to write about the church and homosexuality. 18 
 19 
TE Greg Johnson’s Answer 20 
Yes, I can see how they would get that sense. To answer the concern, perhaps I can help them see things 21 
from where I stood.  22 
 23 
Of course it is fair for my brothers to question whether I am chasing after fame, trying to make a name 24 
for myself. Understand that all my life I have said there is only one thing I'd never want to be famous 25 
for. And it's this one thing. Nothing has brought me more shame than my same-sex attraction. It is not 26 
something to take pride in. 27 
 28 
Let me explain how all of this unfolded. Let me give some history.  29 
 30 
Sometime in late 2016 or early 2017, I was having coffee with X. He encouraged me to share my story 31 
publicly. He pressed me about the good that it could do to other Christians to be able to hear my story. 32 
He asked me to pray about it. I committed to him at that time that I would pray about it, but all I could 33 
see was the damage it might do to my own congregation were I to share my story publicly. I told X, “All 34 
I can see is the money and people that would fly out the door.” 35 
 36 
I followed through on my commitment to pray about the matter over the next 12 months or so. My heart 37 
initially was very set against sharing my testimony publicly. There was a lot of fear. But I asked God 38 
what he wanted me to do. And over the coming months my heart did start to soften to the possibility. 39 
And so early in 2018, I began asking a handful of others to pray about the matter. By mid-2018, I 40 
brought more brothers in to pray….[What follows here is a list of  men TE Johnson confided in, mostly 41 
within our Presbytery]. I met with each of these brothers personally at least once and would update them 42 
with prayer requests. That Fall I asked my session to join in that prayer. You can ask any of these men 43 
where my heart was through the process. 44 
 45 
I mentioned to a number of other TEs along the way that I was in this discernment process. 46 
 47 
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In a January 2019 prayer meeting at my home with the local brothers, X noted that we were no longer 1 
praying about whether I should share my story, but over when and how. At that point, I alerted my 2 
session and then the full-time church staff. That was really when the decision was made. I should also 3 
mention here that once the decision was *mostly* made, I also asked my online cohort of 50 PCA 4 
pastors to pray about whether and how to proceed.  5 
 6 
At some point, I met with Ron Lutjens who advised that it would be best to share my testimony 7 
publicly after presbytery had ruled on me, Memorial, and Revoice, so as to not confuse the two matters. 8 
So I wanted to respect the presbytery by waiting for the Revoice matter to be ruled on. 9 
 10 
As Spring 2018 unfolded, I sensed God burdening me that I needed to speak from my own personal 11 
experience about the Nashville Statement on the floor of General Assembly. If that was so, then I 12 
needed my story to be public before GA convened. I couldn't drop that for the first on the floor of GA. 13 
That would have been unfair to the delegates and to my own church, which should hear it from me first. 14 
So I knew I needed to share my story well enough in advance so as not to do it the week before GA. 15 
That gave me my window on timing: as soon as possible after presbytery acts on Memorial and Revoice. 16 
 17 
I also knew from experience that I would have to get my story out to everyone—my congregation, my 18 
presbytery and beyond—all at about the same time. If bits of my story started to circulate, bloggers 19 
would weave those bits together into an inaccurate story, and I would again be put in the position of 20 
having to respond defensively to try to correct misinformation. I wanted to avoid that. 21 
 22 
I also wanted the full presbytery to hear it before they voted on the Revoice matter in the interest of full 23 
disclosure. I made sure that the timeline of events I provided for the CIM report mentioned my same-sex 24 
attraction. 25 
 26 
I decided my congregation would hear it 8 days after presbytery was scheduled to hear it. The editors 27 
at Christianity Today agreed to publish my 1500 word testimony the week after my church heard it. 28 
Unfortunately, that presbytery meeting got delayed a week. This meant that I shared with presbytery on 29 
Saturday, with Memorial on Sunday (titled “Testimony of a Unicorn”... there was a scripture reading 30 
beforehand, but it was not an exegetical sermon) and in CT on Monday. I had no idea when in that week 31 
the magazine would run it. They picked Monday. TE X then posted the CT article to the PCA Pastors 32 
and Elders Facebook group so everyone would get the information at the same time. Yes, this was 33 
orchestrated to get the story out before the bloggers could twist it. It was originally supposed to happen 34 
over two weeks, though, not over three days. And I wanted it to be as early as possible so as to not be 35 
right before GA. 36 
 37 
(We had given our congregation a heads-up the previous Monday by video, including what to expect 38 
and the provision of children’s church for older kids.)  39 
 40 
Realize I was afraid during this time. I was unsure whether anyone would come back to Memorial. I 41 
worried about finances. I worried about becoming known for this one thing. I worried about who would 42 
be angry with me for not having done it sooner. I did it because after years of prayer, counsel and 43 
discernment, I believed God required it of me. 44 
 45 
I was not looking for fame or infamy. I was surprised when presbytery applauded after my testimony. I 46 
was embarrassed when my congregation gave me a standing ovation and yelled out "We love you, 47 
Greg." I was humbled when our elders then read out a letter affirming their support of me and offering 48 
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to help shepherd any member who needs help processing the matter. I was shocked that anyone would 1 
want to read my testimony. It became the second most read CT testimony of the year, and the magazine 2 
since has used it in their fundraising. 3 
 4 
I can assure you I wasn't feeling triumphant. 5 
 6 
In May 2019, X, a publishing agent and former marketing head at Zondervan, reached out to me and 7 
asked if I would be interested in writing a book telling my story. I ignored his request. I had written an 8 
IVP book in 2002 and had no interest in writing another book, especially a book about myself. 9 
 10 
And sharing my story at GA was pretty traumatic. Afterward, I couldn't stop from shaking. If anyone 11 
noticed a note of triumphalism, they weren't seated near me. X came over to me, afraid that I was having 12 
a panic attack. 13 
 14 
In the months that followed the CT piece, watching the confusion within evangelicalism, I recall many 15 
times mentioning that someone needs to write the history of the ex-gay movement so people understand 16 
the historical context behind all these confusing debates about repenting of gay identity, orientation 17 
change and various terminology. 18 
 19 
It was a friend that summer who told me I was the one who needed to write the book. He said the author 20 
ideally should have once identified as “ex-gay,” should be same-sex attracted himself, should be old 21 
enough to be stable in his beliefs about sexuality, should already know much of the history of the 22 
movement, should have a PhD in historical theology with an emphasis on twentieth century Anglo-23 
American evangelicalism, should have the sensitivity of a pastor, and should already be a published 24 
author. I was all of those things. 25 
 26 
Again, I prayed and asked God what he wanted. I asked myself and God what would I have to give up to 27 
write this thing. My weekly personal day would have to become a writing day. I would have to step back 28 
from MNA and RUF committees. I would have to take vacation time to write. 29 
 30 
I finally emailed back [X, the publishing agent] and told him, while I wasn't interested in writing my 31 
personal memoir, I might be interested in writing a historical retrospective on the ex-gay movement 32 
were there any interest. He came to St. Louis to meet me, I wrote up a proposal, and he got offers from 33 
some publishers. One publisher seemed to want me to play up the “gay” and preferably not use the 34 
phrase “same sex attracted” because of its origin in conversion therapy. But Zondervan wasn't asking me 35 
to play up the gay, and they wanted more of the history, including personal stories from people within 36 
the movement. With support from my session, I signed with Zondervan. I'm excited about the project. 37 
My posting it to social media is a way of letting people know what I'm working on. Again, no surprises. 38 
Through those social media posts (and there were only a couple—one Facebook post and one tweet, if I 39 
recall correctly) a number of people have reached out to me to tell me their own stories. 40 
 41 
How's my heart in all of this? Honestly, I feel pretty broken a lot of the time. But I know my Father 42 
loves me. I am in his care. 43 
 44 
At no point did I ask for any of this. I have only tried to listen to God and be open to his leading. I have 45 
not made these decisions independently but only after much prayer and counsel. 46 
 47 
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How have I been misrepresented? People continue to identify me as a “Gay Christian,” even capitalizing 1 
the Gay to make it sound like a different kind of Christianity. I have avoided that couplet. People say 2 
that I think homoerotic attraction is morally neutral when I have repeatedly said just the opposite.  X [a 3 
leader outside the PCA] has called me a wolf and a non-Christian and refuses to engage with me about 4 
it. 5 
 6 
I understand why brothers raise questions and do not fault anyone for their concern. I hope this history 7 
helps explain why events unfolded as they did. 8 
 9 
We think it fitting to end Part 1 with a statement TE Greg Johnson made to his congregation. He said to 10 
them: 11 

 12 
My story is not about me. You’re looking at a man who has been loved by Jesus Christ. 13 

 14 
Then he told them he believed he has a duty before the Lord to steward his sexuality, and went on to say 15 
this about his same-sex attraction: 16 
 17 

The gospel doesn’t erase this part of my story so much as it humbles it and redeems it. My sexual 18 
orientation doesn't get to define me. It’s not the most important or interesting thing about me. It’s 19 
the backdrop for that, the backdrop for the story of Jesus who rescues the damaged because he is 20 
the Friend of Sinners. 21 

 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 

FOR DETAILED ARGUMENTS BEHIND ALL OUR JUDGMENTS MOVE ON NOW TO PART 2 28 
 29 
  30 
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1 
PART 2 2 

Addendum 3 
 4 

Fuller Arguments for Committee Judgments on Allegations #1-4 5 
 6 
 7 

Allegation #1: TE Johnson Denies That Same-Sex Attraction is Sinful and Thereby Fails to 8 
Properly Distinguish Misery From the Sin Which Gives Rise to It 9 
 10 
Committee Judgment on Allegation #1  11 
We find the allegation to be false on the following grounds. 12 
 13 
Committee Arguments for Its Judgment on Allegation #1 14 
 15 
a. Primary Standards of Our Church: The Teaching of Scripture   16 
 17 
Defense of TE Johnson’s Distinctions With Regard to Repentance and the Three Forms of SSA Sin  18 
 19 
The Word of God teaches that Adam’s sin and the corruption of his original righteousness was passed 20 
on to his posterity. The Scriptures speak everywhere of the various forms of sin: Sin as desire and sin as 21 
act, would probably be the two forms we most consciously think about, and may be the two most 22 
commonly23 
mentioned in the written Word of God. It does not seem to “go beyond what’s written” to say that any 24 
desire which, were we to pursue and satisfy in an act would be to commit a sin, must, by good and 25 
necessary consequence, be itself a participation in sin, and therefore, properly called sinful. 26 
 27 
What is certainly present and affirmed in Scripture, though not often reflected in practical application, is 28 
the third form of sin, which is sin as a state of being. We believe TE Johnson’s testimony to us when he 29 
says that a deep concern of his is to avoid the simplistic inference that because all three forms—act, 30 
disposition (or “motion”), and state—can be truly and properly called sin, then all three involve the same 31 
degree of willful complicity on our part, and should be repented of in more or less the same way that we 32 
repent of a sinful act. We concur with our brother’s concern. 33 
 34 
We do have, of course, David’s humble confession in Psalm 51:5: 35 
 36 

Behold, I was brought forth in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me. 37 
 38 

Here is biblical evidence of sin conceived of as a state of being. We agree with the author of the notes in 39 
the ESV Study Bible when he says of this verse:  40 
 41 

“David thinks of himself as a sinful person from the time of his birth….” [And] “…each 42 
worshiper learns to trace his sinful tendencies to the very beginning of his existence—not only 43 
from birth but even from before that, to conception.”  (ESV Study Bible, (2008), p.1000)  44 
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The sinfulness of the state of our being as children of Adam who have inherited our fallen father’s 1 
human nature, now corrupted in all its parts and faculties—that is truly part of what we are to bring to 2 
God when we repent. But the dominant pattern in Scripture is that the door believers commonly walk 3 
through to get down into the “basement” of their heart, as it were—into the depths of their twisted 4 
desires rooted in the corruption of their current human state—that door is more often than not their 5 
sinful actions, and the willful choice(s) that animated those actions. Hence, David’s first plea here in 6 
Psalm 51 is a request of God that he would “blot out” his “transgressions,” his specific acts of violating, 7 
, of “crossing the boundaries” of, the good law of God. In the context of this confession, according to the 8 
superscript note in Psalm 51, those transgressions would likely be David’s act(s) of adultery with 9 
Bathsheba as well as his decision to arrange for the death of Bathsheba’s husband, Uriah. But those acts 10 
of willful disobedience constrain David to see just how deeply sin goes in him: he has been drenched in 11 
sin from his conception on. 12 
 13 
And yet might we not expect there to be serious theological and experiential differences between being 14 
guilty of a sinful state and inner inclination on one hand, and a sinful act of disobedience that one 15 
chooses to do on the other hand—whether the choice is an offense of commission or omission, whether 16 
the sin is sexual (either heterosexual or homosexual), or whether it is an internal or external act? While 17 
Psalm 51 demonstrates that there are similarities in the way we repent of our sin as we find it in those 18 
three forms the WCF identifies (sin as a state, a disposition, and an act) what seems particularly 19 
important in our day is to work out what differences there might be as well.  20 
 21 
Degrees of complicity and willfulness should not be approached in a legalistic way, but Scripture 22 
testifies that they matter to God. Biblical grounds for the idea that God himself assigns to sin greater or 23 
lesser degrees of seriousness based on the personal motive/awareness/understanding of the offender are 24 
found in Numbers 15 where God himself dictates a more severe punishment for those who sin “with a 25 
high hand” (15:30 =a contemptuous disregard for God) than for those who sin “in ignorance.” This 26 
distinction between sins of ignorance vs. sins of willful defiance may not be parallel at every point to the 27 
distinction between a sinful condition-and-inclination and a sinful act, but we contend that they are 28 
parallel in some respects. Here we could also invoke the difference between the stricter penalty for 29 
premeditated murder than for unpremeditated murder in the Mosaic law (see Numbers 35:9-29) 30 
 31 
b. Secondary Standards of Our Church: The Westminster Standards 32 
 33 
i. The Sin of Our Corrupted Nature and Its Motions/Inclinations as Less Heinous Than Our Acts of Sin  34 
 35 
Confessional grounds for this idea that God himself does not see the sin of our (corrupted) nature and its 36 
“motions” (WCF VI.5) in the same way that he sees our willful acts of disobedience, whether internal 37 
evil thoughts or external behavior, is found in WLC #150 - #151. There we read that sins are more 38 
heinous in God’s eyes when they are “aggravated” by being “conceived not only in the heart but [when 39 
they] break forth in words and actions;” and when they are “done deliberately, willfully….”   40 
  41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
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 1 
ii. Repentance Understood Broadly in WLC #76 As a Turning From Sin and Toward God  2 
 3 
The following appears in the WLC between two questions/answers on the doctrine of sanctification. It 4 
reflects a broad understanding of repentance, similar to the one emphasized by TE Johnson in his written 5 
answers when he talked about praying, “Lord have mercy on me, a sinner,” and “looking outward to my 6 
savior Jesus who loves me” right in the midst of feeling an illicit romantic/sexual pull. The Catechism 7 
asks and answers:  8 

Q. 76. What is repentance unto life? 9 
A. Repentance unto life is a saving grace, wrought in the heart of a sinner by the Spirit and Word of 10 
God, whereby, out of the sight and sense, not only of the danger, but also of the filthiness and 11 
odiousness of his sins, and upon the apprehension of God's mercy in Christ to such as are penitent, he so 12 
grieves for and hates his sins, as that he turns from them all to God, purposing and endeavoring 13 
constantly to walk with him in all the ways of new obedience. (emphasis added; WLC Question #78) 14 

The central thrust of this Catechism answer are the three verb clauses toward which everything in the 15 
sentence moves: 1) grieving for/hating of sin; 2) turning from those sins to God; and 3) endeavoring to 16 
walk constantly with God in an obedient life.  17 

But a core question in this investigation of TE Johnson has to do with the practical question of how to 18 
apply these three verb clauses in daily living. We do not believe that the repentance involved in 19 
“turn[ing] from” homoerotic desire and “to God,” means choosing not to feel the desire. Surely starving 20 
the desire rather than feeding it comes closer to what a godly response looks like.  21 

TE Johnson has testified that when in the CrossPolitic interview he referred to homosexual 22 
inclination/orientation as something that “couldn’t [in principle] be repented of” he was not denying  23 
that homosexual attraction is truly sin. He was rejecting the idea that “turning away from” homosexual 24 
desire/attraction was about choosing to stop feeling its pull, in the same way that the woman caught in 25 
adultery (John 8) actually could, in fact, go home and choose to “sin [i.e., commit adultery] no more.” 26 

c. Prior MOP Statements on Homosexuality 27 

i. Our 2019 CIM Report Rejection of the Idea That All Three Forms of Sin Involve the Same Willful 28 
Complicity 29 

In our CIM Report of May 2018, we called attention to the following statements made by John Piper, 30 
friend of the PCA and an astute Reformed Baptist theologian. His words are relevant here:  31 

Same-sex desires and same-sex orientation are part of our broken and disordered sexuality owing 32 
to God’s subjection of the created order to futility because of man’s sin.  33 
 34 
The apostle Paul sums it up like this in Romans 8:20-21:  35 
The creation was subjected to futility, not willingly, but because of him who subjected it, in 36 
hope that the creation itself will be set free from its bondage to corruption and obtain the 37 
freedom of the glory of the children of God.  38 
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 1 
And we know from verse 23 that part of the creation that was subjected to death and futility was 2 
our own bodies — and he stresses, yes, the bodies of the redeemed: And not only the creation 3 
but we ourselves, who have the firstfruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly as we wait eagerly 4 
for adoption as sons, the redemption of our bodies. (Romans 8:23)  5 
 6 
And I am arguing that same-sex desires and same-sex orientation are in that category of groaning 7 
— waiting for the redemption of our bodies. Which means they are in the same broad category 8 
with all kinds of disordered bodies and minds and emotions. If we tried to make a list of the 9 
kinds of emotional and mental and physical brokenness of the human family the list would be 10 
unending. And all of us are broken and disordered in different ways. All of you are bent to desire 11 
things in different degrees that you should not want. We are all disordered in our emotions, our 12 
minds, our bodies.  13 
 14 
This is a call for careful distinctions lest you hurt people — or yourself — unnecessarily. All our 15 
disorders — all our brokenness — is rooted in sin — original sin and our sinful nature. It would 16 
be right to say that same-sex desires are sinful in the sense that they are disordered by sin 17 
and exist contrary to God’s revealed will. But to be caused by sin and rooted in sin does not 18 
make a sinful desire equal to sinning. (emphasis added; CIM Report, p. 61]   19 

 20 
We said further in that CIM report: 21 
 22 

 The classic systematic theologian of the 20th century, Dr. Louis Berkhof, summarizes the 23 
Reformed Protestant view when he says: “sin may be defined as lack of conformity to the moral 24 
law of God, either in act, disposition, or state” [(Systematic Theology, p. 233) emphasis added]. 25 
We find these distinctions helpful, but they need to be “unpacked” in practical terms, because the 26 
way we respond to the sin in our lives that manifests itself in these three forms will likely be 27 
different, and this involves a pastoral sensitivity we must not forget.  28 
 29 
In our 2017 Report, “Homosexuality and the Gospel of Grace,” we did not give great attention to 30 
the question of how to “put to death” desires that are intrinsically sinful. In part, that was because 31 
we presupposed that mature pastors and elders ought to have a basic competence in helping their 32 
people focus on “feeding” good and holy desires, while “starving” unholy and sinful ones. We 33 
do teach in the report that this is exactly what Christians are to do with sinful desires—starve 34 
them: 35 

 36 
If SSA men and women—and heterosexual men and women for that matter—are taught 37 
to think that feeling illicit desire involves the same degree of personal, willful complicity 38 
as committing sinful acts, this is more likely to lead to an ungodly and unproductive 39 
introspection that turns in on oneself, trying to eradicate as “a sin” every impulse of 40 
sexual feeling, rather than leading to a proper humility and contrition that recognizes that 41 
everything that flows out of our broken and rebellious soul is being shot through with 42 
traces of sin. Only the latter approach winsomely invites us to rest in the finished work of 43 
Christ, and inspires us to starve rather than feed our illicit desires. [Homosexuality and 44 
the Gospel of Grace (2017), p. 23] 45 

[CIM Report, pp. 59-60] 46 
 47 
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 1 
 2 
ii. Regarding TE Johnson’s analogies of same-sex attraction with forms of physical suffering 3 
 4 
The core question is this: What does TE Johnson mean by drawing the analogies that he does between 5 
having to live with SSA and having to live with physical suffering? Does he mistakenly put SSA in the 6 
category of the human misery that followed upon sin’s entrance into the world rather than where it 7 
belongs—in the category of sin proper? 8 
 9 
It’s clear from the pre-Revoice 18 statement below that what unites both physical suffering in some 10 
people and endurance of SSA in others is, for TE Johnson, that they both have to live with and endure a 11 
profound effect of the fall from innocence. And he is making the argument that there is nothing wrong 12 
with a person identifying with either condition, as it is part of their living and their story and forms the 13 
setting for the work of God’s grace in their life. TE Johnson wrote: 14 
 15 

Still, is it ever acceptable to even identify with an effect of the fall? With an inclination that can 16 
carry with it temptation? We see numerous examples of how Christians identify with their 17 
brokenness. Even though drunkenness is a sin, a Christian who is 18 years sober may still 18 
identify as an alcoholic, but his sobriety tells you he is not building his identity on alcohol or 19 
drunkenness. Quite the opposite. Alcoholism is just a label he uses for a weakness he 20 
experiences. The same distinction is true with identifying as an overeater. Over-eating is listed as 21 
a sin in Ezekiel 16. When a Christian names that problem and attends Overeaters Anonymous, 22 
they’re not building their identity on overeating. They’re identifying a weakness so they can be 23 
known in that weakness and can address it constructively.  (CIM, Appendix, p.131) 24 

    25 
Note that at the end of the passage just cited TE Johnson refers to overeating as a sin, a problem, and a 26 
weakness; we take them all as proper terms to identify an inordinate, unholy attachment to food. 27 
 28 
Here are several of our written questions to TE Greg Johnson along with his answers: 29 
 30 
Committee Question #8a to TE G Johnson: Do you treat “gayness” or homosexuality (at least some 31 
aspect of it) as fitting in the same category as conditions such as paraplegia or infertility or cancer or 32 
being sinned against in marriage?  Do you believe that one may identify as a “gay” Christian because by 33 
analogy there is nothing wrong with identifying as a “cancer survivor” or “autistic” Christian (See SE 34 
Alabama’s concerns about this analogy in their letter in the Appendix, pp. 1-3).   35 
 36 

Basic answer: 37 
• They are similar in their being effects of the fall that cause suffering. 38 
• They are dissimilar in terms of moral status. 39 
• But I offer two tentative caveats. 40 

 41 
Same-sex attraction is in some ways like and in another way different from these conditions. 42 
Being same-sex-attracted is an unchosen and unwanted effect of the fall that has brought a 43 
good deal of loss into my life. That is true of these other conditions as well. Same-sex attraction 44 



Part 2  
 

  
	
 

50	

is different from these others in that it is not morally neutral. See above for discussion. 1 
[emphasis added] 2 

 3 
I personally do not use the couplet “gay Christian" for various reasons, but I will not object to 4 
someone for using it. My point is that we do well to respect a believer's attempt to put words to their 5 
experience, particularly where that experience has entailed much suffering. I defer to the 2017 6 
Missouri Presbytery report on homosexuality, the Note on Terminology, pages 61-71. 7 
 8 
Two tentative caveats, though: 9 

• The secular scientific and social construct of homosexual orientation involves at least two 10 
things: (1) sexual attraction to the same sex, and (2) the absence of sexual attraction to the 11 
opposite text. For example, I have never lusted after a woman or objectified a woman or 12 
undressed a woman with my eyes or stored up her image for later recall. I've never even been 13 
tempted to do so. It would seem unholy to me, invasive and unkind. I have only ever felt 14 
toward women as to a mother or a sister. I'm not sure we want to call that aspect of 15 
“homosexual orientation” sin. It's the sexual pull toward the same sex that is clearly a 16 
movement of indwelling sin. 17 

• Indwelling sin capitalizes on our fallen nature and fallen nurture. We don't completely know 18 
what causes a person to experience same-sex attraction. If we discover compelling evidence 19 
that partial aspects of orientation may be proved to be genetic and/or physiological, to that 20 
degree we might then have to say that indwelling sin (which is morally evil) capitalizes on 21 
our fallen biology (which biologically may be morally neutral, like a birth defect). This does 22 
not make same-sex sexual longing in any way less than indwelling sin. But it may mean that 23 
there is more going on. This is an area for ongoing scientific investigation. 24 

 25 
 26 
Committee Question 8b to TE Johnson: In what ways are post-Fall deleterious physical, mental, and 27 
moral conditions (deficiencies, disabilities, afflictions, disorders—whichever term we might use) similar 28 
to each other and in what ways are they different?     29 
 30 

Basic response: 31 
• See above. Different moral status. 32 
• In my GA floor speech, I was not claiming moral neutrality for same-sex attraction any more 33 

than I was for alcoholism. That was not the point of my comparison. 34 
 35 

These are all similar in that they are unchosen and unwanted effects of the fall that bring sorrow. 36 
They differ in their moral quality. See above. 37 
 38 

It was the former point of commonality that I made in my 5-minute floor speech at 2019 GA. I 39 
noted how my experience was not without suffering, yet the resolution that was under discussion 40 
when I spoke forbids people like me from conceiving ourselves as such. After speaking of my 41 
own struggle, I stated: 42 

 43 
                  And yet, friends, when I read article 7 of the Nashville Statement, it hurts. Because article 7   44 
                  says that it’s a sin to “adopt a homosexual self-conception.” 45 

 46 
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And we don’t do that for any other people group. 1 
 2 
• We don’t tell alcoholics it’s a sin to “conceive of yourself as an alcoholic" because 3 

drunkenness is a sin. It’s the beginning of learning to manage your alcoholism and bring 4 
it under obedience to Christ so it doesn’t define you.  5 

• We don’t tell paraplegics that they should “conceive of themselves as able-bodied” 6 
because that’s God’s ideal. 7 

• We wouldn’t tell an infertile woman she needs to “conceive of herself as fertile,” and that 8 
she’s unbelieving to “conceive of herself as infertile” because that’s not God’s design. 9 

 10 
That was my only intended point of comparison… that we let people who have suffered 11 
conceive of themselves in light of their fallen condition. I was not claiming moral 12 
neutrality for same-sex attraction or for alcoholism, which, disease model accepted, is 13 
still also a movement of indwelling sin tempting toward drunkenness. (emphasis added) 14 

 15 
 We have already noted that in a pre-Revoice article TE Johnson named overeating as a sin (he implies it 16 
by citing the Ezekiel 16 passage), a problem, and a weakness. All are proper terms, we said, using 17 
different imagery, to identify an inordinate, unholy attachment to food. However, it must be noted that 18 
the WCF itself, while distinguishing between sin as cause and misery as its effect with regard to 19 
sequence in the historic Fall in Eden, does not maintain a neat, hard and fast line between our sin (the 20 
cause) as spiritual and our misery (the effect) as physical and psychological. WCF VI.6 states that after 21 
Adam’s and Eve’s fall into sin, man was “made subject to death, with all  miseries spiritual, temporal, 22 
and eternal” (emphasis added). This implies that while in its historic sequence sin is cause and misery is 23 
effect, in post-Fall living sin can certainly be called a spiritual misery, which means overeating can be 24 
called a spiritual misery by a figure of speech where the effect (misery) represents the cause (sin). Sin 25 
carries spiritual effects as well as physical and psychological ones. Surely all of us experience spiritual 26 
misery in our sexuality —heterosexually-inclined or homosexually-inclined—a misery that is in our 27 
sinning, our distorting and sullying the sexual “faculty” (WCF VI.2) so deeply rooted in our humanness. 28 
This view is confirmed in the PCA’s 2020 Ad-Interim report on sexuality: 29 

 30 
It is possible to conceive of the experience of same-sex attraction as simultaneously a part of the 31 
remaining corruption of original sin as well as the misery of living in a fallen world, one of the 32 
ways our bodies themselves groan for redemption (Rom. 8:22-23; WCF 6.6; WLC 17-19).     33 
(AIC Report, p.28) 34 

 35 
What TE Johnson is highlighting in these analogies are several very important features that make the 36 
experience of sin and the experience of misery truly parallel experiences. These are features that people 37 
who are paraplegic, let’s say, and people with ongoing patterns of homoerotic desire, both must endure: 38 
Living with an unwanted and unchosen condition that involves ongoing suffering and deprivation. 39 
Nevertheless, while they are both “fallen conditions,” the SSA condition has a moral guilt component 40 
that the physical suffering condition does not have, as TE Johnson freely acknowledges in his answers to 41 
our questions.  The mistake in the allegation is inferring that because TE Johnson draws some parallels 42 
between the two situations he must believe the parallel exists on the moral level as well, meaning that 43 



Part 2  
 

  
	
 

52	

since things like paraplegia are not immoral, then he must believe that homosexual inclinations are not  1 
intrinsically immoral either. But the latter does not follow from the former necessarily.   2 
  3 
We are grateful that TE Johnson’s ministry reflects great zeal to bring the gospel to the lost, and believe 4 
that his self-identifying as a same-sex-attracted man can be used of the Lord to that high end.  5 
Nevertheless, we also believe TE Johnson could have helped prevent some of the misunderstanding that 6 
arose from his analogies, as he himself has acknowledged in his answer to one of our questions (cited in 7 
PART 1 on p. 11). We are recommending to Presbytery that we commend our brother for his passionate 8 
commitment to helping the church become more fruitful in its ministry to SSA believers and 9 
unbelievers, but also that we exhort and encourage him to take greater care from here on out to cite the 10 
moral difference involved whenever he draws the parallels we have just examined so that his listeners 11 
will have as clear a picture of what he does not mean by these analogies as they have of what he does 12 
mean by them. However, we also believe SEAL mistakenly drew the wrong inference from some of TE 13 
Johnson’s statements, a misunderstanding that could have been cleared up by reading more of his public 14 
statements, and especially by respectfully asking TE Johnson, in an informal way, if he might clarify his 15 
views in writing. 16 
 17 
 18 
Allegation #2: By Self-identifying as a Same-Sex-Attracted Man TE Johnson Compromises 19 
and Dishonors His Identity in Christ 20 
 21 
A. Committee Judgment on Allegation #2  22 
We find the allegation to be false on the following grounds.  23 
 24 
B. Committee Arguments on Allegation #2  25 
 26 
1. Primary Standards of Our Church:  The Teaching of Holy Scripture 27 
        28 
a. Identity and I Corinthians 6:9-11   29 
 30 
All four of the requesting churches cite TE Johnson as violating what they see as the clear implication of 31 
this famous admonition of the Apostle Paul in his first letter to the Corinthian church: 32 
 33 

9 Or do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be 34 
deceived: neither the sexually immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor men who practice 35 
homosexuality, 10 nor thieves, nor the greedy, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor swindlers will 36 
inherit the kingdom of God. 11 And such were some of you. But you were washed, you were 37 
sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God. 38 
(I Corinthians 6:9-11 ESV)   39 

 40 
First, we note that Paul is not addressing the precise issue in front of us now as a Presbytery. This is 41 
often the case with biblical passages we cite as proof texts to address current issues.  It’s not clear how 42 
this passage actually helps us answer the question as to whether it is right for a Christian to “identify” as 43 
one who struggles with particular temptations and sinful desires.  We believe the answer to that question 44 
is primarily a matter of wisdom and discernment in practical application, not of doctrine per se. 45 
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Nevertheless, we do think there are a few exegetical questions that ought to be answered, so we begin 1 
with them: 2 
 3 
Question #1: What are the things that Paul lists here as things that can keep someone from inheriting the 4 
Kingdom of God?  5 
 6 
Answer: In v. 9 Paul opens a paragraph with: “Do you not know that the unrighteous [or “the unjust,” or 7 
“those who are wrongdoers”] will not inherit the kingdom of God.”  The ESV translates adikoi as 8 
“unrighteous,” but the context clearly points to bad behavior. Those who are “unrighteous” are not 9 
simply those who are feeling the pull of their sinful flesh, the immoral bent of their own soul, but people 10 
who are misbehaving in one way or another, as the list of nouns that follows demonstrates (“adulterers” 11 
= those people who commit adultery). In fact, to this point in his letter Paul has been correcting one 12 
Corinthian misbehavior after another, and the similarities between 6:9-11 and what Paul says just a few 13 
paragraphs earlier, in 5:9-11, are striking: 14 
 15 

9 I wrote to you in my [earlier] letter not to associate with sexually immoral people— 10 not at all 16 
meaning the sexually immoral of this world, or the greedy and swindlers, or idolaters, since then 17 
you would need to go out of the world. 11 But now I am writing to you not to associate with 18 
anyone who bears the name of brother if he is guilty of sexual immorality or greed, or is an 19 
idolater, reviler, drunkard, or swindler—not even to eat with such a one.  20 

 21 
Then in the very next paragraph after 6:9-11, Paul takes up his “correction” of still more Corinthian 22 
behavior—this time by calling out “fornication,” one of the particular forms of the more general “sexual 23 
immorality” category Paul had condemned in 5:9-10. Apparently, some in the church at Corinth were 24 
guilty of fornication (see 6:15-16), and so Paul admonishes them (and the whole church) when he warns 25 
them to “shun fornication” (1 Cor. 6:18). Paul is clearly referring to bodily behavior when he denounces 26 
a believer joining himself to a prostitute (6:16). And that external behavior is in view in this section of 27 
the letter is cinched by Paul’s pronouncement in 6:18: “Every other sin a person commits is outside the 28 
body,” and by his concluding remark in 6:20, “So glorify God in your body.”    29 
 30 
The conclusion seems clear to us: Those things Paul lists here, things which will disqualify a person 31 
from inheriting the Kingdom of God when it comes in its fullness, are what the WCF VI.5 calls “actual 32 
sins,” sinful external acts animated by the decision to give in to the inner impulses of what the Apostle 33 
Paul calls the sinful flesh (Galatians 5:13-26), or what the WCF VI.5 calls the (inner) “motions” or 34 
dispositions of our “corrupted nature” (WCF VI.3, 5). We are not saying that people’s corrupted nature 35 
and all its motions are not part of what disqualifies them from inheriting the Kingdom—only that that 36 
truth is not Paul’s emphasis here in I Corinthians 6:9-11.     37 
 38 
Question #2: What does “such” refer back to in the clause of v. 11, “and such were some of you?” Do 39 
we get any help in answering that question from the fact that Paul uses the past tense: “and such WERE 40 
some of you?”  41 
 42 
Answer: To answer this question, we must remember that Paul brought the gospel to Corinth, saw the 43 
Lord turn people to saving faith in Jesus, then planted a church—all just a few years before he writes 44 
this letter. So if in chapter 6:9-11 Paul sets out a representative list of sinful acts willfully committed 45 
(and by implication, unrepented of) and constituting a chosen “way of life,” then that context implies 46 
that in the clause in v. 11. “and such were some of you” Paul is referring to the pagan way of behaving 47 
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and living—living without an experiential knowledge of God and without care about his moral law. That 1 
was the way of behaving these Corinthian converts had been caught up in themselves, before embracing 2 
Christ. In other words this clause, “and such were some of you,” as well as the list of actual sins, refers 3 
to the Corinthians’ former behavior when they were unbelievers. It means that some of the converts had 4 
themselves been drunkards, had been indulging in various forms of sexual immorality, had been 5 
participants in idol worship, had committed adultery, had engaged in homosexual acts, or acts of theft, 6 
fraud, or other forms of financial gain powered by greed for more.    7 
 8 
Upon conversion, these Corinthian sinners began to learn to let go of old habits and behaviors and 9 
loyalties. That’s the significance of the past tense, “And such WERE some of you.” Any suggestion that 10 
the past tense implies that the desires, inclinations, and impulses that spawned the sinful behaviors they 11 
had abandoned were taken away by the Spirit of God upon their conversion is without grounds. In the 12 
“behavior context” of these verses the past tense term, “you WERE such” does not imply at all that the 13 
Lord had delivered those who “practice homosexuality” (ESV) from their homosexual inclinations; such 14 
a conclusion is being read into the text, not out of it. This failure to distinguish sinful acts from ongoing 15 
sinful inclinations, coupled with the failure to acknowledge that TE Johnson has made it clear that he’s 16 
pointing only to those inclinations when he says, “I am a same-sex-attracted man,” is what leads to a 17 
caricature of his views that makes it appear he is setting aside the apostolic teaching of I Corinthians 18 
6:9-11. That is SEAL’s faulty logic when it claims in its requesting letter:  19 
 20 

In contradiction to our confessional understanding of Scripture, TE Johnson teaches that it is 21 
acceptable to identify as a (celibate) homosexual Christian.  In other words, while Scripture says, 22 
“Homosexuals will not inherit the kingdom of God, and such were some of you”—TE Johnson 23 
seems to say “Homosexuals will not inherit the kingdom of God, and such are some of you.”  24 
(emphasis added) 25 

 26 
Galatians chapter 5 is proof positive that apostolic teaching acknowledged that the inclination toward sin 27 
(which Paul personifies as “the flesh”), that influence on us of our sin-infected, “corrupted nature” (to 28 
use the language of our confessional Standards), remains with us till we die. Calvin said it well when he 29 
wrote: 30 
 31 

He [Paul] does not say [in Romans 6:12]: “Let it [=sin] not be,” but “Let it not reign.” 32 
So long as you live, sin must needs be in your members. At least let it be deprived of 33 
mastery. Let not what it bids be done. [John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, 34 
book III. Chapter 3.Section 13] 35 

 36 
This is what Paul is talking about here: he is admonishing the disobedient believers in Corinth to make 37 
the choice not to allow the sinful desires “in” their bodily members, i.e., their inner sinful inclinations, to 38 
tyrannize them and lead them to commit sinful acts—the very thing that was actually happening in the 39 
church community (see below). 40 
 41 
Question 3: Here is a third and last exegetical question: Does Paul speak in I Corinthians 6:9-11 only 42 
about sinful behaviors to be resisted, and imply nothing about a Christian’s “identity?”  43 
 44 
Answer: No, that would be a wrong conclusion. Paul does, in fact, ground his appeal to the consciences 45 
of the Corinthians in part (divine punishment is the other ground) in their new identity in Christ, their 46 
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new status as those who had been spiritually “washed,” sanctified (set apart), and justified by the 1 
finished work of Christ (6:11). Precisely because of that new status and identity in Christ, these believers 2 
had left behind all kinds of sinful behaviors—as well as liaisons, we can assume. As we have said, that is 3 
the force of “And such were some of you,” after Paul ticks off, in noun form, a representative list of 4 
sinful behaviors people who don’t know Christ are commonly guilty of committing and justifying. 5 
 6 
Every Christian is to think of himself or herself first and foremost in that way—in terms of those 7 
identities given to them by God. Though it is not explicitly mentioned here, what is foundational and 8 
first is their creational identity by which they know themselves to be made in God’s image; and added to 9 
that is their redemptive identity: by which they know that their very being has been constituted a new 10 
creation by grace, through faith, on the basis of Christ’s atonement and resurrection. In Christians the 11 
Spirit of God is renewing the once-splintered divine image, and is opening their eyes onto a whole new 12 
ethic to govern their behavior—one revealed in the written Word, commanded by God, and illuminated 13 
and enabled by the Spirit. 14 
 15 
One commentator argues that Paul’s appeal to “Christian identity” is explicit in this I Corinthians 6:9-11 16 
text. He writes:   17 
 18 

“…these verses set in contrast an active lifestyle [=patterns of sinful behavior] which contradicts 19 
claims to Christian identity with [its] stances [=inspired apostolic teaching on which  ethical 20 
behaviors please God] that characterize the Christ-like qualities of the new creation.”   21 
The First Epistle to the Corinthians (2000), by Anthony Thiselton (p. 438) 22 

  23 
What’s going on here should be clear to careful readers: Paul is appealing to the Christian’s core 24 
identity in order to shake his Corinthian readers into realizing that the unrighteous behavior they had 25 
lapsed back into was utterly incompatible with who and what Christ had made—and called them—to be. 26 
Paul is exhorting them, who had been clothed with the very righteousness of Christ,  to renounce the 27 
unrighteous behaviors that had crept back into their living. Proof of this is found in all the sinful 28 
behavior Paul confronts in this letter: the emergence of jealousy-fueled factions, open strife, arrogant 29 
boasting and conflict in the congregation (3:1-4, 18-21); fornication (6:12-20); the open practice of 30 
outrageous sexual immorality (not biological but familial incest) in the church community and the 31 
carefree tolerance of it (5:1-13); cheating one another out of money or property, and the retaliatory 32 
lawsuits in pagan civil courts which ensued (6:1ff), etc. As we tried to demonstrate in our 2017 report 33 
(Homosexuality and the Gospel of Grace, pp.195 -98), Gordon Fee, in his masterful commentary on I 34 
Corinthians, has laid bare so well the logic of Paul’s line of reasoning in chapter 6:9-11, persuasively 35 
arguing that the warning to the Corinthian Church is that no mere claim of Christians to be “in Christ” 36 
can bring their soul out of danger if they are openly and willfully engaged in sinful behavior, and 37 
defending or making light of it, as they once were and did when they were outside of Christ. That is the 38 
central thrust of Paul’s admonition-like teaching here. (Fee’s exposition of this text is very helpful, and 39 
can be found on pp. 242-45 of his commentary on First Corinthians in the NICNT series.) 40 
 41 
 And because that is the main theme of 6:9-11, we do not see how Paul’s admonition would forbid a 42 
justified, cleansed Christian from confessing as his own his struggles and inclinations, his warfare with 43 
sinful desires—that remain even now, on this side of conversion. Those struggles are a big part of  the 44 
setting, the life-theater, in which the grace and power of the gospel to dethrone the dominion of sin takes 45 
place in every believer. In other words, this passage does not condemn a person for confessing, “I am a 46 
Christian who struggles with sinful desires,” or more pointedly: “I am a Christian who lives with and 47 
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struggles against the pull of same-sex attraction, which is just what many believers in our day mean 1 
when they say, “I am a same-sex-attracted Christian.” To interpret Paul’s words here as prohibiting this 2 
kind of self-identification would be a misuse of his argument and a failure to appreciate many other  3 
passages of Scripture which describe as “present tense” the ongoing temptations and sinful desires that 4 
characterize all Christians, and are a real part of “who they are.” Those passages teach believers to say, 5 
“That broken and dark part of me no longer rules me, but it does remain a part of who I am, a part of the 6 
story of my life, a part God has used to humble me and to build bridges toward others, even though I 7 
recognize it as part of the old order of sin and death, of the domain of darkness that no longer has my 8 
thinking blinded by lies and my behavior imprisoned in unholy living. And so I confess afresh that I find 9 
my deepest identity, my core and governing identity, my delight and joy in this: that God has set his 10 
everlasting love on me, and every layer and dimension of my sin upon the head of Christ, the sacrificial 11 
Lamb. He bore my guilt, suffered its consequences, and rose from the dead in the newness of 12 
resurrection glory. By that finished work I have been made new, transferred to the Kingdom of God’s 13 
beloved Son, and brought into the light where my loves and loyalties are now being reordered by Jesus, 14 
who has become my righteousness” 15 
 16 
Before we leave I Corinthians 6:9-11, we want to say this: We believe the disputed question about a 17 
Christian “identifying” as an SSA person is really about wisdom and prudence. Not law. Not prooftexts. 18 
There’s no explicit biblical prohibition against openly acknowledging this inclination and owning it as 19 
one part of who one is. There’s no explicit biblical commendation for choosing that transparency either. 20 
This is not an issue that will be settled by a simple appeal to a Bible passage. It’s all about applying 21 
biblical wisdom in specific situations. And in the current controversy, it’s about the language one uses to 22 
“come out” as a homosexually-inclined person and how one does it. All of that requires a careful and 23 
sensitive assessment of the person and the circumstances.  It can be messy and not clear cut. Those 24 
closest to the person are best able to discern the wisdom of what he has done—the why and how—in 25 
“coming out.” People who are not familiar with the person or the context and situation will hear things 26 
only from a distance, and can easily fall into fear that the nose of the camel of theological liberalism has 27 
poked itself into the tent of the PCA. This can lead to a hasty over-reaction, an improper extension of the 28 
doctrine of the sufficiency of Scripture, claiming that biblical texts speak clearly to narrow questions of 29 
application in contemporary ethical disputes when they really don’t. In this current controversy we need 30 
to remind one another that the standard is rigorous—and rightly so—for saying with confidence, “Here’s 31 
what this Bible passage binds all believers to.” The standard is that conclusions must follow premises 32 
not just by good consequence, but “by good and necessary  [=logically necessary] consequence”—a 33 
very high standard, indeed. And we do not believe that the appeal to I Corinthians  6:9-11 in the 34 
allegation against TE Johnson regarding identity meets this high standard.  35 
 36 
We do think that the timing of events was unfortunate in the sequence of TE Johnson openly sharing his 37 
story of coming to Christ and learning to find his deepest identity in the gospel of God’s grace—a big 38 
part of which involves his enduring homosexual inclinations—as it appeared to some that his aim was to 39 
make a big splash. In connection with this we trust our brothers in Christ who have expressed concerns 40 
about TE Johnson’s views or character to read carefully the whole of his own account of how, when, and 41 
why decisions to publicly “come out” were made as they were. While some of us would have made 42 
different choices in the practical steps along the way, we do stand by TE Johnson and believe his 43 
testimony as to the chief reason he decided to publicly self-identify as a same-sex-attracted man, as we 44 
find it in something he wrote to a fellow teaching elder in February of this year: 45 
 46 
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I have tried to live with a high level of openness about my experience in order to help others 1 
who find themselves in a similar situation. [emphasis added] 2 

 3 
TE Johnson expanded on that principle when he answered one of our committee’s questions this way: 4 
 5 

For me, sharing my story publicly came from a conviction that my story might help someone 6 
else, that teenage kid in youth group who thinks he's the only one. For others, they feel like 7 
they’re constantly hiding, and they want to be known in their brokenness. And for others, it may 8 
be that a “fake it ‘til you make it” approach to sanctification drove them to despair and they need 9 
to be honest.  10 

 11 
We certainly do not believe that identifying as a same-sex-attracted man publicly is necessary for elders 12 
or elder candidates, because while we all have the personal need to be deeply known, loved by, and 13 
accountable to others who are aware of our faults and weaknesses, we know that there are numerous 14 
SSA men who, through the years, have found those needs fulfilled by confiding their situation privately 15 
to a handful of brothers and sisters in Christ and to a few of those who hold spiritual authority in their 16 
lives. Having that minimal level of accountability we believe is crucial for all in men in that situation.  17 
 18 
But we do not believe that identifying publicly disqualifies a man either—if it is done with integrity and 19 
care and for the right reasons. And we would argue that the most credible reason for someone self-20 
identifying as a same-sex-attracted person is what TE Johnson named as his own motivation—to do it 21 
for others. First, for the sake of other believers who are in the same situation, especially younger ones 22 
who need models and encouragement for their own living and growth in the grace of sanctification; 23 
second, for the sake of the church, helping it mature in learning to welcome and humanize same-sex-24 
attracted people even as it holds the line against the secular gay-is-great philosophy that now rules in the 25 
land; and thirdly, for the evangelistic or pre-evangelistic opportunities a more public, yet still careful and 26 
prudent, transparency can create with unbelievers, whether they be same-sex-attracted or not, especially 27 
in our time when the mainstream secular culture teaches people to assume automatically that those who 28 
live with homosexual attraction ought to seek their happiness in fulfilling those desires.  29 
 30 
 31 
b. Identity and Colossians 3:5-11 32 
 33 
Here is the argument from the Grace and Peace PCA congregation in Anna, Texas. They cite Colossians 34 
3:5-11: 35 

 36 
“Put to death therefore what is earthly in you: sexual immorality, impurity, passion, evil desire, 37 
and covetousness, which is idolatry. On account of these the wrath of God is coming. In these 38 
you too once walked, when you were living in them. But now you must put them all away: anger, 39 
wrath, malice, slander, and obscene talk from your mouth. Do not lie to one another, seeing that 40 
you have put off the old self with its practices and have put on the new self, which is being 41 
renewed in knowledge after the image of its creator. Here there is not Greek and Jew, 42 
circumcised and uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian, slave, free; but Christ is all, and in all.” 43 

 44 
Then they apply it to the question at hand in our debate and claim: 45 
 46 
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“To adopt a homosexual self-conception or to identify as a ‘same-sex attracted Christian’ or a 1 
‘gay Christian’ is to be defined by ‘what is earthly in you,’ to be defined by ‘sexual immorality, 2 
passion, evil desire.’ (Letter to Missouri Presbytery) 3 

 4 
The core question is whether “what is earthly in me,” i.e., my sin and the misery it brings into my life 5 
and into others’ lives, can be said to be a component part of who I am even though I am a believer.  We 6 
refer presbyters back to the section on identity in the original CIM Report (pp. 76-84) where we 7 
answered Yes, according to Scripture, our sin and brokenness do remain part of who we are and have a 8 
place in our self-understanding even when we are in Christ. This is especially clear in the Pauline 9 
teaching on the doctrine of sin. We cited the strong statement of Reformed teacher/counselor, Dr. Paul 10 
David Tripp, who is emphatic about this in his 2009 book, Broken Down House:  11 
 12 

If you are going to live the productive life that God’s grace can enable you to live, you need to stay 13 
very clear about who you are. As I have said in previous writing, we are always living out of some 14 
sense of identity. You are constantly telling yourself who you are, and the identity you assign to 15 
yourself has much to do with how you respond to the difficulties of life. In this chapter I want to 16 
examine the two identities of every Christian. These identities are “sinner” and “child of grace.” 17 
To recognize their existence and understand what it means to possess them both, together, is to see 18 
yourself as you truly are. This will profoundly shape your fundamental sense of self and radically 19 
influence for the better how you live in the here and now, somewhere between the Fall and Destiny. 20 
(emphasis added) CIM report, pp. 79-80. (pp. 34-35 in Tripp’s book) 21 

 22 
Dr. Tripp is here using the term “identity” to name one fundamental and ongoing condition every 23 
believer still lives with: having a corrupted, sinful nature that does not leave us in this life; he is not 24 
using “identity” in the aspirational sense of “the truest thing about me and what I have given my life to 25 
and who I seek to emulate.” 26 
 27 
The failure to see the legitimate use of the term “identity” or the use of similar  nouns to name real, 28 
ongoing, fallen conditions that Christians live with is reflected in statements made by one of the 29 
CrossPolitic interviewers of Greg Johnson cited by SEAL in its letter. That exchange went like this: 30 
 31 

TE Johnson: For a Christian to identify as an overeater, to have a conference for people who are 32 
overeaters, that is not saying they’re building their identity on their sin.  That’s saying that they 33 
have a calling to deal with the struggle, an aspect of their brokenness that is sin when they 34 
engage in it, but they’re trying to break free.”   35 

 36 
Interviewer 3:  “Absolutely.  And that’s why, part of this debate, everything matters on [sic] the 37 
difference between a noun and an adjective.  As a noun, I’m identifying that I am a gay 38 
Christian.  Or, saying as an adjective, that I have struggled with homosexuality.  One is 39 
descriptive, and one is naming.  And that’s why when Paul said, ‘such were some of you,’ he 40 
was saying, get rid of that terminology because you’re saved in Christ.  That terminology no 41 
longer applies to you.  So I would have the same challenge to the guy who identifies as an 42 
alcoholic.”   (See in the Appendix, Addendum to SEAL’s letter, p. 20) 43 

  44 
But to insist that Christians may not use nouns but are restricted to using adjectival forms of language in 45 
describing ongoing sinful conditions and the spiritual battles that rage around those conditions is to bind 46 
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the conscience of believers to something that goes beyond what is written. This is why the AIC report 1 
cautions: 2 
 3 

[I]ssues surrounding sexual identity, and identity more generally, cannot be reduced to language 4 
alone. There is a way to make being gay central to personhood, while still using circumspect or 5 
“acceptable” language. Similarly, there is a way to make being gay far less central to one’s ethos 6 
and identity, even while using potentially less helpful language. For these reasons, how persons 7 
express themselves is not finally determinative of their identity. (AIC Report, p. 31) 8 

  9 
Returning to Dr. Tripp’s insistence that believers have an identity as a child of God and an identity as a 10 
sinner, we cite again the CIM Report which reflected on that teaching: 11 
 12 

This is just a modern exposition of Martin Luther’s doctrine of simul justus et peccator—a 13 
justified saint and a sinner at one and the same time. Living as an SSA believer is just one 14 
specific expression of living in a sin-bent world. And when any believer asks, as they should ask, 15 
daily: “Who am I?” they are not to answer only “I am in Christ Jesus now and forever!” but even 16 
first they should answer, “I am a daughter of Eve, or a son of Adam, and I am beginning to 17 
understand 1) That I am a glorious creature because I have been made in the image of the living, 18 
uncreated God of the universe; and 2) That being a child of Adam I share in his sin and also sin 19 
myself out of the corrupt nature I inherited from him. As well, I have been wounded to some 20 
degree by those who have sinned against me. I am at least beginning to understand how being ‘in 21 
Adam,’ since I am his descendent child, has misshaped me. But I am also learning how Christ 22 
has redeemed me by his blood and brings  his pure and perfect life to be within me by the power 23 
of his Holy Spirit (Galatians 2:20). I realize and thank God that through Christ the shattered 24 
divine image in me has begun to be restored, and one day will be perfected. I also am beginning 25 
to understand that while my own coming death will confirm me to be even still, in this life on 26 
this side of Christ’s return, a son or daughter of Adam (1 Corinthians 15:22), nevertheless, my 27 
truest identity, my core identity, the new me that will eventually overtake the old Adamic man or 28 
woman that in some true sense is still in me, is that I am ‘in Christ’ and Christ is—literally—in 29 
me.” (see Galatians 2:20). (CIM Report, pp. 79-80) 30 

 31 
 32 
b. Secondary Standards of Our Church: The Westminster Standards 33 
 34 
The allegation against TE Greg Johnson regarding identity is framed this way by Southeast Alabama 35 
Presbytery (SEAL): 36 
 37 

TE Greg Johnson conflates our confessional categories of the state of sin and the state of grace 38 
in a way that contradicts our confession by teaching that it is acceptable to identify as a “gay” or 39 
homosexual Christian. 40 

 41 
We will state some of SEAL’s arguments for this allegation and then answer them. They write:  42 
 43 
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1) The Westminster Standards also make a categorical distinction between the “state of sin” and 1 
the “state of grace” (WCF 9.3-4).  In fact, there are four different states:  the state of innocency, 2 
the state of sin, the state of grace, and the state of glory (WCF 9.2-5). 3 
 4 

*In Paradise, Adam and Eve lived in the “state of innocency” in which mankind had the 5 
ability to will and to do that which is good and well pleasing to God (WCF 9.2). 6 
 7 
*Ever since the Fall, mankind is naturally in the “state of sin” in which we have lost all 8 
ability to will and to do any spiritual good and are slaves to the penalty, guilt, and power 9 
of sin (WCF 9.3).  Therefore, in this state, our sin defines who we are and we can 10 
rightly conceive of ourselves and label ourselves as fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, 11 
effeminate, homosexuals, thieves, the covetous, drunkards, revilers, and swindlers (1 Cor. 12 
6:9-10).  In the state of sin, that is how we are to consider ourselves and identify 13 
ourselves because we are slaves to sin.  14 
 15 
*When the Holy Spirit works faith in us, uniting us to Christ in our effectual calling, we 16 
are translated into the “state of grace” (WCF 9.4; WSC 30) and partake of the benefits of 17 
justification, adoption, and sanctification (WSC 30-32).  In this state, while we do not 18 
perfectly or only will that which is good but also that which is evil (due to our remaining 19 
corruption), we are freed from bondage to sin and by grace are enabled freely to will 20 
and to do that which is spiritually good (WCF 9.4).[emphases added] 21 

 22 
To this our committee says the following: TE Johnson affirms all of the above with this qualification: 23 
both he and we as a Presbytery have affirmed that it is not doctrinally unfaithful to speak of identities in 24 
the plural, distinguishing our ultimate, core, governing identity in Christ from lesser and relative 25 
identities that shape us. SEAL on the other hand operates with a one-dimensional understanding of 26 
identity; they see it as having only an aspirational sense (i.e., as naming what am I aiming to be and  27 
who I love most, etc.) and not also having a descriptive sense (e.g., as naming all sorts of things true 28 
about me—good, bad, and indifferent). 29 
 30 
SEAL goes on to say this: 31 

 32 
2) The conversion from the state of sin to the state of grace is so dramatic and the distinction 33 
between the two so vast that we no longer are to conceive of ourselves and label ourselves as 34 
fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, effeminate, homosexuals, thieves, the covetous, drunkards, 35 
revilers, and swindlers. Scripture says such will not inherit the kingdom of God, “and such were 36 
some of you” (1 Cor. 6:9-11).  In the state of grace, you no longer identify that way (e.g. as a 37 
fornicator, idolater, adulterer, etc.).  Why?  “But you were washed, you were sanctified, you 38 
were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God” (1 Cor. 6:9-11).  39 
Because of our union with Christ, our specific sins no longer define who we are. 40 
 41 

Our committee would say that the I Corinthians passage teaches us to say, “Because of our union with 42 
Christ, our specific sins no longer define the deepest truths of who we are, and no longer dictate how we 43 
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behave. But we also say that our specific sins can be identifiers of who we still are as grossly imperfect 1 
sons of Adam and daughters of Eve, because the old order of sin and death, duly robbed of its power to 2 
control us, is still far too prevalent in our lives, and that is because of the remnants of that rebellious 3 
order of existence that are still rooted in who we are as children of Adam." 4 
 5 
 Note the realism in what the Westminster Standards teach regarding our first parents: 6 
 7 

By this sin they [Eve and Adam] fell from their original righteousness and communion with God, 8 
and so became dead in sin, and wholly defiled in all the parts and faculties of soul and body. 9 
(WCF VI.2; emphasis added) 10 

 11 
What’s more, this “original corruption” still characterizes our human “nature,” according to the 12 
Standards, and is still marked by a remaining defiance of God: 13 
  14 

From this original corruption, whereby we are utterly indisposed, disabled, and made opposite to 15 
all good, and wholly inclined to all evil, do proceed all actual transgressions. (WCF VI.4) 16 
 17 
This corruption of [our human] nature, during this life, doth remain in those that are regenerated; 18 
and although it be, through Christ, pardoned, and mortified; yet both itself [i.e., this corrupt 19 
nature] and all the motions thereof, are truly and properly sin. (WCF.VI.5)  20 

 21 
Consider the realism in the Larger Catechism as well:  22 

Q.78 Q. Whence ariseth the imperfection of sanctification in believers? 23 
A. The imperfection of sanctification in believers ariseth from the remnants of sin 24 
abiding in every part of them, and the perpetual lustings of the flesh against the spirit; 25 
whereby they are often foiled with temptations, and fall into many sins, are hindered in 26 
all their spiritual services and their best works are imperfect and defiled in the sight of 27 
God. (emphasis added) 28 

 29 
As we have argued, this realism about the ongoing engagement of believers in the sin that still resides in 30 
their corrupted nature and in all its motions or dispositions, implies that it is not wrong for them to self-31 
identify as sinners, sometimes in general terms, sometimes in specific—saint and sinner at the same 32 
time. And yet, as TE Greg Johnson has made clear, we are to specify sin-related “identifiers” in our lives 33 
always with a deep gratitude and confidence that through childlike faith and humble repentance, God 34 
has transferred us from the state of sin to the state of grace, thereby breaking sin’s tyranny over us, 35 
covering our shame, and reassuring us that our truest identity is being in the family of all those who are 36 
forever united to Christ.   37 
 38 
We return to SEAL’s arguments: 39 

 40 
*Obviously, due to remaining corruption, we can still speak of ourselves as sinners in the 41 
present tense (1 Tim. 1:12-16) as those who continue to experience and battle with the presence 42 
and pollution of sin (Gal. 5:17; Rom. 7:14-25) and even at times feel as though we are enslaved 43 
to sin (Rom. 7:14). 44 
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*However, the truth is that we are no longer slaves to sin, having been freed from slavery to its 1 
guilt (Rom. 3:24; Eph. 1:7), its penalty (Gal. 3:13), and its power (1 Pet. 1:18-19; Rom. 6:6).  2 
For this reason, while of course we are (and can say we are) sinners (1 Tim. 1:12-16), we 3 
are no longer to identify ourselves with our specific sins.  “Such were some of you” (1 Cor. 4 
6:9-11).  “Though formerly I was a blasphemer, persecutor, and insolent opponent… I received 5 
mercy… in Christ Jesus” (1 Tim. 1:13-14).  6 
 7 

We stand in complete solidarity with SEAL’s aim here, namely, to protect the radical difference 8 
between living in the state of sin and living in the state of grace the Lord has transferred us into; but it is 9 
arbitrary to claim that Christians can only self-identify as sinners in general and not in a way that names 10 
any particular inclination toward sin. This is to bind the Christian conscience with a very specific way of 11 
working out what belongs not to the definition of biblical doctrine per se, but to the practical application 12 
of it. Practical applications of doctrine are not to be made binding on all believers unless we can 13 
demonstrate, by good and necessary consequence, that Scripture itself requires it. TE Johnson does not 14 
use phrases like “gay Christian,” “homosexual Christian,” to describe himself (though occasionally in 15 
conversations with unbelievers he will identify himself as being gay), but does not object to others using 16 
such phrases as long they are not doing it in a reckless or cavalier way.     17 
 18 
SEAL goes on:  19 

*Instead of considering ourselves as drunkards or adulterers or homosexuals, we are commanded 20 
to have a different self-conception:  “You must consider yourselves dead to sin and alive to 21 
God in Christ Jesus” (Rom. 6:11).  This does not mean that Christians do not continue to 22 
struggle with sin all their life long. It means that such a believer ought not consider himself a 23 
drunkard Christian or an adulterer Christian or a homosexual Christian but rather a 24 
Christian who struggles with the temptation to drunkenness, adultery, or homosexuality 25 
(and who is repentant when he succumbs to such temptations). 26 
 27 

SEAL has already acknowledged that although believers can still self-identify as “sinners,” in a general 28 
way even though they are no longer in the “state of sin” but in the “state of grace.” They are right to 29 
stress that one huge difference between those two “states” is that in the former sin has dominion and 30 
utterly rules us, while in the latter that power of sin is broken and is no longer the supreme power in our 31 
living. Jesus Christ is. What SEAL’s arguments object to is using any particular sinful inclination to 32 
“fill out” one’s ongoing “identity as a sinner,” as this is viewed as a negation of one’s identity in 33 
Christ. We regard this as arbitrary, and want to point out again that when many of the men and women 34 
we know refer to themselves as an “SSA Christian” or a “homosexual celibate Christian,” or a “celibate 35 
gay Christian,” the “SSA,”  “homosexual,” and “gay” no more define or modify “Christian” than the 36 
adjective “tired” defines or modifies “womanhood” in the statement, “I am a tired woman.” In that 37 
statement we are simply learning two facts about the person speaking—facts that may or may not be 38 
conceptually related to each other: that this person is tired and that this person is a woman. We believe 39 
care must be taken to avoid the error of putting more weight on terminology in general, and on the 40 
adjectival form of words in particular, than they can bear. If we do not take care, we will mistakenly 41 
assume that adjectives always relay information about the noun they “modify” and neglect the fact that 42 
in our use of language adjectives sometimes simply relay additional information about the subject of the 43 
sentence. In fact, what many of these fellow believers who are SSA mean by calling themselves “SSA 44 
Christians” matches exactly what SEAL says is the right way to think of themselves, i. e., as “[I am] a 45 



Part 2  
 

  
	
 

63	

Christian who struggles with the temptation to…homosexuality.” But that too, is an “identity” statement, 1 
an elongated identity statement that tells us something about who that person is: “I am a Christian who 2 
does X.”  3 
 4 
In this current controversy we believe there are many sincere SSA people who love and trust Jesus 5 
Christ and despair of their own goodness, who also believe that in calling themselves “a same-sex-6 
attracted” Christian or a “homosexual” Christian they are simply naming two things about themselves—7 
that they are Christians and that they live with homoerotic desire, i.e., same-sex attraction. Now it is fair 8 
to ask: Cannot such language open them up to being misunderstood both inside and outside the church 9 
as being affirming of homosexual relationships? Absolutely, it can, which is why we ought to be 10 
condemning any careless or merely trendy use of this terminology. 11 
 12 
In any case, we believe motive is critical here, which makes it important to ask this question: Why 13 
would some even want to name these two facts about themselves in one sentence or even one phrase, 14 
namely, that they are Christians and that they live with enduring same-sex attraction? We believe the 15 
following are legitimate reasons:  16 
 17 
*For the sake of transparency, being known and loved in spite of their situation which often inspires 18 
deep shame;  19 
*for the sake of encouraging the church, assuring it that it has all of Christ’s resources to care well for 20 
SSA believers and to use their gifts;  21 
*for the sake of comradeship with and support for other believers in the same situation; and  22 
*for the sake of a more poignant and credible witness to those around us—gay or straight—who have 23 
imbibed the unbiblical doctrines of the secular culture that have shaped so much of the modern world.  24 
 25 
But we categorically reject this terminology if it is used to celebrate same-sex attraction, or if it becomes 26 
too important to believers, or keeps believers too connected to non-Christian communities or subcultural 27 
identities. Whether terms like “same-sex-attracted Christian,” “homosexual Christian,” etc., are being 28 
used that way is to be judged in particular cases with spiritual discernment exercised by those who have 29 
spiritual oversight of the individuals in question.   30 
 31 
Before leaving this, we want to cite what TE Greg Johnson stated in his own words to our committee on 32 
this terminology question: 33 
 34 

I have argued, based on the 2017 [MOP] presbytery report, that we do well to respect Christian 35 
freedom on terminology. Whether one takes Rosaria Butterfield’s approach or Wesley Hill's 36 
approach or something in between is a matter of personal discernment and wisdom. I do not take 37 
issue with Hill's use of gay Christian, even though I do not use it to refer to myself. I have not 38 
advocated for that particular construction, but have no spoken out against it, either. 39 
 40 
Personally, I have never referred to myself as a “gay Christian” or “homosexual Christian.” And 41 
I have not described myself as “gay” in the present tense since the 1990s.* It's always past tense 42 
as part of the arc of my personal testimony. I don't mind when others use the term of me, but I 43 
myself have always stated that “I was a gay atheist, became a Christian, and my sexual 44 
orientation never changed. I am still same-sex attracted.” 45 
 46 
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As a new Christian around 1990, I thought of myself as gay. In the late 1990s, I identified as ex-1 
gay. I have identified as same-sex-attracted since the early 2000s. I have stated that I have a 2 
homosexual orientation. But there is very little out there in print or recording in which I identify 3 
publicly by my sexuality. Really just the Christianity Today testimony, Memorial testimony and 4 
my GA floor speech. 5 
 6 
*(To clarify, my priority has been to use the terms that will be understood by my audience. 7 
When I have met personally with LGBTQ activists or other non-Christians in the LGBTQ 8 
community, I have identified as gay in order to emphasize my commonality with them to build 9 
bridges for the gospel. That typically has been in one-on-one conversations, not on public 10 
platforms. Among conservative Christians, I have used the language of same-sex 11 
attraction because they seem to be able to hear that, and they struggle to hear gay. It is not about 12 
creating an identity for myself; it is about loving the person to whom I am speaking.) 13 
                                                              (Committee Question #17) 14 
 15 

We believe this freedom-with-caution when it comes to terminology is stated clearly and helpfully in 16 
our Presbytery’s Affirmations and Denials when we say: 17 
 18 

This committee does not advocate the use of “gay Christian” as a self-description in ordinary 19 
speech. Yet we recognize that any term one uses—gay, same-sex attracted, homosexual, 20 
homophile, queer, and others—is problematic in certain cases for certain people. Another 21 
committee may wish to use other terms. Wishing to heed Paul’s admonition to neither condemn 22 
nor despise one another over debatable matters (Rom. 14:1–12), we believe Christian liberty 23 
grants believers a degree of latitude as they describe themselves. Most words are flexible, with 24 
several meanings and nuances that vary from one place and time to another. Christians should 25 
have a certain freedom of expression for the sake of communication. 26 
     (MOP Affirmations and Denials, Preface p. 2) 27 

 28 
 29 
c. Prior MOP Statements on Homosexuality 30 
 31 
i. 2018-19 Committee to Investigate Memorial Report 32 
 33 
Missouri Presbytery, on December 7, 2019, voted affirmatively on the recommendation of the CIM 34 
concerning Theological Judgment #4 regarding the legitimacy of an SSA or gay identity—an identity 35 
broadly conceived, that is. And the arguments in Judgment #4 “were approved by Missouri Presbytery 36 
as being, in general substance, consistent with Holy Scripture and our confessional standards, the 37 
Westminster Confession of Faith and Catechisms.” 38 
 39 
We have already encouraged presbyters to return to this report (pp. 76-84) and its extensive defense of 40 
the legitimacy of using the broader concept of identity in the way we think of and define ourselves as we 41 
are now on this side of the Fall and awaiting our coming glory. Preceding the question, “Who am I?” is 42 
really the question, “Who are we?” In other words, “Which features of my life identify me as part of this 43 
or that group of people?” That question leads into the story about what defines me as an individual e.g., I 44 
belong to the human race; I belong to this or that family; I am part of the African American community; 45 
or I am among those who are rape survivors; I am part of the company Christ has redeemed—or a 46 
hundred other associations that a person might have, given their experience.  47 
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  1 
Once we start asking these kinds of questions we will see that everyone has experiences or features of 2 
their life that enable them to identify with multiple groups of people, that each person has “overlapping 3 
stories,” numerous things which characterize their life. And of course, every person must answer these 4 
crucial questions—and is answering them daily in their thoughts and actions: “To which of the many 5 
identifiers that associate me with others and describe me and the story of what my life has been and is, 6 
will I give my deepest loyalty?  Which will I allow to be the self-understanding and association with 7 
others that govern the rest?”   8 
 9 
d. PCA and Other Ecclesiastical Statements 10 
 11 
ii. 47th General Assembly’s Affirmation of the Nashville Statement of 2017 12 
 13 
In 2019 at the 47th General Assembly of the PCA, the “Nashville Statement” (NS) of 2017 was affirmed 14 
(as distinguished from being adopted) to be a “biblically faithful declaration” regarding human 15 
sexuality. What’s relevant to our investigation, and specifically to the allegations that TE compromises 16 
the integrity of his identity in Christ by self-identifying as a same-sex-attracted man, is Article 7 of the 17 
NS. Many believers who self-identify as SSA, including TE Johnson, can agree with most of the NS, but 18 
object to this article which denies that “adopting a homosexual or transgender self-conception is 19 
consistent with God’s holy purposes in creation and redemption.” They argue that such a statement, 20 
without further elucidation of just what is meant by the crucial phrase, “adopting a homosexual…self-21 
conception,” the article seems to teach that SSA people who are Christians should think of themselves as 22 
heterosexual or “straight,” something they strenuously oppose. The overture that was affirmed by the 23 
47th General Assembly reads as follows: 24 
 25 

Therefore be it resolved that the Calvary Presbytery hereby overture the 47th General Assembly 26 
and asks it to declare the Council on Biblical Manhood & Womanhood’s “Nashville Statement” 27 
on biblical sexuality as a biblically faithful declaration and refer the “Nashville Statement” to the 28 
Committee on Discipleship Ministries for inclusion and promotion among its denominational 29 
teaching materials. (emphasis added) 30 
 31 

But legitimate questions regarding meaning remain. What does the word “adopt” mean in  Article 7? 32 
Some of its supporters say “adopt” means “to embrace or endorse.” That doesn’t solve everything, 33 
because other questions follow: What does it mean to “endorse a self-conception? And what is a “self-34 
conception,” actually? If we said that either “adopting” or “endorsing” a homosexual self-conception is 35 
not consistent with God’s holy purposes in creation and redemption,” would that condemn the view we 36 
are defending here, i.e., that there is nothing intrinsically wrong with “self-identifying” as an SSA 37 
person if it is done in the right way? The waters of interpretation are muddied further by the fact that a 38 
staunch and influential supporter of the Nashville Statement overture told one of our committee 39 
members right after the vote at GA last summer that affirming the NS needn’t trouble anyone since 40 
Article 7 was being interpreted in multiple ways anyway, thus putting it in the same category as that 17th 41 
century German mystic of whom it was said that his writings were like a picnic, where the author 42 
provided the words and the listeners all brought their own meaning. 43 
 44 
With regard to this BCO 31-2 investigation, we note the following concerning the 2019 GA approval of 45 
the Nashville Statement: 46 
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 1 
1.The requesting courts are within their constitutional rights to “appeal to” the 47th GA’s affirmation of 2 
the Nashville Statement in their allegations, as three of them do. 3 
 4 
2. However, that affirmation has no constitutional authority in the PCA and therefore, is not binding on 5 
anyone and cannot be invoked to demonstrate that a church officer is holding or teaching things out of 6 
accord with the doctrines and teaching of the PCA.  7 
  While not yet debated or acted upon by the 48th General Assembly, the 47th GA Ad-Interim Committee 8 
on Human Sexuality has set out a view very similar to the one recommended by the CIM and adopted by 9 
our Presbytery in May 2019. This GA report distinguishes, as we do, between our core or foundational 10 
identity in Christ and the multiple secondary identities that still shape us. It says: 11 
 12 

 A Biblical understanding of identity must … take into account the reality that we are fallen and 13 
corrupted, possessing original and indwelling sin, as well as the miseries of the Fall. It tells us 14 
who we are phenomenologically—as we experience our sinful selves and our sinful world… As 15 
fallen, sinful human beings we can and should be honest about the ways in which the sin and 16 
misery of the Fall are a part of us. (p. 28) 17 

 18 
Even as we defend this view of identity, we should mention here, particularly, that this Presbytery, in its 19 
earlier reports and in its recently adopted Affirmations and Denials on human sexuality, clearly rejects 20 
the view that any believer can legitimately adopt or endorse their homosexual inclinations as something 21 
good to be celebrated. On that there is unity among us, and we say it while fully acknowledging the need 22 
for those believers who live with enduring patterns of same-sex inclinations to be working at self-23 
acceptance as much as at the mortification of sin in themselves.   24 
 25 
 26 
Allegation #3: TE Johnson Denies God’s Purpose and Power to Sanctify SSA Believers by 27 
Minimizing the Pursuit of Orientation Change From Homosexual to Heterosexual, the 28 
Latter Being Rooted in God’s Good Creation, the Former in the Fall 29 
 30 
A. Committee Judgment on Allegation #3 31 
We find the allegation to be false on the following grounds. 32 
 33 
B. Committee Arguments on Allegation #3 34 
 35 
1. Primary Standards of Our Church: The Teaching of Scripture  36 
 37 
a. The Now-But-Not-Yet Dimension of the Power of God’s Grace  38 
 39 
Allegation #3 seems to deduce the following conclusion from the general emphasis in the New 40 
Testament on Christ’s power to change people: That homosexually-inclined believers should expect God 41 
to change their sexual inclinations to heterosexual ones. But this logic neglects the double emphasis 42 
taught in the Word of God and reflected in the Westminster Standards on both the decisiveness of 43 
Christ’s victory at the cross over sin’s power in the lives of believers (Christ’s finished work), and on 44 
the enduring presence and potency of our “sinful flesh,” our “corrupted nature.” The one-sidedness of 45 
the allegation leads to a misrepresentation of the biblical doctrine of mortification of sin by implying 46 
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that sinful desires “put to death” are desires that have been eradicated in a person, or swallowed up and 1 
neutralized by holy desires. 2 
 3 
This double emphasis summarized just above ought to lead us to expect with hope that God will grow us 4 
in grace and change us, and also to accept with humility that God sanctifies us according to his purposes 5 
and timetable and not our own.  6 
 7 
While Scripture and the Standards are eager to affirm progress in sanctification for believers, 8 
nevertheless, because every believer’s nature remains corrupted in this life, both teach that sinful desire 9 
characterizes believers until they die. 10 
 11 
Here, of course, in 2 Cor. 5:17, the passage cited by Grace & Peace—Anna, Texas (GPAT), is one of the 12 
great NT texts that underscores the decisive victory Christ won at the cross and in his empty tomb. 13 
Easter morning was the first day of the New Creation that God had promised of old he would bring 14 
about. Wonderful practical things flow from this truth of what God has made possible through the 15 
finished work of Christ: Believers are forever safe “in Christ” because he has united them to himself, 16 
justified them, and reckoned them righteous; and the power of sin has been broken such that it no longer 17 
has believers under its mastery.  18 
 19 
So it’s easy to see the logic in Allegation #3: Homoerotic desire, however it might originate, is one of 20 
the inclinations of our corrupted nature, and is rightly called sin [according to the WCF not a sinful act, 21 
but sin as desire rising out of our corrupt nature]. Since Christ has defeated “the old,’” and has 22 
vanquished the power of sin, then once a person turns to Christ and is saved, there must be a way to lay 23 
hold of Christ’s power for the purpose of seeing that “old” homoerotic sexual desire turn back again to 24 
heterosexual desire, i..e., to the original sexual desire God first created us with. 25 
 26 
But such logic loses sight of the NT teaching that “the old” is still very much with us. This double focus, 27 
this paradoxical idea that the old has passed away and yet the old still is very much with us, is set out in 28 
Galatians 5 (as it is also in Romans 7 and 8, two chapters that have numerous parallels to Galatians 5). 29 
In Galatians 5 we have a statement sounding as absolute as 2 Cor. 5:17 with its focus on “the old has 30 
passed away.” Paul says this in 5:24 to those Christians in Galatia:  31 
 32 

And those who belong to Christ Jesus have crucified the flesh with its passions and desires. 33 
 34 

“Have [already] crucified the flesh”—past tense. This makes it sound as if the flesh is dead and gone 35 
and has passed away as part of the old creation infected by sin and death. Yet the whole premise of the 36 
letter to the Galatians is that “the [sinful] flesh” is anything but dead; that in fact, it is wreaking havoc 37 
among them, leading them into grave doctrinal error and threatening the unity and peace of their 38 
churches. Hence, Paul writes as if the sinful flesh of these Christians is alive and well when he says to 39 
them: 40 

 41 
For you were called to freedom, brothers. But do not use your freedom as an opportunity for the 42 
flesh but through love serve one another. (Galatians. 5:13) 43 
 44 
But I say, walk by the Spirit and you will not gratify the desires of the flesh. For the desires of 45 
the flesh are against the Spirit, and the desires of the Spirit are against the flesh, for these are 46 
opposed to each other, to keep you from doing the things you want to do. (Galatians 5:16-17)    47 
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 1 
Paul’s teaching in this chapter demonstrates that what the cross has decisively done away with for our 2 
post-Fall life, is not the presence of sin (in the form of our corrupt nature and its twisted, evil desires and 3 
instincts) but the mastery of sin, its power to enslave, dominate and control us. Romans 6 teaches the 4 
same. Sin remains in us till death. We repeat, as a good summation of NT teaching, John Calvin’s 5 
dictum, taken from his reflections on Romans 6 in his Institutes: 6 
 7 

So long as you live, sin must needs be in your members. At least let it be deprived of mastery. 8 
Let not what it bids be done. (Institutes of the Christian Religion, Book III. Chapter 3. Sec. 13) 9 

 10 
 11 
 12 
i. The Error of Mortification as Eradication  13 
 14 
GPAT goes on to cite Romans 8 and Colossians 3 as evidence that Christians should be committed to 15 
relying on God to change their homosexual desire to heterosexual desire:    16 
 17 

Paul talks about that change [“the new” arriving and “the old” having “passed away” in 2 Cor. 18 
5:17, just cited] in Romans 8:9-13, 19 
 20 

“You, however, are not in the flesh but in the Spirit, if in fact the Spirit of God dwells in 21 
you. Anyone who does not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him. But if Christ 22 
is in you, although the body is dead because of sin, the Spirit is life because of 23 
righteousness. If the Spirit of him who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you, he who 24 
raised Christ Jesus from the dead will also give life to your mortal bodies through his 25 
Spirit who dwells in you. So then, brothers, we are debtors, not to the flesh, to live 26 
according to the flesh. For if you live according to the flesh you will die, but if by the 27 
Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body, you will live.” 28 

 29 
In Colossians 3:5, Paul makes clear that desires are part of the “deeds of the body” [mentioned in 30 
Romans 8:13] that must be put to death: 31 
 32 
     “Put to death therefore what is earthly in you: sexual immorality, impurity, passion, evil   33 
      desire, and covetousness, which is idolatry.” 34 
 35 

We agree with GPAT’s point from Colossians 3 that not just external acts but evil internal desires must 36 
also be mortified, “put to death,” by the godly Christian. The Galatians 5 passage teaches the same when 37 
it includes evil internal desires as among the “works (erga) of the flesh.” Both evil acts and the evil 38 
desires that fuel those acts are to be “put to death.” But we maintain that on a practical level putting to 39 
death evil desire looks different than putting to death evil deeds. But context is important, which is why 40 
we believe that in the Romans 8 passage cited by GPAT, Paul’s focus is not on trying to eradicate all  41 
sinful desire in ourselves, but rather on the need to short-circuit our evil desires by preventing them from 42 
turning into evil behavior. Care should be taken not to give too literal a meaning to Paul’s instruction, 43 
“Put to death the deeds of the body,” as if Paul was meaning that our goal is to extirpate all our evil 44 
desires so that they are gone, having been replaced by good desires inspired in us by the Spirit of God. 45 
Sometimes it happens, that this or that evil desire is utterly driven away by the pure desire given to us by 46 
the Holy Spirit—and we praise God for it. But the total destruction of evil desires in us is what we look 47 
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forward to in the life of the world to come. In this life we “put to death” the deeds of the body when we 1 
starve rather than feed those inner desires that make perpetual war against the Spirit of God at work in 2 
us and seek to become outward actions. We put to death the deeds of the body also when we “change the 3 
subject” on our sinful desires and thereby ignore their pull on us because we know they are deceiving us. 4 
The Holy Spirit teaches us to focus on better things than our own twisted thoughts and impulses.   5 
 6 
Since GPAT leans heavily on the Romans 8 passage, we will look at it in some detail. In Romans 8:10-7 
11 Paul gives the Roman Christians great encouragement to be hopeful about the defeat of sin in their 8 
living because the same resurrection power that reversed death in Jesus’ body and brought him back to 9 
physical life is brought to believers by the Holy Spirit who reverses in them the spiritual death that sin 10 
works and brings them back to life spiritually. And then in vv. 12-13 Paul explains what this new 11 
“spiritual life” that’s brought to believers does: It works in them a deep commitment and obligation to 12 
renounce the old, dead ways of the sinful flesh that no longer rules them as it once did, but yet still 13 
resides in them. The “putting to death” of the “deeds of the body” Paul commands here cannot be 14 
reasonably understood as an attempt to extirpate all evil desire in us that lies behind evil acts. It is best 15 
understood as a decision to renounce the sinful flesh and its priorities still in us, and to claim Christ’s 16 
death and resurrection as freeing us from its tyranny over us. It is a choice to refuse to give in to those 17 
desires/inclinations/motions of the flesh which are perpetually rising up within believers and offering 18 
themselves to us as viable behavior-and-life choices. (And sometimes, of course, our ongoing choices 19 
need to be supported and buttressed by very practical actions, such as walking out of a room in order to 20 
“flee immorality,” etc.).  21 
 22 
In Romans 8:10 Paul acknowledges the “both/and” of every believer’s life. Believers are “saints and 23 
sinners” at one and the same time. They are saints because the Holy Spirit brings into their very being 24 
Christ’s power to resist sin, since his righteousness is theirs on the basis of their justification by faith. 25 
But they continue to be sinners too, since they still live with their post-Fall bodies and minds, the seat of 26 
their corrupted nature inherited from Adam. Paul puts all that high theology in a dramatic and stunning 27 
form when he writes in Romans 8:10: 28 
 29 

And if Christ is in you, although the body is dead because of sin, yet the Spirit is life because of 30 
righteousness. (emphasis added)    31 
 32 

On this side of Glory, Paul is teaching, our bodily existence continues to bear the marks of our corrupted 33 
nature and its drawn-to-sin instincts, inclinations, and desires. The Spirit does his transforming work in 34 
us in spite of that ongoing sin-prone and death-prone character of our current bodies and minds. Why 35 
then does GPAT argue, after citing Romans 8:9-13 (along with Colossians 3:5) that it should be a 36 
foregone conclusion that believers ought to expect God to be gracious enough to change a serious 37 
Christian’s homoerotic desires into heterosexual desires? That’s what GPAT clearly implies when it 38 
faults TE Johnson for still having same-sex attractions/desires at this point in his life:  39 
 40 

So, by God’s grace, the Spirit unites us with Christ, making us new creatures in him and 41 
empowering us to put to death what is sinful in us, including our sinful desires. God’s grace can 42 
and does replace our sinful desires with proper desires aligned with God’s purposes for us in 43 
creation and redemption. A gospel that does not include this power is not good news at all. It is 44 
truly troubling that a teaching elder in the PCA would proclaim a gospel that denies this power 45 
for transformation. (emphasis added) 46 
 47 
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Nevertheless we reject this line of reasoning as simplistic and unable to account for the very strong 1 
emphasis in Scripture on the truth that the corrupt nature and its inclinations remain in believers until 2 
they die, even as we find it in the Apostle Paul who declares this about himself, as an already-redeemed 3 
man, facing the ongoing battle with indwelling sin: 4 

            20Now if I do what I do not want, it is no longer I who do it, but sin that dwells within me. 5 

21 So I find it to be a law that when I want to do right, evil lies close at hand. 22 For I delight in 6 
the law of God, in my inner being, 23 but I see in my members another law waging war against 7 
the law of my mind and making me captive to the law of sin that dwells in my 8 
members. 24 Wretched man that I am! Who will deliver me from this body of death?25 Thanks be 9 
to God through Jesus Christ our Lord! So then, I myself serve the law of God with my mind, but 10 
with my flesh I serve the law of sin. (Romans 7:20-25) 11 

Bringing people real hope in the power of the gospel to change them and make them more like Christ, 12 
according to God’s own purposes and timetable—this is what we are to be about as elders in Christ’s 13 
Church.  But giving people false hope, however deep our desire to help them, is actually throwing 14 
stumbling blocks in their path as they try to run the race that God has set before them. 15 
 16 
2. Secondary Standards of Our Church: The Westminster Standards  17 

Allegation #3 neglects to interact at all with the Westminster Standards, though it might have selectively 18 
appealed to certain passages there where there is an emphasis on the power of the gospel of grace to 19 
change us. But our Confessional teaching itself reflects the double-emphasis we find in Scripture on 1) 20 
Christ’s decisive victory at Calvary over both the guilt and the power of sin; and on 2) the ongoing 21 
presence and potency of the sinful desire that remains in our corrupted nature, i.e., our sinful “flesh,” to 22 
use Paul’s term. 23 

a. Christ’s Decisive Victory and the Spirit’s Great Power at Work to Change Us                                     24 

First, highlighted in bold text, are a few places in the Standards where there is a proper biblical 25 
emphasis on the glorious truth that God, by his great power and on the basis of Christ’s finished work, 26 
has “delivered us from the domain of darkness and transferred us to the kingdom of his beloved Son” 27 
(Colossians 1:13-14) and works in us by his Spirit to change us and bring our living into greater 28 
conformity to his character as it is expressed in the good law of God. That deliverance is the Great 29 
Change wrought in us when, in the language of the Confession, God transfers us from “the state of sin” 30 
into “the state of grace:” 31 

They, who are once effectually called, and regenerated, having a new heart, and a new spirit 32 
created in them, are further sanctified, really and personally, through the virtue of Christ’s death 33 
and resurrection, by his Word and Spirit dwelling in them: the dominion of the whole body of 34 
sin is destroyed, and the several lusts thereof are more and more weakened and mortified; 35 
and they more quickened and strengthened in all saving graces, to the practice of true 36 
holiness, without which no man shall see the Lord.  (emphasis added, WCF XIII.1) 37 

In this WCF Chapter 13, On Sanctification, the stress is on the power of God’s Spirit to gain the upper 38 
hand over sin in our lives on this side of the atoning cross of Jesus. so in paragraph #3, after 39 



Part 2  
 

  
	
 

71	

acknowledging (in paragraph #2) the imperfection of our transformation due to the sin which remains in 1 
us, the Confession declares that in this spiritual battle:  2 

the continual supply of strength from the sanctifying Spirit of Christ, the regenerate part doth 3 
overcome [the “remnants of corruption” still in us] ; and so, the saints grow in grace, perfecting 4 
holiness in the fear of God. 5 

We also find these strong affirmations in the WLC: 6 

Q. 75. What is sanctification? 7 
A. Sanctification is a work of God's grace, whereby they whom God hath, before the foundation 8 
of the world, chosen to be holy, are in time, through the powerful operation of his Spirit applying 9 
the death and resurrection of Christ unto them, renewed in their whole man after the image of 10 
God; having the seeds of repentance unto life, and all other saving graces, put into their 11 
hearts, and those graces so stirred up, increased, and strengthened, as that they more and 12 
more die unto sin, and rise unto newness of life. (emphasis added) 13 

Christian history is, in one way, a remarkable and encouraging chronicle of how God brought spiritually 14 
dead people back to life and changed their living—their hearts, their loves, their loyalties, their 15 
behaviors as his Spirit defeated the sin that had mastered them.  16 

And yet the Westminster Standards capture the mysterious outworking of the sanctifying power of the 17 
Holy Spirit and stress in several places how incomplete and checkered Christians’ experiences can be in 18 
the sanctifying process. We turn to those passages in the Standards now.  19 

b. The Ongoing Presence and Potency of the Sinful Inclinations and Desires That Remain in Our 20 
Corrupted Nature 21 

Again, we highlight the theme in bold text the following passages from the Standards:  22 

This sanctification is throughout, in the whole man; yet imperfect in this life, there abiding 23 
still some remnants of corruption in every part; whence ariseth a continual and 24 
irreconcilable war, the flesh lusting against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the 25 
flesh….(emphasis added, WCF XIII.2) 26 
 27 

WCF 13.3 stresses the zig-zagging path to spiritual maturity and transformation when it frankly 28 
acknowledges the following about this “irreconcilable war:”  29 

  In which war [just mentioned in paragraph #2]…the remaining corruption, for a time, may    30 
much prevail…. 31 

There is also this striking statement about the sinful flesh in believers and its “perpetual” evil desirings: 32 

Q. 78. Whence ariseth the imperfection of sanctification in believers? 33 
A. The imperfection of sanctification in believers ariseth from the remnants of sin abiding in 34 
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every part of them, and the perpetual lustings of the flesh against the spirit; whereby they are 1 
often foiled with temptations, and fall into many sins, are hindered in all their spiritual 2 
services, and their best works are imperfect and defiled in the sight of God.  3 

And finally, this strong statement testifying both to the ongoing potency of the sinful flesh and the 4 
inscrutable ways of God in the sanctifying process, as he hands his children over to painful things: 5 

Nevertheless, they [believers] may, through the temptations of Satan and of the world, the 6 
prevalency of corruption remaining in them, and the neglect of the means of their 7 
preservation, fall into grievous sins; and, for a time, continue therein: whereby they incur 8 
God's displeasure, and grieve his Holy Spirit, come to be deprived of some measure of their 9 
graces and comforts, have their hearts hardened, and their consciences wounded; hurt and 10 
scandalize others, and bring temporal judgments upon themselves. (emphasis added, WCF 11 
XVII.3)   12 

All these texts in the Standards illustrate that while not wanting to quench the power of the Holy Spirit 13 
in any way that dishonors Christ’s saving work in rescuing us from the tyranny of sin, the Westminster 14 
divines also took pains to teach believers to guard against simplistic optimism in their expectations of 15 
the grace of God as the Spirit applies it to our growth in the state of grace into which God has 16 
transplanted them. 17 

c. The Inscrutable Providence of God in the Sanctifying Work of the Holy Spirit.  18 
 19 
We find Allegation #3 to be false also because it gives no place to the acknowledgement in WLC #77 of  20 
the inscrutability and unpredictability of divine providence in the working out of Christ’s victory over 21 
sin in our living (Christ’s unfinished work). This leads to confusing doctrinal truths about God’s 22 
redemptive work in Christ, which are definitive and universally true, with the practical application of 23 
these truths in the lives of individual believers, which application, by its very nature, is various and not 24 
definitively universal, being particular to each individual believer. By the logic of Allegation #3 every 25 
believer would have a right and obligation to expect from God in this life a full deliverance from all 26 
besetting sinful desires and inclinations. 27 
 28 
We find the following in WLC #77: 29 

Q. 77. Wherein do justification and sanctification differ? 30 
A. Although sanctification be inseparably joined with justification, yet they differ, in that God in 31 
justification imputeth the righteousness of Christ; in sanctification his Spirit infuseth grace, and 32 
enableth to the exercise thereof; in the former, sin is pardoned; in the other, it is subdued: the one 33 
doth equally free all believers from the revenging wrath of God, and that perfectly in this life, 34 
that they never fall into condemnation; the other [i.e., sanctification] is neither equal in all, nor 35 
in this life perfect in any, but growing up to perfection. (emphases added) 36 

The focus in WLC #77 is on God’s work in sanctification and justification. That’s also the focus in 37 
GPAT’s exposition of 2 Corinthians 5:17, Romans 8: 9-13, and Colossians 5:3. GPAT summarizes 38 
Paul’s teaching in those texts this way: 39 

 40 
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So, by God’s grace, the Spirit unites us with Christ, making us new creatures in him and 1 
empowering us to put to death what is sinful in us, including our sinful desires. God’s grace can 2 
and does replace our sinful desires with proper desires aligned with God’s purposes for us in 3 
creation and redemption. A gospel that does not include this power is not good news at all. It is 4 
truly troubling that a teaching elder in the PCA would proclaim a gospel that denies this power 5 
for transformation. (emphasis added) 6 
 7 

Allegation #3 talks only about God’s power to “replace our sinful desires with proper desires” and his 8 
purpose to do it. By this logic, we should not be talking only about homosexual desire but also about all 9 
forms of illicit heterosexual desire, and every other desire in our living that is unpleasing to God, 10 
because every believer would have an obligation and a right to expect from God in this life a full 11 
deliverance from all our besetting sinful desires and inclinations. Our point is not to make light of such 12 
desires and deny that we ought to be at work mortifying them in our daily living, but only to stress that 13 
Allegation #3 seems to us to imply that God so works as to insure that we can actually rid ourselves of 14 
any unholy desires. 15 
 16 
The Larger Catechism, however, does not follow GPAT in its one-sided emphasis only on the power and 17 
purpose of God to change believers. WLC #77 qualifies that power and purpose by insisting also that in 18 
this life God the Holy Spirit does his transforming work gradually and does not do it  equally . WLC 19 
#77 expresses it this way:    20 
 21 

[Sanctification] is neither equal in all, nor in this life perfect in any, but growing up to perfection. 22 
 23 
In short, we find in WLC the clear implication that God intends for the transformation of our sinful 24 
desires into proper desires in this life to be unequal, incomplete, and gradual, only to be accomplished 25 
fully for all believers when Christ comes in Glory. (Recall the clear statement of Johannes Vos to this 26 
effect cited on p. 30 in Part 1.) This is a frank acknowledgement on the part of the Westminster divines 27 
that all the NT emphasis on the stunning power of God to break the power of sin effected by the cross in 28 
the Atonement, and all the exhortations to believers to lay hold of grace and leave behind the old ways 29 
of thinking and doing—all of this has to be viewed and practically applied against the backdrop of the 30 
inscrutable sovereignty of God who works unpredictably according to his own purposes and timing in 31 
each of our lives.  32 
 33 
Surely, this inscrutable, hidden, and mysterious working of the Spirit in each of us is a good part of what 34 
the Apostle Paul has in view when he wrote to the Philippians: 35 
 36 

…[W]ork out your own salvation with fear and trembling, for it is God who works in you, both 37 
to will and to work for his good pleasure. (Philippians 3:12c-13) 38 

 39 
We do believe that the Holy Spirit leads believers to focus in specific ways on unholy desires and 40 
inclinations, asking the Lord to drive them out of the governing place in their soul by the expelling 41 
power of a new affection, their higher loyalty to Christ Jesus. Nevertheless, real care needs to be 42 
exercised to avoid the trap of thinking that remnants of any unholy desire can be crushed out of 43 
existence by a greater spiritual discipline on our part, since God’s grace is sufficient to accomplish it.  44 
 45 
The implication of the truth that sanctification is “unequal” from one believer to the next is not that God 46 
gives less grace in sanctification to some because he loves them less. The implication is, rather, that God 47 
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has his own good purposes for his children in the gradual and unequal way he sanctifies them on this 1 
side of our Glory. When we accept this as true, we are humbled and liberated from all forms of 2 
perfectionism because we know that it is by the sovereign determination of God himself that the sinful 3 
desires of the flesh never end in this life, a truth taught in the Word of God, confirmed by universal 4 
Christian experience through the ages, and made explicit in the Westminster Standards, to which we 5 
now turn again to find confirmation of the biblical teaching that even believers are never far from the 6 
influence of evil desires. 7 

Here is one strong statement about the sometimes-strange ways God deals with his children to grow 8 
them in grace: 9 

True believers may have the assurance of their salvation divers ways shaken, diminished, and 10 
intermitted; as, by negligence in preserving of it, by falling into some special sin which 11 
woundeth the conscience and grieveth the Spirit; by some sudden or vehement temptation, by 12 
God's withdrawing the light of his countenance, and suffering even such as fear him to 13 
walk in darkness and to have no light: yet are they never utterly destitute of that seed of God, 14 
and life of faith, that love of Christ and the brethren, that sincerity of heart, and conscience of 15 
duty, out of which, by the operation of the Spirit, this assurance may, in due time, be revived; 16 
and by the which, in the meantime, they are supported from utter despair.                                   17 
(emphasis added, WCF XVIII.4) 18 

The Larger Catechism goes far in affirming the influence of divine providence in sanctification when it 19 
suggests that God may actually desert a believer for a season, and that this could explain the loss of 20 
assurance of salvation that person has been agonizing under:  21 

WLC Question #81. Are all true believers at all times assured of their present being in the estate 22 
of grace, and that they shall be saved? 23 

A.Assurance of grace and salvation not being of the essence of faith, true believers may wait 24 
long before they obtain it; and, after the enjoyment thereof, may have it weakened and 25 
intermitted, through manifold distempers, sins, temptations, and desertions; yet are they never 26 
left without such a presence and support of the Spirit of God as keeps them from sinking into 27 
utter despair. (emphasis added) 28 

There is no doubt but that these “desertions” refer to God deserting the believer—not the believer 29 
deserting God. For confirmation of this see WCF XVIII. 4, cited above, and the discussion of the 30 
doctrine of spiritual desertion among the Puritans in Robert Letham’s The Westminster Assembly: 31 
Reading Its Theology in Historical Context (2009), and Spiritual Desertion, by Gisbertus Voetius and 32 
Johannes Hoornbeeck (first published in the Netherlands in 1659 and reprinted in 2003). We cite WLC 33 
#81 not to imply that believing SSA men and women who do not experience sexual orientation change 34 
are being  deserted by God for a time, but only to establish that the Westminster Standards acknowledge 35 
the general truth that God himself may, for his own mysterious, yet good purposes, choose to lead his 36 
people into crooked stretches on the path to their full sanctification. 37 

 These Confessional statements are important. Any emphasis on the tremendous power of Christ’s cross 38 
to subjugate sin and transform us by grace that does not also take the measure of a)what the Standards 39 
call “the prevalency” of “corruption remaining in [us]” and/or b) the hidden providence of God that 40 
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makes his sanctifying work unequal in believers is likely to present a picture of sanctification that is 1 
more idealistic and less realistic than the picture we find in Holy Scripture and in the Westminster 2 
Standards. This ought not lead us to conclude that those many, many men and women who claimed the 3 
grace of Christ’s cross and sincerely sought, to no avail, the Holy Spirit’s help in transforming their 4 
homosexual inclinations into predominantly heterosexual ones, must be more corrupted in their nature 5 
than other believers are. Instead, it ought to lead us to incorporate divine providence and the “higher 6 
ways of God” into a fuller picture of all that is involved with growing in holiness in every area where we 7 
are not presently what God meant us to be. 8 

Our Presbytery recently affirmed this statement which puts in contemporary words the “sanctification 9 
realism” affirmed by the Westminster divines in their own day: 10 

Believers may or may not be released from ungodly desires in this life. The path to sanctification 11 
is not wholly predictable. In fact, realistic expectations can foster perseverance (James 1:2–4).                     12 
                                                                               (MOP Affirmations and Denials, #20, p. 4) 13 

 14 
*In failing to incorporate the truth of the mysteriousness of God’s work in sanctification, Allegation #3 15 
skates close to the edges of an “up, up, and away,” “better and better every day, in every way” theology 16 
of God’s work in making believers holy—a theology which, if we want to be fair, ought then be applied 17 
not only to same-sex-attracted brothers and sisters in Christ, but to all believers. By its logic why would 18 
we not feel constrained to lay on all believers an obligation to expect God in his grace to “replace 19 
[their] sinful desires with proper desires” fully, and in every area of their living? In short, a one-sided 20 
view of sanctification can land us very near some kind of perfectionism which seeks now what God has 21 
only promised us for the future. We are not claiming our brothers on the Grace and Peace Session hold 22 
and teach this; but still, a one-sided emphasis on spiritual power is vulnerable to being easily 23 
misunderstood.  24 
 25 
iii. The Place of Experience in the Interpretation of the Biblical Doctrine of Sanctification 26 
 27 
Allegation #3 we find to be false also because it misrepresents TE Johnson when it suggests he has 28 
allowed his experience and that of other SSA people to “persuade him to give up hope that God can 29 
accomplish this change [from a homosexual orientation to a heterosexual one];” and because, further, 30 
while this allegation rightly denies a governing role to Christian experience in the determination of what 31 
to expect from God when we seek to mortify our sexual sin, it seems, wrongly, to deny sanctified 32 
experience any role at all.”   33 
 34 
We have already seen the allegation leveled by the Grace and Peace Session in Texas against TE 35 
Johnson: 36 
 37 

TE Johnson] seems to deny the power of God’s grace to renew our desires to be in line with His 38 
purpose for mankind in creation. TE Johnson’s personal experience and conversations with 39 
others like himself seem to have persuaded him to give up hope that God can accomplish this 40 
change [i.e., the change from homosexual desire to heterosexual]. However, we read in 2 41 
Corinthians 5:17, “Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation. The old has passed 42 
away; behold the new has come.” 43 
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Yet TE Johnson has never argued that God cannot accomplish changing a person’s sexual orientation 1 
from homosexual to heterosexual, nor, as far as we know, has he ever said that God has never done this. 2 
In his written answers to our committee he affirmed his complete confidence that God can so change a 3 
person. There he wrote, “God can do anything….He can do miracles….” But in his earlier years TE 4 
Johnson himself worked at orientation change, but to no avail. There is strong testimony far and wide, 5 
that most Christians who, in deep confidence of the transforming power of grace have given themselves 6 
to serious efforts to transition from homosexual attraction to heterosexual, never saw the changes they 7 
had hoped for, prayed for, disciplined themselves for. That testimony, together with his own 8 
corroborating personal experience is what led TE Johnson to say, “God can do anything…He can do 9 
miracles….But the normal pattern in this fallen world [for those living with SSA] is that this is a lifelong 10 
struggle.” (emphasis added. See above, TE Johnson’s fuller answers to our questions on this point.)  11 

 This is the same view reflected in the 2020 Ad-Interim Report on Sexuality where we find this: 12 

According to the system of the Westminster Confession of Faith, we should not be surprised, but 13 
rather expect that concupiscence in general, and specific instances like homosexual attraction, 14 
would continue in the life of a believer… Neither should we communicate to a believer with a 15 
history of homosexual attraction the expectation that this will simply disappear… It has not been 16 
uncommon for those with homosexual attractions to be made, intentionally or unintentionally, to 17 
feel as though they cannot be real Christians unless they experience in this life a reversal or 18 
eradication of their attractions. (p. 24) 19 

Allegation #3 is right to protect against human experience being invoked to trump what the Word of 20 
God clearly teaches us—and we commend them for their zeal for that truth. But where does the Word of 21 
God specifically promise a radical deliverance in this life from this or that sinful motion of our corrupted 22 
nature? We have tried to show in the above arguments against this allegation that it is too easy to forget 23 
that the passages in Scripture which sound so absolute in proclaiming the power of Christ’s cross over 24 
sin are giving us the big picture of sin’s final defeat when Christ returns. Between the vindicating 25 
resurrection of Jesus and his Final Return, it is not the presence of sin that has been broken on our behalf, 26 
but its mastery over us. For now, the sinful inclinations of our Adam-like nature are what we still have 27 
to resist in the spiritual warfare God calls us into; and that remains one of the key things the Lord uses 28 
to humble us and show us our great hour-by-hour need of him. 29 

This is why it’s important to take seriously the witness of godly men and women who know firsthand 30 
the enduring pull of same-sex attraction, who have worked hard to see it eliminated from their life, and 31 
yet who testify that they have experienced little, if any, change over a span of years. That testimony is 32 
not one here, one there, but rather appears to be the predominant testimony of older SSA men and women 33 
who love Jesus and who for years have been committed to obeying him. These testimonies are empirical 34 
claims, not doctrinal ones, and need to be evaluated as such. Where this witness comes from spiritually 35 
mature brothers and sisters in the Lord who are known to be people of integrity, it needs to be taken with 36 
utmost seriousness—particularly when it comes to the practical application of the biblical doctrine that 37 
by the sanctifying power of the Holy Spirit “the several lusts” of our “body of sin,” as Paul calls it, “are 38 
more and more weakened and mortified” (WCF XIII.1). In so many individual situations that is likely to 39 
mean not that SSA believers become heterosexual in their sexual attractions but that they are 40 
increasingly able to choose not to allow their desires to preoccupy, dominate, define and direct them. 41 
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*What we are contending for in our response to Allegation #3 is said well in the 47th GA’s AIC report 1 
on sexuality just cited:  2 

The error of some Christian approaches to same-sex sexual desire has been to tie faithfulness to 3 
the elimination of homosexual temptation (or even the development of heterosexual desire) as 4 
though if Christians really did enough therapy, had enough faith, or repented sufficiently, God 5 
would deliver them in some final and complete way, changing their orientation.  (p. 27) 6 

Before closing these arguments we want to note the following strong statements made back in 7 
2015 by Dr. Albert Mohler, President of the Southern Baptist Convention. It should give us 8 
pause if we are inclined to think we would be undermining the authority of the Word of God to 9 
even entertain the possibility that there might be some kind of genetic or biological influence at 10 
work in the formation of homoerotic desire: 11 
 12 
…the Bible recognizes something even more fundamental than a sexual 13 
orientation—it recognizes a sinful orientation. Scripture communicates that every 14 
single human being is born with a sinful orientation…. Further, every single 15 
human being who has experienced puberty has a sexual orientation that, in some 16 
way, falls short of the glory of God. 17 

 18 
He continues: 19 
 20 

Biblical theology reminds us that the consequences of the fall are so comprehensive that we 21 
should expect sin to impact everything from our self-centeredness to molecular structure. If a 22 
biological cause or genetic link explaining same-sex attraction is ever discovered, 23 
Christians should be among the least surprised. Such a finding would certainly inform our 24 
pastoral understanding and approach to persons with a same-sex orientation because we 25 
recognize that 26 
sin even affects our biology. Such a discovery would reveal what will likely be a lifelong 27 
struggle of sexual interest and personal identity, even for someone who knows Christ as Savior 28 
and seeks to live in holiness before him. (emphasis added) 29 
                   Albert Mohler, We Cannot Be Silent (HarperCollins, 2015), pp. 155,157          30 

 31 
 32 
Allegation #4: Since Homosexual Inclinations Are Sin Proper, And Are More Heinous For 33 
Being “Against Nature,” in Identifying as a Same-Sex-Attracted Man TE Johnson Cannot 34 
Meet the Biblical “Above Reproach” Qualification for the Eldership 35 
 36 
A. Committee Judgment on Allegation #4  37 
We find the allegation to be false on the following grounds. 38 
 39 
B. Committee Arguments on Allegation #4 40 
  41 
1. Primary Standards of Our Church:  The Teaching of Scripture   42 
 43 
 a. Sexual purity a requirement for church office (I Timothy 1:10; II Timothy 2:22)  44 
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 1 
We turn first to the Pastoral Epistles, letters where the Apostle Paul shows great concern for church 2 
order, Christian morals, and the qualifications for church office holders. In I Timothy 1:10, the opening 3 
section of his letter to Pastor Timothy, Paul identifies “the sexually immoral” and “men who practice 4 
homosexuality” in a list of nouns identifying unholy people who commit various kinds of sins. This, of 5 
course, is enough to rule out any men for the office of elder who are actively engaged in those sins even 6 
though when Paul gets to the qualifications for that office in 3:1-7 he does not specifically name any 7 
form of sexual immorality as a disqualifier for office, though it is probably implied in the qualification 8 
that he be “the husband of one wife,” that is, faithful to his wife, if that is what that phrase means. 9 
 10 
There are no specific qualifications for church office in II Timothy, but the importance of sexual purity 11 
seems close to the surface when, as a pastor, Timothy is exhorted by Paul in 2:22 to “flee youthful 12 
passions and pursue righteousness.” The letter to Titus is similar. There Paul does give a list of 13 
qualifications for overseers/elders/bishops, but sexual immorality is not specifically listed as a 14 
disqualifier for office. Again it is probably implied in the criterion that a man must be “the husband of 15 
one wife” (see Titus 1:6). There is also a general warning—not directed specifically to Titus—that harks 16 
back to their pre-Christian days when (inclusive of Paul, so the “we” seems to imply)  “we 17 
ourselves…were slaves to various passions and pleasures….” (Titus 3:3). That terminology would 18 
certainly include sexual passions, and being “enslaved to [them]” would  imply  acting them out in real 19 
time behavior. 20 
 21 
It is safe to say that in the Pastoral Epistles Paul decries not the ongoing presence of sinful sexual desire 22 
but indulging that desire in behavior. The latter is what disqualifies a man from the office of elder.        23 
 24 
b. Homosexuality in Romans 1:18-32 25 
 26 
Here we cite some of the exegesis and interpretation of this text in our Presbytery’s 2017 report:   27 
 28 

There can be little serious dispute that Paul’s aim in Romans 1-3:20 is to indict both Gentiles and 29 
Jews as being under the wrath of God for their sin, that all might see their need for a Savior, for a 30 
righteousness freely conferred upon them and not at all earned. Richard Hays and others have 31 
persuasively argued that Paul, in a calculating way, expounds on the moral profligacy of the 32 
pagan Gentile world in order to draw applause from his morally superior Jewish hearers. Thus 33 
rallied to the side of God and moral righteousness in opposition to Gentile unrighteousness, Paul 34 
pulls the rug out from under them and demonstrates their own complicity in unrighteousness, 35 
their failure to keep the high standards they hold the Gentiles to. Hays calls this Paul’s “sting 36 
operation” in Romans 1. He explains: 37 

 38 
The passage builds a crescendo of condemnation, declaring God’s wrath upon 39 
human unrighteousness, using rhetoric characteristic of Jewish polemic against 40 
Gentile immorality. It whips the reader into a frenzy of indignation against 41 
others: those unbelievers, those idol-worshipers, those immoral enemies of God. 42 
But then the sting strikes in Romans 2:1: “Therefore you have no excuse, whoever 43 
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you are, when you judge others; for in passing judgment on another you condemn 1 
yourself because you, the judge, are doing the very same things.”17 2 

  3 
 In his exposé of Gentile moral darkness, Paul represents it as a manifestation of idolatry. Having 4 
exchanged the truth of God for a lie and worshiped and served created things rather than 5 
the Creator (1:25), God “hands over” the Gentiles to “shameful lusts” (v. 26 pathe atimias). 6 
And then follows Paul's description of both lesbian and homosexual relationships in vv. 26-27. 7 
(p. 90) 8 
 9 

We noted also that others have highlighted Paul’s movement of thought in these verses: the spiritual 10 
confusion represented in the theological “exchange” in idolatry—giving our worship to mere created 11 
things rather than to the uncreated Creator leads to moral confusion, as represented in the ethical 12 
“exchange” in homoeroticism—finding sexual intimacy with one who is sexually the same and not a 13 
sexual complement, a sexual “other.” We cited NT scholar, Simon Gathercole, who points up the 14 
parallelism in Paul’s teaching here and its cause-and-effect relationship: 15 
 16 

Humanity should be oriented toward God but turns in on itself (Rom.1:25) 17 
Woman should be oriented toward man but turns in on itself (Rom. 126) 18 
Man should be oriented toward woman, but turns in on itself (Rom. 1:27). 19 

 20 
The meta-sin of creation turning in on itself toward self-worship, then, leads to sexual 21 
relationships which mirror this same turn in se [loosely translated Latin for “in toward 22 
oneself”].  23 

 24 
This line of reasoning is confirmed by Paul’s emphatic phrase, “receiving back the 25 
corresponding repayment which their sin demanded…” in 1:27…. 26 

 27 
The relationship which Paul construes between idolatry and homosexuality is a perfect 28 
illustration, then, of ironic measure for measure punishment in that the incurvatus in se 29 
of worship (Rom. 1:25) results in the incurvatus in se [“curving in on oneself”] of sex—30 
a rejection of the other in preference for the same. (MOP 2017 Report, p. 91, emphasis 31 
original) 32 
 33 

It is important also to remember that what Paul highlights in Romans 1 is not the mere presence of the 34 
disordered desire that homoeroticism represents as over against the man/woman sexual complementarity 35 
given by God to the human race, but the  embrace, unbridled pursuit, and defense of it by those whose 36 
spiritual blindness has worked an ethical blindness in them: 37 

26 For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. For their women exchanged 38 
natural relations for those that are contrary to nature; 27 and the men likewise gave up natural 39 
relations with women and were consumed with passion for one another, men committing 40 
shameless acts with men and receiving in themselves the due penalty for their error…. 41 

 
17 Richard Hays, The Moral Vision of the New Testament (1996), p. 389. 
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32 Though they know God's righteous decree that those who practice such things deserve to die, 1 
they not only do them but give approval to those who practice them. (Romans 1:26-27, 32, 2 
emphasis added) 3 

These are not people who are seeking to put to death their sin-inspired passions and desires but are 4 
gratifying them and encouraging others to do the same. 5 

All sexual sin is particularly serious sin, coming near the beginning in most of the so-called “vice lists” 6 
in the NT.  In I Corinthians 6:18-20, when Paul addresses the situation in Corinth where church 7 
members were visiting prostitutes, he highlights one unique feature of sexual sin when he writes,   8 
 9 

18 Flee from sexual immorality. Every other sin a person commits is outside the body, but the 10 
sexually immoral person sins against his own body. 11 

 12 
That circumstance was probably heterosexual sin, but the term “sexual immorality” (porneia) is broad 13 
enough in NT usage to cover homosexual sin as well. When we sin sexually we actually sin against 14 
ourselves, our own bodies, according to Paul. We ought not to think that Paul is speaking with utter 15 
precision here, implying that, say, the sin of gluttony is not also a sin “against [the] body” and is 16 
“outside the body.” Paul’s logic here is similar to his argument in Ephesians 5: that “no one ever hated 17 
his own flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it.” We don’t take Paul to mean that no person has ever 18 
committed suicide. He is appealing to a truism. Similarly, here we should understand Paul to be putting 19 
his finger on a general truth we all know well:  That sexual sin touches a sensitive nerve deep within our 20 
being because our bodies are a core part of our very selves. This means that sexual sin always needs to 21 
be taken with the utmost seriousness.       22 
 23 
Homosexual sin, in particular, and alone among all the sins listed in the NT—including the sexual sins 24 
listed—is called “contrary to nature” (para physin). By the term “nature” we mean “the order that is 25 
intended by the Creator, the order that is manifest in God’s creation.” (Anthony Thiselton’s 26 
commentary, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, p. 451, citing J. A. Fitzmyer). And there is no reason 27 
to think the Apostle Paul would have been unaware of three obvious features of homosexual 28 
relationships that do not “manifest” the sexual order God created in us and for us: 29 
 30 
*) There is not the physical anatomical “fit” such as exists between a man and a woman who are sexual 31 
complements, each a true sexual “other” to the partner; 32 
*) There is not the possibility of procreation, since all sexual relationships with a partner who is sexually 33 
“same” rather than “other” are, by definition, sterile; 34 
*) There is an absence, in varying degrees, of the desire for, the romantic/erotic attraction toward, the 35 
one created by God to be a sexual “other.” For a woman that sexual “other” is a man, and for the man it 36 
is a woman. This order created by God involves an instinctive draw toward the marital bond—the erotic 37 
pull toward a woman that a man naturally—that is, “by nature”—feels, and toward a man that a woman 38 
feels. This is true even in cultures with arranged marriages, where the romantically-forged “coupling” of 39 
the man and the woman was to develop (at least in good marriages it did)  after the wedding, whereas   40 
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in modern cultures like our own that coupling takes place before the marriage. In homosexual 1 
relationships, instead of that draw there is desire for and attraction toward a partner who is not a sexual-2 
and-gender complement, not sexually an “other” but sexually a “same.”   3 
 4 
It is important—and does not represent in itself unkindness to our SSA brothers and sisters in Christ—to 5 
remain aware of this “contrary to nature” characteristic of all homoeroticism, especially in our time 6 
when the wider culture has buried it in the interest of an egalitarianism that insists that everyone ought to 7 
be made to feel equal in all things, and in the interest of what is claimed to be sexual freedom for all, the 8 
doctrine that a sexual desire is basically its own justification. We believe we were right to say in our 9 
2017 report: 10 
  11 

And yet this [our universal guilt that puts us all at the same level at the foot of the cross] does not 12 
neutralize the fact that those sexual desires that are “contrary to nature,” as Paul describes 13 
homoerotic desire in Romans 1:26-27, reflect a more fundamental distortion of the sexual order 14 
or “structure” God created and calls us to honor with our bodies when it comes to sexual 15 
intimacy. (MOP 2017 Report, p. 167) 16 

 17 
But even insisting on the importance of this because it’s true, we believe it has, in the hands of too many 18 
Christians, wounded SSA people both inside the church and outside it because it was not used with great 19 
care and humility. So many of our SSA brothers and sisters already feel great shame; they don’t need 20 
their straight brothers and sisters “rubbing it in.” This is a place for a profound repentance on the part of 21 
the church, because too many believers have regarded homoeroticism down through the centuries as the 22 
most awful sin imaginable. We stressed in 2017—and continue to believe—that Romans 1:18-32 cannot 23 
be made to teach that homoerotic sin is the worst of all sins. We addressed the question about the 24 
practical application of Romans 1:18-32 in our time this way (footnotes are omitted):  25 
 26 

But quite aside from the question of what the Westminster Standards teach, doesn’t Romans 27 
1:18-28 rank homosexual sin and lust in the lowest level of disobedient defiance of God’s 28 
righteous law—the most perverse example of the children of Adam “suppressing the truth in 29 
unrighteousness….” (Romans 1:18)?  30 
 31 
That Paul in Romans 1 excoriates homosexuality as the lowest of low sins, has been a common 32 
interpretation of that passage, but it’s something of a caricature. Paul's polemic against 33 
homosexuality in that passage is not simply against same-sex desire in the abstract, nor do we 34 
count it credible to think that Paul is insisting his description accurately characterizes the 35 
behavior of all people who feel sexually attracted to members of their sex when he says of the 36 
people he is describing that they “not only do” these disobedient and rebellious things, but also 37 
“give approval to those who practice them” (Romans 1:32; emphasis added).  38 

 39 
Rather, in Romans 1:24-27 we find a sharply-worded polemic against a full-bore, unbridled, 40 
pursuit of, indulgence in, and defense for, same-sex desire and gratification. Yes, Paul clearly 41 
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teaches that the desire itself represents a profound ethical distortion, something “contrary to 1 
nature:” the passion to “exchange” the kind of sexual partner God intended, for a kind he never 2 
intended. But Paul is not insisting that homosexual acts are the worst possible sins a person can 3 
commit, as the eastern church father, John Chrysostom, claimed when he denounced homosexual 4 
sin from the pulpit, saying:  “For there is not, surely there is not, a more grievous sin than this 5 
insolent dealing.” Rather, as others have argued (see our exposition of Romans 1 in Chapter 4 of 6 
this report), what the apostle is doing in Romans 1 is tracing out how the idolatry in rebelliously 7 
“exchanging” the infinite and uncreated God—the only proper object of our worship—for mere 8 
created things, illustrates the principle that theological confusion inexorably leads to, justifies, 9 
and even celebrates, the ethical confusion and rebellion of Adam’s descendants. It leads to 10 
craving, pursuing, and celebrating sinful things that are opposed to God and his righteousness—11 
including, as one dramatic example of this moral distortion and “exchange” or confusion: men 12 
sexually engaging with men, and women doing the same with women.   13 
                                                                                                       (MOP 2017 Report, pp. 155-56) 14 

 15 
In that report we affirmed that before people are sinners they are bearers of God’s image, deserving of a 16 
fundamental respect as human beings regardless of how they live. We also stressed in that report the 17 
universality of human guilt, so decisively set out in the Word of God (Romans 3:9-20 sums it up in no 18 
uncertain terms). We wrote: 19 
 20 

But note well that homosexual passion and acts, so sharply by Paul in Romans 1:26-27, are not 21 
represented as the “last and lowest” in a descending scale of sins. In fact, from these verses Paul 22 
moves on and continues to condemn and denounce as perverse the human sin which flows out of 23 
“a debased mind” (1:28), and adds to his mention of homosexual sin other sins, such as gossip, 24 
envy, murder, and disobedience to parents.    (MOP 2017 Report, p. 156) 25 

 26 
We might add here that contrary to some arguments we have seen, we find no evidence in the text of 27 
Romans 1, beyond mere proximity, that Paul means to associate the sins listed in 1:28 particularly with 28 
the homosexual sin described in 1:26-27, as if all of these other specific sins listed in that verse flow out 29 
of the “sexual exchange” that is homosexuality, or are the ones we would expect to find as a cluster in 30 
the lives of those who sin homoerotically. 31 
 32 
We continue to believe that Romans 1 does not teach that homosexual sin is the lowest form of sin there 33 
is, and that the fact that it is “contrary to nature” does not by itself render a person who lives with 34 
homosexual attraction unfit for the eldership. 35 
 36 
 37 
c. The “above reproach” criterion in I Timothy 3:2 and Titus 1:6-7  38 
 39 
What does it mean that an elder needs to be “above reproach” (I Timothy 3:2) or “blameless” (I Timothy 40 
3:10; Titus 1:6-7) before he can hold the office of elder? One NT commentator writes this about the list 41 
of qualifications for the office of elder in I Timothy 3:2: 42 
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 1 
“Above reproach” dominates the whole list. Its meaning is best seen by a reference to Luke 2 
20:20, 26. It must be impossible for the candidate to be “caught out” in word or deed; in 3 
particular in failing in any of the characteristics set out.  (Commentary on 1 & 2 Timothy and 4 
Titus [1974], pp. 54-55)  5 

Some light is shed on how the “above reproach” requirement ought to function in the church, by a 1974 6 
report of the old RPCES. In that year the 152nd General Synod of the Reformed Presbyterian Church, 7 
Evangelical Synod (RPCES) approved a report that was “commend[ed]…to sessions and presbyteries as 8 
guidelines for the question of divorce and ecclesiastical office.” One of the two matters addressed was 9 
whether a divorced man could ever meet the biblical criterion of being “above reproach.”  Dr. David 10 
Jones, ethics professor at Covenant Seminary, served on the committee that wrote that report.  The 11 
question they addressed was this: “Whether remarriage after divorce is a bar to holding ecclesiastical 12 
office. Always, or under certain circumstances?” We cite the two relevant paragraphs in the report:  13 

Above Reproach 14 
The church officer, to have the trust and confidence of the people, as well as the respect of 15 
outsiders, must be above reproach (anepilemptos, I Tim 3:2) or blameless (anegkletos, I 16 
Tim. 3:10, Titus 1:6-7). Not that there is a dual standard of Christian ethics, for these are 17 
qualities that ought to characterize every Christian (I Tim. 5:7, I Cor. 1:8, Col. 1:22). Just so, 18 
they must characterize those to be set apart to ecclesiastical office....     19 

It is conceivable that under certain circumstances a man's divorce and remarriage may be 20 
a matter of such reproach as to disqualify him from holding church office. However, the 21 
circumstances of divorce and remarriage are so varied that it is unwise for Synod to attempt 22 
to establish rules. Judgment must be made in individual cases by the session or presbytery 23 
concerned, keeping in mind the above principles and "those aggravations that make some 24 
sins more heinous than others [alluding to Westminster Larger Catechism, Q. 151].”25 
(emphasis added; see this report in Documents of Synod, found at pcahistory.org)  26 

While the ethical question we are investigating is different and has nothing to do with remarriage after a 27 
divorce, we believe the core principle is the same, and want to invoke it with regard to SSA men and the 28 
office of elder. We repeat the principle:  29 
 30 

…the circumstances…are so varied that it is unwise for Synod to attempt to establish rules. 31 
Judgment must be made in individual cases by the session or presbytery concerned, keeping in 32 
mind the above principles and [from WLC #151] ‘those aggravations that make some sins more 33 
heinous than others.’  34 

  35 
This also needs to be considered: The question as to what will be and what will not be “above 36 
reproach” is inherently a subjective one, varying from one time and place to another. Especially when it 37 
comes to the wider community outside our congregations the answers will vary as to what will gain “the 38 
respect of outsiders.” As was the opposite in earlier times, in our time there is wide social acceptance of 39 
those who embrace their homosexual inclinations. The church, to remain faithful to Christ, should not 40 
follow that thinking just to gain the respect of outsiders, but we should realize that we are likely to lose 41 



Part 2  
 

  
	
 

84	

rather than gain respect ourselves if we do not allow men to sit in the teaching/ruling office of the 1 
church just because they self-identify as those who feel same-sex inclinations within themselves.   2 
 3 
 4 
2. Secondary Standards of Our Church: The Westminster Standards 5 
 6 
a. Homosexual Sin as More Heinous Than Other Sin 7 
 8 
The WLC Qs #150-151, appealing to Romans 1:26-27, teach that sins “against nature” are more heinous 9 
for being that. But here are some things we said in our 2017 report concerning that heinousness: 10 

 11 
It is true that our confessional standards insist on the principle that while all sins render us 12 
equally guilty before God, not all sins are “equally heinous in themselves, and in the sight of 13 
God.” The Larger Catechism goes on to say that sins are rendered “more heinous” by being 14 
“against the light of nature,” and includes in the proof texts Paul’s statements about 15 
homosexuality in Romans 1:26-27. However, when people cried, “But homosexual acts are an 16 
abomination to God, according to Leviticus 18:22!,” Christians should have answered, “Yes—17 
and so are pride, lying, and  business fraud an ‘abomination’ according to Proverbs 6:16-17 and 18 
11:1!” If Christians had so responded, then homosexual sin might not have gained what it did 19 
under Chrysostom’s influence: the mythological and unbiblical status of the worst of all possible 20 
sins; and those having to live with erotic desire toward their own sex would not have become the 21 
pariahs and untouchables they became in the eyes of “respectable” people. The radical love 22 
constrained by the gospel of grace toward sinners would have been let loose, and instead of the 23 
irrational fear and loathing same-sex-attracted people were too often treated with, they would 24 
have been seen rather as fellow offenders standing in the same need of grace and mercy as is 25 
someone guilty of, say, the deadly carbon monoxide-like sin of spiritual pride.  26 
(“Homosexuality and the Gospel of Grace: Faithfulness to the Lord’s Calling in an Age of 27 
Sexual Autonomy”  (2017), pp. 226-27) 28 
  29 

In our 2017 Report we also cautioned against a one-dimensional view of the “this is more heinous than 30 
that” metric. We are going to include some extensive quotes from that report because the heinousness 31 
theme in the WLC is often appealed to in defense of the view that same-sex-attracted men—just by 32 
virtue of being SSA—do not qualify for church office. But before we quote that report, we should clarify 33 
something that we did say back in 2017, but perhaps didn’t explain carefully enough.  34 
 35 
WLC #151 says that “some sins in themselves, and by reason of several aggravations, are more heinous 36 
in the sight of God.”  This reflects a distinction between the intrinsic or inherent quality of sins we 37 
commit and the extrinsic or external circumstances in which we commit them. It’s important to note that 38 
both the intrinsic quality and extrinsic circumstances can render sins more heinous in the sight of God. 39 
This means that the metric of heinousness has to be applied both to kinds of sin and to instances of sin. 40 
As to kind, if we abstract homoerotic sin from the circumstances in which it is committed, we can rightly 41 
say that in itself it is more heinous than heterosexual sin because it is called in Scripture “contrary to 42 
nature,” something that heterosexual sin is never called. And by “nature” we mean, as we said a few 43 
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pages back,  “the order that is intended by the Creator, the order that is manifest in God’s creation.” (A. 1 
Thiselton’s commentary, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, p. 451, citing J. Fitzmyer). 2 
 3 
But sins are not committed in circumstantial vacuums, and so WLC #151 also identifies certain external 4 
circumstances which too can  render certain instances of sin more heinous than other instances. So what 5 
we tried to show in our 2017 report is that certain instances of heterosexual sin—heterosexual sin not 6 
being in itself, more heinous—can actually be judged to be equally, and in some case probably more 7 
heinous than certain instances of homosexual sin. 8 
 9 
The bottom line of what we want to continue contending for is that care must be taken to avoid the over-10 
simplified and erroneous conclusion that the Westminster Standards teach that every instance of 11 
homosexual sin is always more heinous or egregious than every instance of heterosexual sin.  12 
 13 
Here is how we made the argument for that in our 2017 report: 14 
 15 
            2. The Gradations and Aggravations of Sin 16 

 17 
Nevertheless, while our Standards are concerned to defend the biblical teaching that the whole 18 
human race stands in solidarity under divine judgment, they do not stop there and simplistically 19 
reduce all that the Bible says about sin to this “equality-in-guilt.” WLC Q #150 puts this 20 
question: 21 
  22 

Are all transgressions of the law of God equally heinous in themselves, and in the 23 
sight of God? 24 
  25 

The answer they give is, “No.” 26 
  27 

A. All transgressions of the law of God are not equally heinous; but some 28 
sins in themselves, and by reason of several aggravations, are more heinous in 29 
the sight of God. 30 

  31 
And then, in WLC Q #151, there follows a long list of what aggravations make some sins a more 32 
serious offense against God than other sins. All the aggravations are listed under four headings: 33 
1) the characteristics of the person doing the offending; 2) the characteristic of those offended—34 
whether God or people; 3) the nature and character of the offense itself; and 4) circumstances of 35 
time and place surrounding the offense.  36 
  37 
Category 3, the nature and character of the offense, is directly related to the question of 38 
homosexual sin. The following things render a sin more offensive, or to use the Confession’s 39 
term, “more heinous:” 40 
 41 
a)   If it is against the light of nature. 42 
 Here, Romans 1:26-27 is cited again. This shows that the Westminster Assembly regarded 43 
homoerotic sex as a more flagrant violation of the will of God because it violates not only the 44 
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decrees of special revelation (Leviticus 20:15-16; Romans 1:26-27) given to the people of God, 1 
but, as Paul insists in Romans 1, it goes against the natural order of things so that even the 2 
consciences of unbelievers must bear witness against it, given what Paul teaches about natural 3 
revelation in Romans 2. 4 
  5 
b)   If it is against the explicit letter of the law. 6 
 Once show that the relevant biblical texts (Leviticus 18:22 & 20:15-16; Romans 1:24-27; 1 7 
Corinthians 6:9; 1 Timothy 1:10) do, in fact, expressly identify homoerotic behavior as a 8 
violation of the moral law, and it will then follow that to disregard this express command of God 9 
renders the sin more offensive—more offensive because more brazen—than if the command was 10 
not so explicit but was more general. To illustrate: We might well judge that the contemporary 11 
practice of gambling is, in fact, a species of the sin of greed. But this is a judgment based on 12 
theological inference not on the letter of biblical law that explicitly forbids gambling. On the 13 
other hand, the Old Testament background of the New Testament prohibitions against 14 
homosexual behavior is, quite clearly, the Levitical passages (18:22 and 20:13) with their 15 
explicit rejection of homoerotic sexual intimacy. Without convincing evidence to the contrary, it 16 
would be hard to argue that the New Testament prohibitions represent anything other than a re-17 
promulgation of the explicit letter of the sexual law in Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13. 18 
  19 

             c)   If it is not only conceived in the heart, but then is carried out in words in actions. 20 
 The central question for the church must be, Is homoerotic behavior regarded by the Scriptures 21 
as disobedience to the divine commands? Because if it is not, then WLC Q #151 is completely 22 
irrelevant to the discussion. But if the biblical testimony compels us to answer in the affirmative, 23 
then Q #151 teaches us to counsel those with homosexual desire to resist their inner inclinations, 24 
since to follow those inclinations, that is, self-consciously to choose to act on them, renders the 25 
sin more offensive, because what began as a root, a mere inclination of the heart, was allowed to 26 
grow without restraint and mature into the ripe fruit of overt acts. 27 
  28 

            d) If it is done deliberately, willfully…frequently…with delight, [and] with continuance… 29 
Here again, if the verdict is that Scripture regards homosexual behavior as a breaking of the 30 
commandments, then two Christians of the same sex who do not try to resist sexual temptation, 31 
but on the contrary “make their peace” with sexual intimacy with each other on the grounds that 32 
they can do no better in a fallen world, actually aggravate their moral culpability before God in 33 
each sexual encounter because these sexual encounters will be entered into quite deliberately and 34 
willfully, and in many situations will also be frequent and pursued repeatedly as that which 35 
brings pleasure and delight. 36 
  37 
If we stopped here, our exposition of the Standards might seem to present an open and shut case 38 
for the view that homosexual sin is generally a “more heinous” sin than other sins, and 39 
particularly, that it is generally a more heinous sin than heterosexual sin. But that would be a 40 
superficial reading of our Standards. 41 
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  1 
According to WLC Q #150, there are multiple criteria that render “some sins more heinous than 2 
others.” One has to do with what a sin is, “in itself,” i.e., a given sin considered intrinsically; 3 
other criteria have to do with “aggravations” that attend sins.  So for example, as we have noted 4 
above, a sin is more heinous for being committed “against…the light of nature” (WLC Q  5 
#151A.3). But WLC  #151 also insists that a sin is also more aggravated for being committed 6 
“against…any of the saints” (WLC Q #151.A.2). 7 
  8 
 Here it might be helpful to pose a couple of hypothetical questions: Is a same-sex-attracted and 9 
single Christian man, who has a “one night stand” kind of sexual encounter with another single 10 
man, sinning “more heinously” than a single Christian heterosexual man who has a similar 11 
encounter with a single woman? One guesses that the answer the Westminster divines would 12 
give to this question is yes, that homosexual sins are “in themselves,” i.e., considered 13 
intrinsically, judged by the Word of God to be “more heinous” since they are committed 14 
“against…the light of nature.”18  15 
 16 
But it gets more complicated if we take seriously the contention in WLC Q #150 that 17 
[circumstantial] “aggravations” that may attend sins also make them more heinous. So consider 18 
this question: Is a Christian man, same-sex-attracted and single, who gets sexually involved in a 19 
“one-night stand,” sinning against God more heinously than a single heterosexual man who has a 20 
6-month affair with a Christian married mother of three children?  At first we might think so, 21 
since, as we have said, the sin of the SSA man was done “against…the light of nature.” But on 22 
reflection we would see that WLC Qs #150-151 would also consider the heterosexual adulterer’s 23 
sin “more heinous” or egregious than other sins, because it was “aggravated” by being done 24 
“with continuance,” i.e., month after month, and  was aggravated by being done “against the 25 
saints”—not just against one saint, but against five (the woman herself, her husband, and her 26 
three children).  27 
 28 
Or pose this question: Are two same-sex-attracted single women who get sexually entangled 29 
sinning more heinously (for their sin being “against…the light of nature”) than an adult 30 
heterosexual man who seduces a 14-year-old girl in his Sunday School class? We might answer 31 
yes—but only if we ignore the fact that WLC Qs #150-151 imply that the SS teacher’s sin is 32 
“more heinous” for being committed by one who is “riper in age,” “eminent…in [his] place [or] 33 
office,” and “[a] guide to others,” circumstances which, according to the Catechism “aggravate” 34 
the sexual sin involved (see WLC Q #151).  35 
 36 
These comparative questions are not frivolous; in fact, the Catechism’s clause “some sins...are 37 
more heinous [than other sins surely is the sense] in the sight of God” invites them. The 38 
questions we pose above are really asking, Which is the more heinous heinousness when the 39 

 
18	Note	that	the	proof	text	WLC	#151	gives	for	this	phrase	“against	the	light	of	nature”	is	Romans	1:26-27,	where	Paul	
says	of	homosexual	passion	and	acts	that	they	are	para	physin,	“contrary	to	nature.”	
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intrinsic character and  “aggravations” of various sins are virtually competing with one another? 1 
Happily, the Larger Catechism does not let itself get caught up in that kind of hairsplitting, and 2 
we are grateful to the Westminster divines for it, as it would likely lead to a hopelessly 3 
speculative and unresolvable casuistry of “sin-ranking.” 4 
  5 
While not wanting to negate the serious distortion of sexual love that the Scriptures represent 6 
homosexual relationships to be, we do believe that any attempt to rank sins in their degree of 7 
seriousness or “heinousness” in some kind of simple or definitive way, is fraught with problems 8 
and hardly serves the high purpose of improving our sanctification. (2017 Report, pp. 152-55) 9 

 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 
3. Polity of the PCA in Our Book of Church Order  14 
 15 
There is nothing in the Book of Church Order which forbids the ordination or the maintenance of an 16 
already-ordained and faithful man on the grounds that he has self-identified as a same-sex-attracted 17 
person.  18 
 19 
 20 
4. Relevant Prior Statements and Precedents in the RPCES and PCA  21 
 22 
a. 1977 PCA Statement  23 
In the Introduction/Background section of this report we have already cited the 1977 statement adopted 24 
by the 5th General Assembly of the PCA: 25 
 26 

In light of the Biblical view of its sinfulness, a practicing homosexual continuing in 27 
this sin would not be a fit candidate for ordination or membership in the Presbyterian 28 
Church in America. (emphasis added; see the PCA Digest, pp. 386-89, or 5th GA 29 
Minutes, pp.  5-49, 4, p. 67 and 8, p. 68) 30 

 31 
If the conviction of the majority of presbyters at the 1977 Assembly had been that not only those 32 
engaging in homosexual acts but even those men who identify as living with ongoing homosexual desire 33 
or attraction were unfit for church office, it is hard to see why either at the committee level or on the 34 
debate floor this statement which came as part of a personal resolution would not have been amended to 35 
include that provision. But the resolution adopted by the Assembly specifies only that those who pursue 36 
the satisfaction of their homoerotic desire and willfully live it out in sexual acts (“a practicing 37 
homosexual”) are unfit for ordination—and for that matter, unfit for church membership too.  38 
 39 
b. 1980 RPCES Study 40 
 41 
We cite again the precedent of the 1980 RPCES report, “Pastoral Care for the Repentant Homosexual,” 42 
cited in the Introduction. Without constitutional authority in the PCA, it still reflects the wisdom of the 43 
church and was “commend[ed] to [the] sessions and presbyteries [of the whole denomination] “as an aid 44 
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for their ministry to those struggling with homosexuality.”  Here was its counsel on the question of the 1 
ordination of SSA men: 2 
 3 
               If he who once was involved in homosexuality is growing in grace to such an extent that    4 
               he can “walk with exemplary piety before the flock” there ought not be any reason for a   5 
               generalized exclusion from church office. Judgment must be made in individual cases by   6 
               the session and/or presbytery, keeping in mind those aggravations that make some sins   7 
               more heinous then [sic] others.  (This recommendation is near the end of the report, which is   8 
               included as an appendix in the 2017 MOP Report Homosexuality and the Gospel of Grace, but   9 
              can also be found on the PCA Historical Center website, pcahistory.org) 10 
 11 
As was noted in our citation of this recommendation in the Introduction, the most reasonable 12 
understanding of the phrase, “he who once was involved in homosexuality” is that it refers to a person 13 
living out in behavior his homoerotic attractions, and not merely to someone living with them as an 14 
internal reality. 15 
 16 
The conclusion in this 1980 report is the precedent we offer for our recommendation that the 17 
heinousness factor should be kept in view when evaluating an SSA brother’s fitness for office, but ought 18 
not be used to keep out of office any and all men who self-identify as homosexually-inclined.  19 
 20 
c. 2020 PCA General Assembly Ad Interim Report on Sexuality 21 
 22 
These conclusions reflect the practice since 1980 of the Missouri Presbytery (formerly called, under the 23 
RPCES, the Midwest Presbytery), and they are similar to the position taken in the 2020 Ad-Interim 24 
Report on Human Sexuality set up by the PCA’s 47th General Assembly in 2019 and released on May 25 
28, 2020. While that report does not name ordination to the office of elder specifically, there is not a hint 26 
of excluding SSA men from it in this declaration they made on p. 31:  27 
 28 

Like all yet-to-be glorified Christians, those who struggle with same-sex attraction are 29 
commanded to walk with the Lord in faith and repentance. Insofar as such persons display the 30 
requisite Christian maturity, we do not consider this sin struggle automatically to disqualify 31 
someone for leadership in the church (1 Cor. 6:9-11, 1 Tim. 3:1-7, Titus 1:6-9; 2 Pet. 1:3-11).  32 

 33 
If the GA committee believed it to be unbiblical altogether, unwise as a general rule, or even just 34 
temporarily imprudent at certain times, to ordain SSA men otherwise qualified for the teaching and 35 
ruling office, that last sentence above is the place we would expect them to qualify their endorsement of  36 
the principle of mature SSA men being leaders in Christ’s Church. Yet they offer no such qualification.  37 
 38 
In short, nothing has convinced our committee that we need to jettison our practice of evaluating each 39 
man individually, weighing his character against the biblical criteria for the office of elder. We should 40 
not fear to consider the heinousness factor and what might make a particular man unable to be 41 
considered “beyond reproach” in the eyes of those inside and outside the church, regardless of what the 42 
potentially offensive “sin issue” might be. But neither should we allow those quite subjective criteria to 43 
be used in such a way as to make a blanket judgment about all same-sex-attracted elders or candidates 44 
for the ruling/teaching office in Christ’s Church. Christ has ascended on high and given gifts to men; in 45 
humble faith then, and great joy in knowing that Christ has promised to provide leaders for his people, 46 
we can trust his Spirit to give us the wisdom and careful discernment we need to see to it that only godly 47 
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men are set into the office of overseer or elder, whatever their battles against their own sinful flesh 1 
might be.  2 
 3 
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1 
PART 3 2 

 3 
Report Conclusion and Recommendations  4 
We think it is a fair interpretation to say that the overarching allegation of all four of these requesting 5 
courts is that TE Greg Johnson, either by simply identifying publicly as a same-sex-attracted man, 6 
and/or by some of his teaching regarding homosexuality, has—unless he stands corrected—disqualified 7 
himself from holding the office of (teaching) elder and minister of the gospel in the Presbyterian Church 8 
in America.  It is alleged that he believes and teaches things regarding homosexuality that are contrary to 9 
Scripture and to the Westminster Standards, things which these four courts believe to be a) grave and 10 
serious doctrinal errors and b) warrant enough for deposing TE Johnson from office in Christ’s Church 11 
should he be found to hold these views, and should he be unwilling to own his errors and bring himself 12 
in line with the way our Church interprets the written Word of God.  13 
 14 
After considering the evidence, the conclusion of your committee is that the allegations against TE Greg 15 
Johnson are false. TE Johnson communicated to our committee that he, in fact, affirms as true 16 
everything in Missouri Presbytery’s recently adopted Affirmations and Denials with one exception that 17 
touches a matter never even raised by any of the requesting courts.19 We believe that a charitable reading 18 
of his earlier statements and his detailed answers to our committee’s questions, contained in this report, 19 
confirm that commitment. While he is as full of fault as the rest of us are, and sometimes has not been 20 
careful enough to protect himself and his teaching from misunderstanding, we believe TE Johnson has 21 
had and continues to have a fruitful ministry in the lives of our brothers and sisters at Memorial 22 
Presbyterian Church and beyond, and deserves to remain a member in good standing of Missouri 23 
Presbytery, to have the honor of his name restored by the actions we recommend below, and deserves to 24 
be able to continue to teach, preach, and shepherd the flock of God at Memorial that we as a Presbytery 25 
entrusted into his care. We believe he ought to continue to bear witness to the tremendous manifestation 26 
of the love and grace of the Lord Jesus in his life—and to do it for the sake of the church, especially for 27 
those who live with homosexual attractions, and for the sake of those unbelievers outside the church 28 
whom the Lord will yet call to himself. 29 
 30 
Therefore, our committee recommends to Presbytery the adoption of the following motions, with all 31 
their parts: 32 
 33 
Motions  #1 - #4: 34 
While TE Greg Johnson has, at times, neglected to do all he could to clarify the meaning of his views 35 
and teaching, nevertheless, we the Missouri Presbytery of the Presbyterian Church in America, judge 36 
each of these allegations made against him to be untrue, namely that some of his actions (i.e., publicly 37 
identifying as a same-sex-attracted man on various occasions), views, and teachings on human sexuality 38 
are seriously out of accord with our doctrinal standards and do strike at the vitals of religion,  render him 39 
unfit for the office of elder. We exonerate TE Johnson of these allegations and restore to him his good 40 
name, finding no warrant for a trial since we find no strong presumption of guilt that he:  41 
 42 
  1. (Allegation #1): Denies That Same-Sex-Attraction is Sinful and Thereby Fails to Properly 43 
Distinguish Misery From the Sin Which Gives Rise to It. 44 
 45 

 
19		TE	Johnson	objects	to	#42	as	being	too	specific	and	too	speculative	regarding	what	will	and	won’t	be	part	of		“the	
glory	and	honor	of	the	nations”	(Revelation	21:26)	that’s	to	be	brought	into	the	New	Jerusalem	when	Christ	returns.	
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 2, (Allegation #2): Compromises and Dishonors His Identity in Christ by Self-identifying as a Same-1 
Sex-Attracted Man 2 
 3 
  3. (Allegation #3): Denies God’s Purpose and Power to Sanctify SSA Believers by Minimizing the 4 
Pursuit of Orientation Change From Homosexual to Heterosexual 5 
 6 
 4. (Allegation #4): Cannot Meet the Biblical “Above Reproach” Qualification for the Eldership Since a) 7 
Homosexual Inclinations Are Sin Proper And Are More Heinous For Being “Against Nature,” and Since 8 
b) TE Johnson Identifies as a Homosexually-Inclined Man 9 
 10 
 11 
Motions #5 - #10: 12 
As the Missouri Presbytery: 13 
      5. We are grateful for TE Greg Johnson’s acknowledgment that has not always been as careful in 14 
expressing himself in his teaching as he should have been. We hereby encourage and exhort Greg, our 15 
brother in Christ, to take great care, going forward, to qualify what ought to be qualified, and to clarify 16 
all his views when he speaks or writes, especially on the matter of sexuality; and when it is called for, to 17 
explain what he is not saying as well as what he is, especially with those who have taken offense with 18 
things he has said, or are likely to.      19 
     6. We hereby commend TE Johnson for his commitment to the authority of God’s Word in his life 20 
and teaching for his faithful ministry to the flock of God at Memorial Presbyterian Church, and for his 21 
zeal to see unbelievers savingly encounter Jesus Christ’s love through the ministry of the Church, 22 
especially people in secular LGBT communities.  23 
     7. We hereby declare that TE Johnson has been and remains an honorable member in good standing 24 
of Missouri Presbytery. 25 
     8. We receive Parts 1 and 2, which are the summaries of the allegations and the arguments behind the 26 
committee’s judgments, as useful for Session study and for the perfecting of the Church’s understanding 27 
of the Scriptural teaching on sexuality and how it can be rightly applied in our 21st century setting. 28 
     9. We ask the Moderator of Presbytery (along with his Clerk) to draft and send a letter, along with a 29 
copy of this report, to the four courts that requested a BCO 31-2 investigation, thanking them for their 30 
concern, informing them of all our actions on this matter taken at this stated meeting, and finally,   31 
     10. We hereby dismiss the committee with thanks, unless there are amendments and refinements to 32 
be made to this report that Presbytery wishes this committee to have a hand in. 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
Sincerely in the name of our risen Christ— 37 
 38 
TE Mike Brandenstein 39 
TE Jeffrey Meyers 40 
RE George Poland 41 
TE Ron Lutjens, Chair 42 
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APPENDIX 1 

Below, in the order received, are the letters from the four courts of the Church 2 
requesting of  Missouri Presbytery a BCO 31-2 Investigation of TE Greg Johnson 3 

** ** 4 

1. Southeast Alabama Presbytery Letter Received by MOP in early September 2019  5 

A Report to Missouri Presbytery of the Presbyterian Church in America  to 6 
Request Investigation of Teaching Elder Greg Johnson 7 

In the name of the Presbyterian Church in America (PCA), Southeast Alabama Presbytery of 8 
the PCA (in accordance with BCO 31-2) hereby requests an investigation by Missouri 9 
Presbytery into the allegations that Teaching Elder (TE) Greg Johnson understands 10 
homosexuality in a way that contradicts our confessional understanding of Scripture and is 11 
teaching this error.  In this highly important and necessary process (BCO 27-3), we in 12 
Southeast Alabama Presbytery pray that God will be glorified, His Church purified, and that 13 
our brother, TE Johnson, be kept in the true faith and reclaimed from his sin (should such sin 14 
be revealed in this investigation). 15 

The Judicial Basis for this Request: 16 

BCO 31-2 reads as follows:  “It is the duty of all church Sessions and Presbyteries to exercise 17 
care over those subject to their authority.  They shall with due diligence and great discretion 18 
demand from such persons satisfactory explanations concerning reports affecting their 19 
Christian character.  This duty is more imperative when those who deem themselves aggrieved 20 
by injurious reports shall ask an investigation. If such investigation, however originating, 21 
should result in raising a strong presumption of the guilt of the party involved, the court shall 22 
institute process, and shall appoint a prosecutor to prepare the indictment and to conduct the 23 
case.  This prosecutor shall be a member of the court, except that in a case before the Session, 24 
he may be any communing member of the same congregation with the accused.” 25 

Allegations Against TE Greg Johnson 26 
 27 

1. Allegation #1:  TE Greg Johnson conflates our confessional categories of sin and misery 28 
in a way that contradicts our confession by teaching that homosexual or “gay” 29 
orientation (at least some aspect of it) is non-sinful yet due to the Fall. 30 

2. Allegation #2:  TE Greg Johnson conflates our confessional categories of the state of sin 31 
and the state of grace in a way that contradicts our confession by teaching that it is 32 
acceptable to identify as a “gay” or homosexual Christian. 33 

 34 
Specifications 35 
Confessional Teaching on Sin and Misery (Regarding Allegation #1) 36 
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1.) In speaking of the estate into which the Fall has brought mankind, the Westminster 1 
Standards make a categorical distinction between “sin” and “misery” (WCF 6.6; WSC 17; 2 
WLC 23).   3 

• While both are aspects of the Fall, “sin” is any lack of conformity to or 4 
transgression of the law of God (WSC 14; 1 John 3:4) and is therefore distinct 5 
from “all miseries spiritual, temporal, and eternal” (WCF 6.6).   6 

• While ultimately due to Adam’s sin (for which we are all held guilty), the misery 7 
of “sufferings,” “tribulations,” and “trials” can be the result of our own personal 8 
sin or the result of living in a fallen world (Rom. 8:18; John 16:33; James 1:2). 9 

2.) Examples of misery (suffering or trial) which are caused not by personal sin but simply 10 
due to living in a fallen world are fallen biology/physiology (e.g. infertility, paraplegia, 11 
or cancer) and fallen sociology/nurture (e.g. being sinned against in marriage).   12 

• There is no sense in which infertility, paraplegia, cancer, or being sinned against 13 
are one’s sin; these conditions fit under the category of misery (they are non-14 
sinful yet due to the Fall). 15 

3.) In contrast to those conditions, homosexuality is a violation of the seventh 16 
commandment and is always and only portrayed in Scripture as sinful (1 Cor. 6:9; 1 Tim. 17 
1:10; Gen. 18:20-19:11; Lev. 18:22 & 20:13; Rom. 1:26-27; WLC 139).  The term 18 
homosexuality (or its cognates) is never used in Scripture or our confession to refer to a 19 
condition which is non-sinful yet due to the Fall.   20 

• In sharp contrast to infertility or paraplegia or cancer (or being sinned against), 21 
homosexuality fits under the category of one’s sin rather than under the category 22 
of misery.  The Bible never says “neither paraplegics nor the infertile nor the 23 
cancerous (nor those who have been sinned against) will inherit the kingdom of 24 
God, and such were some of you.”  However, it does say neither “effeminate, nor 25 
homosexuals… will inherit the kingdom of God.  Such were some of you” (1 Cor. 26 
6:9-11 NASB). 27 
 28 

TE Johnson on Sin and Misery (Regarding Allegation #1) 29 
1.) In contradiction to our confessional understanding of Scripture, TE Johnson treats 30 

“gayness” or homosexuality (at least some aspect of it) as fitting in the same category as 31 
conditions such as paraplegia or infertility20 or cancer or being sinned against in 32 
marriage.21  This is a categorical error that strikes at the vitals of religion.   33 

• In an interview, TE Johnson states: 34 
o That being “gay” or having a homosexual or “gay orientation” is a 35 

“condition” which is distinct from homosexual lust, is a “fallen condition,” 36 
and at least some aspect of it is not “sin.” 37 

o That this fallen condition of homosexual orientation (at least some aspect 38 
of it) is akin to or in the same category as “a really difficult, empty feeling 39 

 
20 See TE Greg Johnson’s sermon “Testimony of a Unicorn” at Memorial Presbyterian Church on May 19, 2019 
(http://www.memorialpca.org/mp3/2019/190519.mp3) and his speech on the floor of the 47th PCA General 
Assembly on June 27, 2019 in Dallas, Texas (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NkWdMBQyVkc). 
21 See TE Johnson’s interview with Cross Politic on July 15, 2018 
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wb5yk2IdGpc). 
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marriage” (being sinned against, fallen nurture) or “when they have 1 
cancer” (fallen biology). 2 

o That one may identify as a “gay” Christian because there is nothing wrong 3 
with identifying as a “cancer survivor” Christian.22 4 

• It appears that TE Johnson is assuming a premise such as the following:   5 
o Homosexual or “gay” orientation is a category which includes 6 

homosexual lust (which is sinful and can lead to sinful actions) but is 7 
broader than homosexual lust and includes “homosexual” biology, 8 
“homosexual” sociology, and/or other non-sinful yet fallen components of 9 
homosexuality. 10 

• However, this premise contradicts Scripture:  Homosexuality is a term that is 11 
never used in Scripture to refer to our broken, fallen biology or sociology or to 12 
any other non-sinful aspect of our condition but is always and only used to refer 13 
to sin.  Even granting that one’s fallen biology and/or sociology can make one 14 
more prone or more tempted toward homosexual desire (which is sin) or 15 
homosexual behavior (which is sin), there is no biblical or confessional basis for 16 
referring to this fallen biology/sociology as itself “homosexual.”   17 

2.) Whether this or some other line of reasoning leads TE Johnson to the conclusion that 18 
homosexual orientation (at least some aspect of it) is akin to paraplegia or infertility or 19 
cancer or being sinned against (something non-sinful but due to the Fall), this is a 20 
categorical error that strikes at the vitals of religion.  21 

3.) TE Johnson’s conflation of the biblical, confessional categories of sin and misery is likely 22 
the cause (or one of the causes) of his acceptance of identifying as a homosexual 23 
Christian.23   24 

• It appears that TE Johnson is assuming an argument such as the following:   25 
o Premise #1:  Homosexual orientation is a category which includes 26 

homosexual lust (which is sinful and can lead to sinful actions) but is 27 
broader than homosexual lust and includes “homosexual” biology, 28 
“homosexual” sociology, and/or other non-sinful yet fallen components of 29 
homosexuality. 30 

o Premise #2:  There is nothing wrong with identifying ourselves with our 31 
fallen biology (e.g. I am a cancer-surviving Christian, I am an autistic 32 
Christian) or our fallen sociology (e.g. I am a sex abuse survivor 33 
Christian).   34 

o Conclusion:  Therefore, there is nothing wrong with saying one is a 35 
celibate “gay” Christian, assuming that by that we mean  36 

§ One is celibate (one is repentant of, fighting, and turning away 37 
from homosexual lust and behavior);  38 

 
22 Ibid. 
23 See TE Johnson’s interview with Cross Politic on July 15, 2018; his sermon entitled “Testimony of a Unicorn” at 
Memorial Presbyterian Church on May 19, 2019; his article published by Christianity Today entitled “I Used to 
Hide My Shame. Now I Take Shelter Under the Gospel.” dated May 20, 2019 
(https://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2019/may-web-only/greg-johnson-hide-shame-shelter-gospel-gay-
teenager.html); and his speech on the floor of the 47th PCA General Assembly on June 27, 2019 in Dallas, Texas. 
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§ One is “gay”/homosexual (one has a “homosexual” biology and/or 1 
sociology due to the Fall); 2 

§  One is a Christian.   3 
• Where this argument falls apart is Premise #1 (which, as seen above, contradicts 4 

our confessional understanding of Scripture).   5 
4.) Whether this or some other line of reasoning leads TE Johnson to his acceptance of 6 

identifying as a celibate “gay” Christian, his conflation of sin and misery is a categorical 7 
error that strikes at the vitals of religion.  8 

 9 
Confessional Teaching on the State of Sin and the State of Grace (Regarding 10 
Allegation #2) 11 

1.) The Westminster Standards also make a categorical distinction between the “state of 12 
sin” and the “state of grace” (WCF 9.3-4).  In fact, there are four different states:  the 13 
state of innocency, the state of sin, the state of grace, and the state of glory (WCF 9.2-5). 14 

• In Paradise, Adam and Eve lived in the “state of innocency” in which mankind 15 
had the ability to will and to do that which is good and well pleasing to God (WCF 16 
9.2). 17 

• Ever since the Fall, mankind is naturally in the “state of sin” in which we have 18 
lost all ability to will and to do any spiritual good and are slaves to the penalty, 19 
guilt, and power of sin (WCF 9.3).  Therefore, in this state, our sin defines who we 20 
are and we can rightly conceive of ourselves and label ourselves as fornicators, 21 
idolaters, adulterers, effeminate, homosexuals, thieves, the covetous, drunkards, 22 
revilers, and swindlers (1 Cor. 6:9-10) In the state of sin, that is how we are to 23 
consider ourselves and identify ourselves because we are slaves to sin. 24 

• When the Holy Spirit works faith in us, uniting us to Christ in our effectual 25 
calling, we are translated into the “state of grace” (WCF 9.4; WSC 30) and 26 
partake of the benefits of justification, adoption, and sanctification (WSC 30-32).  27 
In this state, while we do not perfectly or only will that which is good but also that 28 
which is evil (due to our remaining corruption), we are freed from bondage to sin 29 
and by grace are enabled freely to will and to do that which is spiritually good 30 
(WCF 9.4). 31 

2.) The conversion from the state of sin to the state of grace is so dramatic and the 32 
distinction between the two so vast that we no longer are to conceive of ourselves and 33 
label ourselves as fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, effeminate, homosexuals, thieves, 34 
the covetous, drunkards, revilers, and swindlers. Scripture says such will not inherit the 35 
kingdom of God, “and such were some of you” (1 Cor. 6:9-11).  In the state of grace, you 36 
no longer identify that way (e.g. as a fornicator, idolater, adulterer, etc.).  Why?  “But 37 
you were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus 38 
Christ and by the Spirit of our God” (1 Cor. 6:9-11).  Because of our union with Christ, 39 
our specific sins no longer define who we are. 40 

• Obviously, due to remaining corruption, we can still speak of ourselves as sinners 41 
in the present tense (1 Tim. 1:12-16) as those who continue to experience and 42 
battle with the presence and pollution of sin (Gal. 5:17; Rom. 7:14-25) and even at 43 
times feel as though we are enslaved to sin (Rom. 7:14). 44 
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• However, the truth is that we are no longer slaves to sin, having been freed from 1 
slavery to its guilt (Rom. 3:24; Eph. 1:7), its penalty (Gal. 3:13), and its power (1 2 
Pet. 1:18-19; Rom. 6:6).  For this reason, while of course we are (and can say we 3 
are) sinners (1 Tim. 1:12-16), we are no longer to identify ourselves with our 4 
specific sins.  “Such were some of you” (1 Cor. 6:9-11).  “Though formerly I was a 5 
blasphemer, persecutor, and insolent opponent… I received mercy… in Christ 6 
Jesus” (1 Tim. 1:13-14).  7 

• Instead of considering ourselves as drunkards or adulterers or homosexuals, we 8 
are commanded to have a different self-conception:  “You must consider 9 
yourselves dead to sin and alive to God in Christ Jesus” (Rom. 6:11).  This does 10 
not mean that Christians do not continue to struggle with sin all their life long.  It 11 
means that such a believer ought not consider himself a drunkard Christian or an 12 
adulterer Christian or a homosexual Christian but rather a Christian who 13 
struggles with the temptation to drunkenness, adultery, or homosexuality (and 14 
who is repentant when he succumbs to such temptations). 15 

 16 
 17 
TE Johnson on the State of Sin and the State of Grace (Regarding Allegation #2) 18 

2.) In contradiction to our confessional understanding of Scripture, TE Johnson teaches 19 
that it is acceptable to identify as a (celibate) homosexual Christian.24  In other words, 20 
while Scripture says, “Homosexuals will not inherit the kingdom of God, and such were 21 
some of you”—TE Johnson seems to say “Homosexuals will not inherit the kingdom of 22 
God, and such are some of you.”  This is a conflation of the state of sin and the state of 23 
grace. 24 

• One of the likely causes of this conflation is that TE Johnson appears to be more 25 
influenced by secular categories than biblical ones.  For example, in the interview 26 
(referred to above), TE Johnson: 27 

o Resists using biblical categories (he refuses to say the Christian is no 28 
longer a drunkard/alcoholic or a homosexual or a porn addict because 29 
“such were some of you”). 30 

o Uses secular categories (he prefers for a Christian to refer to himself as an 31 
alcoholic Christian or a homosexual Christian or a porn addict Christian 32 
who is “sober”).   33 

o Insists on the use of the secular category of homosexual “orientation” 34 
(which he admits is a “problematic concept”), while being unwilling to 35 
place everything within such an “orientation” under the category of sin or 36 
the sinful nature.25   37 

3.) Regardless of the cause, this conflation of the state of sin (when we could say we are 38 
fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, effeminate, homosexuals, thieves, the covetous, 39 
drunkards, revilers, swindlers, etc.) and the state of grace (those who no longer view 40 

 
24 See TE Johnson’s interview with Cross Politic on July 15, 2018; his sermon entitled “Testimony of a Unicorn” at 
Memorial Presbyterian Church on May 19, 2019; his article published by Christianity Today entitled “I Used to 
Hide My Shame:  Now I Take Shelter Under the Gospel” dated May 20, 2019; and his speech on the floor of the 
47th PCA General Assembly on June 27, 2019 in Dallas, Texas. 
25 See TE Johnson’s interview with Cross Politic on July 15, 2018.  
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ourselves that way but as washed, sanctified, and justified in the name of the Lord Jesus 1 
Christ and by the Spirit of our God) strikes at the vitals of religion.   2 

 3 

The Remedy for the Allegations Against TE Johnson 4 

We request an investigation into the aforementioned allegations against TE Johnson.  If the 5 
investigation raises a strong presumption of guilt, Missouri Presbytery is obligated to institute 6 
judicial process against TE Johnson in accordance with BCO 31-2.  This request is made with 7 
the conviction that this teaching error of TE Johnson strikes against the peace, unity and purity 8 
of the Church, and the honor and majesty of the Lord Jesus Christ, as the King and Head 9 
thereof. 10 

We request that when Missouri Presbytery concludes its investigation that it inform Southeast 11 
Alabama Presbytery of its disposition and outcome. 12 

 13 
 14 

SEAL Presbytery Report Addendum 15 
Intro 16 
This document has not been approved by Southeast Alabama Presbytery (SEAL).  What was 17 
approved by SEAL is the Report which was sent by mail to Missouri Presbytery (MOP).  18 
Therefore, this document is sent to MOP (a) because such information was requested; (b) in a 19 
brotherly effort to be as helpful as possible in the work of investigation; (c) as an unofficial 20 
elucidation of the official footnotes which were approved by SEAL and which are found in the 21 
Report that was mailed to MOP. 22 
 23 
No minutes and seconds were included in the footnotes of the original Report due to the nature 24 
of the Report and the brevity required.  The Report had to summarize a vast amount of 25 
material.  One simply cannot point to one sentence here or there to summarize what Teaching 26 
Elder (TE) Greg Johnson has said or is saying.  One must listen to (or read) the entirety of the 27 
interview, message, speech, article, etc.  However, given the request of MOP to give minutes 28 
and seconds, we have sought to transcribe what we have judged to be the most significant 29 
portions of the materials and have placed them below.  These quotes must be read in the 30 
context of the entirety of each resource in order to grasp what is being said in context.  31 
 32 
1.) Teaching that It Is Acceptable to Identify as a Homosexual or Gay Christian26 33 
 34 
Line from the SEAL Report:  “his acceptance of identifying as a homosexual 35 
Christian”; “TE Johnson teaches that it is acceptable to identify as a (celibate) 36 
homosexual Christian”27 37 

 
26 From the beginning of the Cross Politic interview, TE Johnson is speaking about “same-sex attraction” (5:40-
5:50) and uses this phrase interchangeably with “homosexuality” and “gay” and a Christian who says “that their 
orientation is gay” (6:18-6:36; see 6:18-9:20 more broadly; see 6:18-18:11 more broadly) and a Christian who 
identifies as “gay” or “same-sex attracted” (6:18-19:55 more broadly).  Thus, TE Johnson uses the following terms 
interchangeably:  same-sex attraction, homosexuality, being gay, and gay orientation.   
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Cross Politic Interview 1 
 2 
Interview 2:00-5:37:  Interviewer 1:  “Let me frame this really quickly for anybody that’s just 3 
joining us.  Memorial Presbyterian Church is sponsoring a conference called Revoice later this 4 
month in July…  Just a review for people on the central tagline that’s on the website says 5 
supporting, encouraging, and empowering gay, lesbian, same-sex attracted, and other LGBT 6 
Christians so they can flourish while observing the historic Christian doctrine of marriage and 7 
sexuality.  And it’s been our conviction and—that this is a really troubling and problematic 8 
thing…  And so, I want to kind of jump into the deep end, Greg.  And I hope you’ll go with me, 9 
you’ll roll with it.  And that is, the central question that we wanted to raise with the parody site 10 
is:  Would, if you were asked—your church is hosting this Revoice Conference (I understand 11 
you’re not running every bit of it, but you’re hosting it, and you’re speaking there)—if you were 12 
asked, if the elders at Memorial Presbyterian were asked to host a similar conference that 13 
would support, encourage, and empower pedophile Christians, people who are attracted to 14 
children sexually, so that they could flourish while observing the historic Christian doctrine of 15 
marriage and sexuality, do you think that you would seriously consider that request?”  TE 16 
Johnson:  “You know, it’s an interesting question.  If you’re talking about people who have 17 
sexual brokenness, and they’re committed to Christ, they’re not acting on it, maybe they’re 18 
taking chemical castration drugs, you know, they’re being monitored, and they really want to 19 
know, hey, how can I walk with Jesus.  Um, I think—I think we’d definitely consider taking 20 
them in and providing a safe place for that conversation.” 21 
 22 
Interview 10:00-18:10:  Interviewer 1:  “I guess, what I’m trying to get at though is, and what 23 
we’re trying to ask is, is something like, is this conference and this movement in general, is it 24 
doing something with homosexual temptation that we don’t do with any other kind of sinful 25 
temptation?  Like, you know, we’re also told right now, I mean, the media is constantly telling 26 
us that America is full of racists, full of white supremacists, alt-right whatever.  Where are all 27 
the PCA conferences reaching out to those who are tempted to white supremacy?  I mean, 28 
would you”  TE Johnson:  “Well, I would hope every one of our congregations is doing that.  29 
Because we’ve got congregations that—I mean, I’m a racist.  I was trained and raised in a racist 30 
ethos.”  Interviewer 2:  “You’re not making me feel comfortable, Greg.  I just want you to 31 
know that right now.”  TE Johnson:  “But I mean, the reality is, the reality is, I experience, 32 
and I’ve confessed this from the pulpit, we’ve got a church with a lot of different kinds of people 33 
in it, and, you know, I was raised in a context where there was always an empathy gap…  And 34 

 
27 As seen in the quotes from this section (“Teaching that It Is Acceptable to Identify as a Homosexual or Gay 
Christian”), TE Johnson is willing to speak of a Christian who is a gay person (Cross Politic interview 43:38-
43:42).  He is willing to speak of a Christian who has a gay orientation.  What is the difference between that (a 
Christian who is a gay person or a homosexual) and speaking of a gay Christian? (keeping in mind that in a 
consistent use of his terms, that would be the same as speaking of a homosexual Christian).  In the interview, in 
reaction to the interviewers objections to Revoice’s promotion of the terminology of “gay Christians,” TE Johnson 
says that this terminology is acceptable (AND that we should not “make an issue of terminology”, whether one 
speaks as Rosaria Butterfield who teaches that it is unacceptable to identify as a gay or homosexual Christian or 
whether one speaks as Wes Hill who teaches that it is acceptable to identify as a gay or homosexual Christian; see 
17:00-18:00 of the interview).  Thus, it is clear that TE Johnson conveys that it is acceptable to identify as a 
homosexual or gay Christian.  This would be the case (1) even if he had not repeatedly endorsed Revoice (due to 
his hosting of the Conference, encouraging people to go to the conference, and asking a conference speaker who 
clearly is in favor of speaking of homosexual/gay Christians to preach at his church) and (2) even if he had not 
written an article in favor of making the terminology of “homosexual Christian” acceptable (“10 Surprising Facts 
about the 1980 RPCES Report on Homosexual Christians”). 
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the difference is that empathy gap.  And that is racism.  And I think all of our churches need to 1 
be addressing that head on.  Because it’s the air we breathe.”  Interviewer 1:  “But here’s the 2 
difference, the difference, Greg, though, is that it’s being thoroughly and full-throatedly 3 
condemned.  Racism—nobody is, nobody is giving room for anybody to say, you know, I identi-4 
, you know, I’m a white supremacist.  I don’t act on it, because that would be sinful.  But you 5 
know, I just am in the culture of white supremacy, and you know there’s some kind of intrinsic 6 
good to the culture of white supremacy.  And so we all want to get together, and we want to 7 
support and encourage and empower white supremacist Christians so they can flourish while 8 
observing—like, I just can’t imagine that ever happening in a million years.”  TE Johnson:  9 
“Yea, well, let me give you some other examples.  For example, let’s look at alcoholism.  10 
Drunkenness is a sin.  It’s repeatedly condemned in the Bible.  And in our churches, we’ve 11 
done, certainly in Reformed circles, we love our Christian freedom, we love, you know, the 12 
scotch, we love the gin, we love the beer, but, you know, a lot of us take it too far.  We get—we 13 
have problems with alcoholism.  We have problems with drunkenness.  And, you know, there’s 14 
a guy in my church who, he has been sober for 18 years—hasn’t had a drink in 18 years.  15 
Absolutely an alcoholic.  He will tell you he’s an alcoholic.  Now, he’s not saying, I’m identifying 16 
with my sin because I want to bow down to it.  He is identifying with his sin—in that instance, 17 
drunkenness—because it’s such a part of his story, and it’s a calling that he has.  Another 18 
example, one of the sins of Sodom in Ezekiel 16 was the sin of overeating.  Literally, ‘Behold, 19 
this was the sin of thy sister Sodom, pride, fullness of bread, and abundance of idleness’…  For 20 
a Christian to identify as an overeater, to have a conference for people who are overeaters, that 21 
is not saying they’re building their identity on their sin.  That’s saying that they have a calling 22 
to deal with the struggle, an aspect of their brokenness that is sin when they engage in it, but 23 
they’re trying to break free.”  Interviewer 3:  “Absolutely.  And that’s why, part of this debate, 24 
everything matters on the difference between a noun and an adjective.  As a noun, I’m 25 
identifying that I am a gay Christian.  Or, saying as an adjective, that I have struggled with 26 
homosexuality.  One is descriptive, and one is naming.  And that’s why when Paul said, ‘such 27 
were some of you,’ he was saying, get rid of that terminology because you’re saved in Christ.  28 
That terminology no longer applies to you.  So I would have the same challenge to the guy who 29 
identifies as an alcoholic.”  Interviewer 1:  “But the real deal, the real issue though is, I hear 30 
you saying, yea, we should have conferences about people who struggle with gluttony, or we 31 
should have conferences for people that struggle with pornography or racism, but the deal, the 32 
thing I don’t know if you’re catching though is, I think in all of those other cases, it would be 33 
absolutely clear that everybody recognizes that this is absolutely a sin and something to be 34 
repented of.  Yea, with compassion.  Yea, with sympathy.  But it’s something to be repented of.  35 
But there’s a talk, for example, on the website, that says, asks, what queer treasure will be 36 
brought into the New Jerusalem?”  TE Johnson:  “Yea, let’s talk about that one.”  37 
Interviewer 1:  “But it would be like saying, what pedophile treasure is going to be brought 38 
into the New Jerusalem?  What white supremacist treasure is going to be brought into the New 39 
Jerusalem?” ...  Interviewer 1:  But there’s no gay tribute.  There’s no gay tribute.”  TE 40 
Johnson:  “Well, let’s talk about white supremacist tribute.”  Interviewer 2:  “Oh, I hope 41 
there’s no white supremacist tribute there.  Speaking as a black man.” …  TE Johnson:  42 
“Everything unclean is taken out.  There’s no slavery.”  Interviewer 1:  “Right, but that’s the 43 
point though.”  Interviewer 2:  “If it’s taken out, then—if it’s taken out, then”  Interviewer 44 
1:  “Why do you call it that?  If you’re taking out everything that’s unclean, why would you 45 
name it by the uncleanness?”  TE Johnson:  “But see, you, okay.  With the issue of 46 
terminology, Missouri Presbytery of the PCA did a report, 350 some pages last year.  We spent 47 
several years working on it.  I wasn’t on the committee.  But it was, but we’ve handed it down 48 
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as advice to our churches.  And in the committee, we looked very carefully at the issue of 1 
terminology.  We looked at Wes Hill, we looked at Rosaria, and compared.  You know, there are 2 
various arguments for using various terminology.  And we concluded that so long as they are 3 
being clear about what they mean, and so long as what they mean lines up with a biblical ethic, 4 
that we advised our churches not to make an issue of terminology but to look more at issues of 5 
substance and what people mean by that.”  Interviewer 3:  “But the Bible does make an issue 6 
of the terminology.”  TE Johnson:  “Um, you know, you can say, somebody could say that 7 
they are a Christian and that their orientation is gay, without building their identity on that.  8 
Because when you build your identity on it, it’s what’s defining you.” 9 
 10 
Interview:  19:00-23:12:  TE Johnson:  “And when you’re dealing with the Spiritual 11 
Friendship guys, when you’re dealing with, you know, the 400 people who are coming to 12 
Revoice in 2 weeks, you’re dealing with people who, every single day, they deal with a 13 
disordered sexual temptation, they feel the shame of that, they believe the Gospel, they are 14 
actively mortifying their temptations, they have given up, you know, they have given up sex, 15 
they’ve given up romantic relationships, they’ve given up porn, they’re struggling to get 16 
accountable, they’re—and, whether they say, use the term gay or whether they use the term 17 
same-sex attracted to describe their ongoing struggle, we don’t think that that’s an issue.  We’re 18 
way less worried about semantics.”  Interviewer 1:  “But that’s the issue, though, is—I guess, 19 
those semantics are either, they’re loaded with moral freight.” …  Interviewer 1:  “We don’t 20 
use this kind of language for any other sin.  And if you take something like racism where 21 
everybody’s all like on tip toe, like, talk about the way our language is being policed right now.  22 
If I say anything that’s a little bit off color—uh oh, I just said color—I know.  But, nobody talks 23 
this way about any other sin—specifically the ones that we really care about when it comes to 24 
these other sins.”  TE Johnson:  “Okay, can I address that?”  Interviewer 1:  “Absolutely.”  25 
TE Johnson:  “Okay.  One thing—you keep saying sins.  Now, you’re talking about—when 26 
you’re talking about somebody who struggles with same-sex attraction”  Interviewer 1:  27 
“Lust.”  TE Johnson:  “They have a condition.  Same-sex attraction is not the same as then 28 
actively lusting with their mind.  It’s not the same obviously as acting it out either.  But what 29 
we found when we looked at the way the term gay is being used in our culture, we found that it 30 
is shifting in its lexical range.  In the 1980s, 1990s even, definitely in the 1970s, when 31 
somebody said they were gay, that meant that they were having sex with other men.  That 32 
meant that they were part of a certain cultural movement.  Typically, it meant the big bushy 33 
mustache that now all the hipsters have.  But what happened in the last 15 years is the term 34 
itself in English has been shifting to mean non-straight.  And you go into a medical office and 35 
your doctor asks you, you know, on the paper work are you straight, are you gay, are you bi?  36 
You have to pick one.  And the question for the Christian who struggles with same-sex 37 
attraction is what term for non-straight are they allowed to use?—because that’s what they’re 38 
talking about.  They’re not talking about sin, they’re talking about fallenness.” …  TE 39 
Johnson:  “Yea, I’m just flabbergasted that somebody would actually say that the fallen 40 
condition itself is a sin.” 41 
 42 
Interview 47:19-51:58:  TE Johnson:  “You know, when you see a sinful woman fall at Jesus’ 43 
feet, and she is pouring her perfume on Him and cleaning Him with her tears, you know, I 44 
don’t think there’s a better picture for the Christian with their same-sex attraction than that 45 
woman.”  Interviewer 1:  “But He said, He says, go and sin no more.  He doesn’t say bring 46 
some of that prostitute culture with you.  He says go and sin no more.”  Interviewer 2:  “And 47 
that pimp or prostitute does not want to be identified as a pimp or prostitute anymore.  They 48 
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want to be identified as a person who is sanctified by the blood of Jesus.”  TE Johnson:  “Yea, 1 
but you’re not giving these brothers any term that they can use to describe this experience of 2 
their disordered affection.”  Interviewer 3:  “No, what we want to give them is terminology 3 
that they can use to repent, not terminology that they can kind of hang on to the rags.”  4 
Interviewer 1:  “And Greg, we don’t do this though with any other sin.  Why are we not 5 
worried about then, you know, not giving enough terminology to a racist or to a porn addict or 6 
alcoholic, any of these other things”  TE Johnson:  “Or overeaters or alcoholics.  Yea, but they 7 
can.  An alcoholic can still say that they’re an alcoholic.”  Interviewer 2:  “No, they can’t.”  8 
Interviewer 1:  “They shouldn’t.”  Interviewer 2:  “But they’re not an alcoholic anymore…”  9 
TE Johnson:  “Well, that’s where we probably disagree.” …  TE Johnson:  “I am a Christian 10 
believer, but you know, I’m also still a sinner.  I’m not a sinner emeritus.  I’m not a former 11 
sinner.” …  TE Johnson:  “Yea, but I don’t hear any of these people claiming gay identity.  I 12 
hear them identifying, I don’t hear them building their identity.  There’s a huge difference.  You 13 
know, there’s a massive difference.  Somebody can identify as a divorcee.  Okay, that’s 14 
identifying with their sin.  But that’s just saying, this is part of my story.” …  TE Johnson:  “… 15 
what I’m hearing is you judging brothers for not repenting of something that can’t be repented 16 
of.  You can resist it.  You can flee it.” …  TE Johnson:  “And I see these brothers doing just 17 
that.  I see these brothers doing just that.  They are choosing a very costly obedience.  They’re 18 
paying more than a tithe to follow Jesus.  They’re doing it in word and thought and deed, trying 19 
to honor God.  They still have a term, some of them.  Some of them say, it’s same-sex 20 
attraction.  Some of them say it’s an orientation that’s gay.  But they’re not building their—21 
they’re not giving it equal billing with ‘Christian.’” 22 
 23 
Interview 55:48-56:36:  Interviewer 1:  “This conference is clearly not identifying this sin as 24 
an abomination, a perversion, a vile affection, degrading passion, it’s not identifying the shame 25 
of it clearly.  And it’s not”  TE Johnson:  “They know the shame of it already.  They experience 26 
it every day.”  Interviewer 2:  “And yet you still want to be identified with it.  That’s what’s 27 
amazing.  How do you be so shameful of the sin and yet I want to be identified this way?  It 28 
doesn’t work like that.  I don’t want to be, if a”  TE Johnson:  “Because they’re distinguishing.  29 
They’re making distinctions that you’re not making though.  You know, when somebody talks 30 
about same-sex attraction, they’re distinguishing that from a choice to lust.”  Interviewer 2:  31 
“No, what they’re trying to do is separate the act from, they’re trying to separate the act from a 32 
culture.  And it’s not possible.  That’s what they’re trying to do.  And if”  TE Johnson:  “Well, 33 
they’re trying to separate the act from the orientation.”  Interviewer 2:  “But you can’t get 34 
away, it doesn’t happen like that, Greg.” 35 
 36 
Interview 58:57-1:01:50:  TE Johnson:  “You wanna know about my sexual brokenness?  I am 37 
happy to talk to you about what I talked about in the pulpit two weeks ago, and that I think is 38 
relevant to this conversation.  I am a pornography addict.  I have had a pornography addiction 39 
for 15 years.  Actually 18”  Interviewer 2:  “Are you still doing pornography, Greg?”  TE 40 
Johnson:  “No, I haven’t for 15 years.”  Interviewer 1:  “So you’re not an addict.”  41 
Interviewer 2:  “So you’re not an addict anymore.”  TE Johnson:  “Oh, but I know what it 42 
does inside of me.  You see, I know that if I look at one image, I’m going to look at a thousand.  43 
I know I’m not going to come up for air for hours.”  Interviewer 1:  “So you don’t.”  TE 44 
Johnson:  “Not my identity.  My identity is in Christ.  But—I have a pornography addiction 45 
that after 15 years of sobriety, actively putting it to death, disciplining my mind, disciplining, 46 
you know, what I think about, I have an accountability partner, an elder that I’ve met every 47 
Thursday for 15 years.  He gets the Covenant Eyes report.  15 years in, I am still a pornography 48 
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addict.”  Interviewer 1:  “No, you’re not.”  TE Johnson:  “I am.”  Interviewer 2:  “No, 1 
you’re not, Greg.”  Interviewer 3:  “Greg, that’s what it means to be set free, man.  That’s 2 
what it means to be set free by the blood of Jesus and that repentance is happening and the 3 
Holy Spirit’s working in your life.  That’s what sanctification is, man.”  Interviewer 1:  “You’re 4 
misusing the word addict.  You’re misusing the word addict.”  TE Johnson:  “So there.  I’m 5 
sober.  But it—that impulse, it has not gone away.  And yet what I want people to hear”  6 
Interviewer 1:  “But you’ve killed it.”  Interviewer 3:  “You kill it and are killing it.”  TE 7 
Johnson:  “I am still killing it.  I am still mortifying it.  I’m going to mortify it every day until I 8 
die, Lord willing.”  Interviewer 2:  “That’s right.”  Interviewer 1:  “Amen.”  TE Johnson:  9 
“And what I see are brothers and sisters in Jesus who are doing the same kind of thing with 10 
their disordered sexual impulses, their disordered sexuality, trying to be faithful.  And, okay, 11 
we have this disagreement over whether or not you can use a descriptor of your sexual 12 
brokenness or of your sin, whether you can still use that after you have forsaken it, as you are 13 
putting it to death, I tend to think that’s fine.  You know, Paul calls Gentile Christians, he still 14 
calls them Gentiles even though they’re united to Israel through Christ.  Gentile meant 15 
unclean, it meant dirty, it meant idolatrous.  It wasn’t just an ethnic difference.  Gentiles are 16 
those who don’t know God.  And so even though they are now engrafted into Israel through 17 
Jesus, they’re still Gentiles at the same time.  Even though in Christ, there is neither Jew nor 18 
Gentile.  There is a complexity of language here.  And what we see, what our presbytery saw 19 
with Wes Hill, and with Rosaria, we saw two ways of describing things that we thought, either 20 
one could be coming from a good heart, and either one could be a healthy way of looking at it.  21 
And we’re not going to judge over that.  We’re not going to make an issue of that.” 22 
 23 
“Testimony of a Unicorn” Message 24 
 25 
Message 1:18-2:32:  “I had been trying to reach Bill all weekend.  I had called him multiple 26 
times.  This was back in the early 1990s.  I had left a voicemail, looked around everywhere for 27 
him.  He was my campus minister.  And I let him know, ‘Bill, I have to talk, it’s urgent.  I have 28 
to get this out.’  That Monday, I saw him at chapel at the University of Virginia.  We were there 29 
for a prayer meeting, and as I walked in the door, I ran up to him.  He sat me down in a pew.  30 
While everybody else gathered on stage, he said, ‘Greg, what’s going on?  What’s the matter?  31 
What’s the matter?’  I said, ‘Bill, I’m gay.’  He looked up at the stage, he motioned to the door.  32 
‘Greg, why don’t we find some place more private.’  I looked up at the stage as every single 33 
Campus Crusader on it averted their gaze very quickly.  They had all heard me say the word.  I 34 
had never said it out loud in reference to myself.  It was the early 1990s, and I was a freshly 35 
minted Christian.  And I told Bill, ‘I don’t care.  I need to be known.’” 36 
 37 
Message 2:45-3:26:  “There were two sons in our happy atheist household.  I was the gay one. I 38 
was always a special kid.  I made crude attempts to hide it, but there was always something 39 
about me.  At age six, I asked for Christmas for an easy bake oven and a miniature porcelain tea 40 
set so that I could serve a proper English afternoon tea with my stuffed animals.  There’s a 41 
photo somewhere, I think I destroyed it, but there was a photo of me holding a miniature tea 42 
cup between my thumb and index finger, my pinky sticking out like a rainbow flag.”  5:10-7:16:  43 
“I was eleven years old when I found out, when I realized it…  This was the day I knew.  It was 44 
the summer of 1984.  It was my cousin’s wedding, a different cousin.  I was eleven years old…  45 
It was during that wedding reception that I stood in the fellowship hall of that Baptist church in 46 
Greenville, Tennessee, and realized that my eyes were glued to one of the groomsmen…  And I 47 
remember feeling the wave of shame coming over me as I realized that I was the gay kid.  Then 48 
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I realized that everybody was noticing me staring at this groomsman.  And then I was filled not 1 
only with shame but with a wave of fear, realizing that I was being found out…  That was the 2 
day that I realized I was gay, that I felt the wave of shame hit me, that I realized I would be 3 
living my life in fear and hiding…  My feelings were exclusive.  I realized I felt toward other 4 
guys the way they felt toward girls…  1984 was a terrible time to realize you’re gay.”  14:39-5 
18:24:  “I first learned about Jesus while studying architecture at the University of Virginia… 6 
And I remember getting down on my dorm room floor afterwards in Doby Dorm room 235 and 7 
for the first time not just asking God to forgive me but thanking God for Jesus, thanking God 8 
that Jesus had forgiven all of my sins, thanking Him that He covered my shame, thanking Him 9 
that He washed me and made me a son.  And for the first time in my life I had an assurance of 10 
salvation, that I was actually loved by God because of what Jesus had done on my behalf.”  11 
19:45-20:56:  “Decades have passed, and the truth is that my sexual orientation has never 12 
changed.  While it is true that a small percentage of same-sex attracted men can develop a level 13 
of heterosexual functioning, there is some fluidity with sexuality, and there are always more 14 
bisexuals than there are gay people, statistically.  But the truth is even in those instances where 15 
there is some shift, generally same-sex attractions do not ever go away…  It’s not my sexual 16 
orientation that’s changed; it’s my life orientation, because Jesus rescued me, a sinner, you 17 
know, with no hope save in the grace and mercy of God.  And as a result, I’ve lived my life as a 18 
unicorn in a field of horses, constantly hoping that no one notices the horn or the wings on the 19 
side.” 20 
 21 
Message 22:08-22:56:  “So why am I sharing this story now?  I’ve been sharing it privately for 22 
25 years.  But about two-and-a-half years ago, a fellow pastor of a PCA church in midtown told 23 
me for the first time something I had never heard anybody say.  He said, ‘Greg, your story 24 
needs to be told.’  And I pushed back…  Concerned that once you throw this thing out, it sticks, 25 
and people start to filter everything through that lens of sexuality.  I can never again just be ‘My 26 
brother Greg.’  I become a sexual orientation.”  27 
 28 
Message 24:45-25:22:  “So, big question:  What am I supposed to do with my sexuality?  It’s a 29 
big question not just for people like me, but for everybody.  You know, one study showed that 30 
for people who leave, people between eighteen and thirty-five—eighteen and thirty-three years 31 
of age who have left their conservative faith, about a third say a main or primary reason for 32 
leaving was because of the way their church treated sexual minorities.  Jesus loves gay people, 33 
and churches just can never say that.  It seems too dangerous, to risky.” 34 
 35 
Message 31:00-31:21:  “And sometimes religious people get really worked up about what 36 
terminology you use to describe your fallen life orientation.  People want to make sure that I 37 
say I used to be gay, implying God didn’t leave me there, implying that I’ve experienced some 38 
level of sexual orientation change that has remained elusive for me and for most of the 39 
believers who stand where I stand.” 40 
 41 
Message 32:02-33:44:  “The Council of Biblical Manhood and Womanhood a few years ago put 42 
together a statement called the Nashville Statement which for the most part is just a statement 43 
of biblical, sexual ethics.  20,000 pastors and Christian leaders have signed on to it.  But Article 44 
7 states, slipping this in in the midst of all this true stuff around it, slips in a statement that it is 45 
a sin to adopt a homosexual self-conception.  Did you hear that?  It’s a sin to not think of 46 
yourself as straight.  Do we do that for any other group?  Friends, do we forbid alcoholics from 47 
conceiving of themselves as alcoholics because drunkenness is a sin?  Do we tell paraplegics 48 
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that they’re unfaithful for adopting a self-conception of being paraplegic?  Do we tell them that 1 
they should think of themselves as able-bodied because that is God’s ideal?  You know, 2 
700,000 gay people went through conversion therapy, and 700,000 gay people came out still 3 
gay. Because it didn’t work for the vast majority of people.  And yet we forbid people to be 4 
honest about the effects of the Fall in their life…  I’m not allowed to be the big, shameful sinner 5 
clothed in the righteousness of Jesus.  I can be an ex-sinner, a former sinner, a used-to-be-a-6 
sinner, a sinner emeritus, a chief of ex-sinners even, but the Gospel isn’t for people who are 7 
currently defective.” 8 
 9 
Message 36:16-36:53:  “Thirty years after becoming a Christian, I’m a celibate 46 year old 10 
virgin who’s honestly never so much as held hands…  But virginity is pretty rare in my 11 
demographic box.  And it’s not that I’m the good gay.  Please don’t throw my story at your 15 12 
year old and say, ‘Why can’t you be one of the good ones like Greg Johnson.’  I’m not one of the 13 
good ones, I’m one of the loved ones.  Loved by Jesus.” 14 
 15 
Message 38:45-39:00:  “Gay people excel in every field, driven by a never-ending need to 16 
accomplish enough, be successful enough, in order to become lovable.  We decorate our lives to 17 
poster over our shame in the hope that we’ll become lovable.” 18 
 19 
TE Johnson’s Speech on the Floor of the 47th PCA General Assembly  20 
 21 
Speech:  0:18-1:53:  “I was raised by an atheist father in an atheist home, and I shared that 22 
atheism, and I was his gay son. I knew I was gay at age eleven…  By God's grace, He pursued 23 
me and in college I became a Christian and trusted Jesus…  At this point, I'm 46 years old and 24 
still same-sex attracted. My orientation has not changed…” 25 
 26 
Speech:  3:21-4:37:  “And I love Jesus, and I want to serve Him, and I'm willing to suffer for 27 
Him because it's that beautiful. And yet friends when I read Article 7 of the Nashville 28 
Statement, it hurts.  Because Article 7 says that it is a sin to adopt a homosexual self-29 
conception.  And we don't do that for any other people group. We don't tell alcoholics it's a sin 30 
to conceive of yourself as an alcoholic because drunkenness is a sin. It's the beginning of 31 
learning to manage your alcoholism in obedience to Christ so it doesn't define you. We don't 32 
tell paraplegics that they should conceive of themselves as able-bodied because that's God's 33 
ideal. We wouldn't tell an infertile woman that she needs to conceive of herself as fertile, and 34 
she's unbelieving to conceive of herself as infertile because that's not God's design.  Friends, 35 
I’m fallen, I'm broken, and Jesus has washed me and saved me.  And my prayer is that you 36 
would consider the damage that will be done to people like me when Article 7 says that it's a sin 37 
to acknowledge our brokenness and our shame and the suffering and sorrow that goes with 38 
that.” 39 
 40 
Christianity Today Article:  “I Used to Hide My Shame. Now I Take Shelter Under the 41 
Gospel.” 42 
 43 
Article:  “‘Bill, I’m gay.’  The word vomited out of my mouth. I had never actually said it before. 44 
Not out loud, at least. We were in a mostly empty chapel on the grounds of the University of 45 
Virginia, and a dozen or more Campus Crusaders were gathering up on the stage to pray. Bill 46 
looked up at the stage, then back down at me.  He nodded toward the door. His tone was 47 
hushed. ‘How about we step outside and talk,’ he said. ‘Someplace more private.’ I imagined 48 
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that everyone had heard me say what I’d said. I glanced up as others quickly averted their gaze. 1 
‘I don’t care, Bill,’ I told him. ‘I have to get this out. I’ve never told anyone.’ This was the early 2 
1990s, and I was a newly minted follower of Jesus.” 3 
 4 
Article:  “There were two sons in our happy secular household. I was the gay one…  So there I 5 
was. A gay atheist teenager trying to cover over my shame…  I first learned about Jesus while 6 
studying architecture at the University of Virginia. I heard that sinful people were the only 7 
class of people Jesus came to save. I heard that Jesus took all the weight of my guilt and shame, 8 
and he bore it all in his own body for me so that I wouldn’t have to bear it anymore. I heard 9 
that God actually loved people like me. At age 20, I was baptized and became a member of the 10 
Presbyterian Church in America…  While sexuality has a degree of fluidity in some people, the 11 
real change for me has not been in my sexual orientation but in my life orientation…  Jesus 12 
hasn’t made me straight. But he covers over my shame. Jesus really loves gay people. The 13 
gospel doesn’t erase this part of my story so much as it redeems it. My sexual orientation 14 
doesn’t define me.” 15 
 16 
2.) Comparison of Same-Sex Attraction or Homosexuality or Being Gay or Gay 17 
Orientation to Fallen Biology or Fallen Sociology (e.g. Paraplegia or Infertility or 18 
Cancer or a Difficult, Empty Feeling Marriage)28 19 
 20 
Line from the SEAL Report:  “In contradiction to our confessional understanding 21 
of Scripture, TE Johnson treats ‘gayness’ or homosexuality (at least some aspect 22 
of it) as fitting in the same category as conditions such as paraplegia or infertility” 23 
 24 
“Testimony of a Unicorn” Message 25 
 26 
Message 32:02-32:57:  “The Council of Biblical Manhood and Womanhood a few years ago put 27 
together a statement called the Nashville Statement which for the most part is just a statement 28 
of biblical, sexual ethics.  20,000 pastors and Christian leaders have signed on to it.  But Article 29 
7 states, slipping this in in the midst of all this true stuff around it, slips in a statement that it is 30 
a sin to adopt a homosexual self-conception.  Did you hear that?  It’s a sin to not think of 31 
yourself as straight.  Do we do that for any other group?  Friends, do we forbid alcoholics from 32 
conceiving of themselves as alcoholics because drunkenness is a sin?  Do we tell paraplegics 33 
that they’re unfaithful for adopting a self-conception of being paraplegic?  Do we tell them that 34 
they should think of themselves as able-bodied because that is God’s ideal?” 35 
 36 
TE Johnson’s Speech on the Floor of the 47th PCA General Assembly  37 
 38 
Speech:  3:21-4:37:  “And I love Jesus, and I want to serve Him, and I'm willing to suffer for 39 
Him because it's that beautiful. And yet friends when I read Article 7 of the Nashville 40 
Statement, it hurts.  Because Article 7 says that it is a sin to adopt a homosexual self-41 
conception.  And we don't do that for any other people group. We don't tell alcoholics it's a sin 42 
to conceive of yourself as an alcoholic because drunkenness is a sin. It's the beginning of 43 
learning to manage your alcoholism in obedience to Christ so it doesn't define you. We don't 44 
tell paraplegics that they should conceive of themselves as able-bodied because that's God's 45 

 
28 As seen in footnote 1, TE Johnson in the Cross Politic Interview uses the following terms interchangeably:  
same-sex attraction, homosexuality, being gay, and gay orientation. 
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ideal. We wouldn't tell an infertile woman that she needs to conceive of herself as fertile, and 1 
she's unbelieving to conceive of herself as infertile because that's not God's design.  Friends, 2 
I’m fallen, I'm broken, and Jesus has washed me and saved me.  And my prayer is that you 3 
would consider the damage that will be done to people like me when Article 7 says that it's a sin 4 
to acknowledge our brokenness and our shame and the suffering and sorrow that goes with 5 
that.” 6 
 7 
Lines from the SEAL Report:  “In contradiction to our confessional 8 
understanding of Scripture, TE Johnson treats ‘gayness’ or homosexuality (at 9 
least some aspect of it) as fitting in the same category as conditions such as… 10 
cancer or being sinned against in marriage”; “That this fallen condition of 11 
homosexual orientation (at least some aspect of it) is akin to or in the same 12 
category as ‘a really difficult, empty feeling marriage’ (being sinned against, 13 
fallen nurture) or ‘when they have cancer’ (fallen biology)”; “That one may 14 
identify as a ‘gay’ Christian because there is nothing wrong with identifying as a 15 
‘cancer survivor’ Christian.” 16 
 17 
Cross Politic Interview 18 
 19 
Interview:  24:01-29:41:  TE Johnson:  “Let me offer an alternative language that—because—20 
you talk a lot about identity.  The word identity is actually not in the Bible.  It is a late-modern 21 
construct.  It’s a useful term.  But the biblical term would be calling or vocation.  We all have a 22 
calling.  And for some that calling is to glorify God in a really difficult, empty feeling marriage.  23 
For some, it’s to glorify God when they have cancer.  For some, it’s to glorify God with same-sex 24 
attraction—unwanted same-sex attraction.”  Interviewer 1:  “And they glorify God, though, 25 
by repenting of it, by repenting of it, by killing it.”  TE Johnson:  “Well, it definitely has to be 26 
mortified like every other temptation.  But, you know, what I keep hearing, what I’m hearing—27 
and you can tell me if I’m wrong, tell me if I’m wrong—what I’m hearing is you saying that oh, 28 
they can change their orientation.  Even though orientation itself is a problematic concept.  29 
But, you know, the reality is that, you know, orientation generally does not change.  It’s very 30 
rare.” …  Interviewer 1:  “Everybody actually is born with an orientation, and it’s tied to your 31 
biology.  That’s the only orientation there is…  That’s the only orientation there is.  The other 32 
so-called orientations are just sinful.  They’re lies, they’re perversions, they’re vile affections, 33 
they’re abominations, but this is the orientation we’re all actually created with…”  TE 34 
Johnson:  “Let me explain how you’re wrong.  Because the Fall has affected all of this.  The 35 
first Gentile convert, when Jesus decided who’s going to be the first true absolute Gentile to 36 
come to faith, He chose an African man who had had his genitalia removed.  Jesus said some 37 
are eunuchs because they’re born that way.  That would be a biological intersex.  Some are 38 
eunuchs because they’re made that way by man.  That would be the eunuch.  And some choose 39 
that for the kingdom.  But here you’re dealing with a man who is sexually disordered through 40 
no fault of his own.  He has been mutilated.” …  TE Johnson:  “You’ve got a man whose 41 
experience of sexuality and of family is going to be radically different from everyone else on 42 
account of the Fall.  Now, there are others who fit that kind of description.  That because of the 43 
Fall, their experience is going to be very different.  They’re called to the same self-sacrificial 44 
obedience.” …  TE Johnson:  “And my non-straight brothers are men too.”  Interviewer 1:  45 
“Right, but they should not be saying that they’re non-straight.” …  Interviewer 3:  “You used 46 
the analogy earlier when you were talking about someone with cancer.  And when someone has 47 
surgery and God blesses it and the cancer is removed, that person doesn’t go around saying 48 
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that they still identify as someone who has cancer…”  TE Johnson:  “They may identify as a 1 
cancer survivor.  You know, they may be dealing with regular—you know, it may be in 2 
remission.” …  40:20-41:55:  TE Johnson:  “But, you know, my concern here is for the Gospel.  3 
When you tell somebody, when you tell them that they should be feeling, you know, massive 4 
guilt and shame over their orientation and they need to repent of that—how do you repent of 5 
an orientation?” … TE Johnson:  “Now, if it is fallen for you to find other women sexually 6 
attractive—okay, I understand how you repent of lusting after them, I don’t understand how 7 
you repent of being attracted to women other than your wife.” …  50:40-50:55, 51:57-53:45:  8 
TE Johnson:  “… what I’m hearing is you judging brothers for not repenting of something 9 
that can’t be repented of.  You can resist it.  You can flee it.” … Interviewer 1:  “Let me ask 10 
you this way.  You said you’re asking us to repent of something, or asking them to repent of 11 
something, that they can’t repent of.  What is that?  What is that?”  Interviewer 2:  “What 12 
can’t they repent of?”  TE Johnson:  “An attraction.  You can repent of a lust, because that’s a 13 
choice, but can you repent of an attraction?”  Interviewer 1:  “But why can’t you?”  14 
Interviewer 2:  “If my attraction is to little kids, I better be repenting of that.”  TE Johnson:  15 
“No, what you do there is you mortify that.”  Interviewer 2:  “That’s right.  That’s 16 
repentance…”  TE Johnson:  “Mortify—well, to mortify something is, you know, it’s the 17 
difference between Jesus says do not lead us into temptation and forgive us our debts.  You ask 18 
forgiveness for sin, for an action—a word, a thought, a deed, a choice.”  Interviewer 3:  19 
“That’s not what John Owen would argue.”  Interviewer 2:  “Yea, I was going to, John Owen, 20 
The Mortification of Sin—of sin.  I agree with John Owen on that.” …  TE Johnson:  “No, no, 21 
I think we’re using different language here.” 22 
 23 
Interview 12:27-14:49:  TE Johnson:  “Yea, well, let me give you some other examples.  For 24 
example, let’s look at alcoholism.  Drunkenness is a sin.  It’s repeatedly condemned in the 25 
Bible.  And in our churches, we’ve done, certainly in Reformed circles, we love our Christian 26 
freedom, we love, you know, the scotch, we love the gin, we love the beer, but, you know, a lot 27 
of us take it too far.  We get—we have problems with alcoholism.  We have problems with 28 
drunkenness.  And, you know, there’s a guy in my church who, he has been sober for 18 years—29 
hasn’t had a drink in 18 years.  Absolutely an alcoholic.  He will tell you he’s an alcoholic.  Now, 30 
he’s not saying, I’m identifying with my sin because I want to bow down to it.  He is 31 
identifying with his sin—in that instance, drunkenness—because it’s such a part of 32 
his story, and it’s a calling that he has.  [RGL] Another example, one of the sins of 33 
Sodom in Ezekiel 16 was the sin of overeating.  Literally, ‘Behold, this was the sin of thy sister 34 
Sodom, pride, fullness of bread, and abundance of idleness’…  For a Christian to identify as an 35 
overeater, to have a conference for people who are overeaters, that is not saying they’re 36 
building their identity on their sin.  That’s saying that they have a calling to deal with the 37 
struggle, an aspect of their brokenness that is sin when they engage in it, but they’re trying to 38 
break free.”  Interviewer 3:  “Absolutely.  And that’s why, part of this debate, everything 39 
matters on the difference between a noun and an adjective.  As a noun, I’m identifying that I 40 
am a gay Christian.  Or, saying as an adjective, that I have struggled with homosexuality.  One 41 
is descriptive, and one is naming.  And that’s why when Paul said, ‘such were some of you,’ he 42 
was saying, get rid of that terminology because you’re saved in Christ.  That terminology no 43 
longer applies to you.  So I would have the same challenge to the guy who identifies as an 44 
alcoholic.”   45 
 46 
Interview 47:19-51:58:  TE Johnson:  “You know, when you see a sinful woman fall at Jesus’ 47 
feet, and she is pouring her perfume on Him and cleaning Him with her tears, you know, I 48 
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don’t think there’s a better picture for the Christian with their same-sex attraction than that 1 
woman.”  Interviewer 1:  “But He said, He says, go and sin no more.  He doesn’t say bring 2 
some of that prostitute culture with you.  He says go and sin no more.”  Interviewer 2:  “And 3 
that pimp or prostitute does not want to be identified as a pimp or prostitute anymore.  They 4 
want to be identified as a person who is sanctified by the blood of Jesus.”  TE Johnson:  “Yea, 5 
but you’re not giving these brothers any term that they can use to describe this experience of 6 
their disordered affection.”  Interviewer 3:  “No, what we want to give them is terminology 7 
that they can use to repent, not terminology that they can kind of hang on to the rags.”  8 
Interviewer 1:  “And Greg, we don’t do this though with any other sin.  Why are we not 9 
worried about then, you know, not giving enough terminology to a racist or to a porn addict or 10 
alcoholic, any of these other things”  TE Johnson:  “Or overeaters or alcoholics.  Yea, but they 11 
can.  An alcoholic can still say that they’re an alcoholic.”  Interviewer 2:  “No, they can’t.”  12 
Interviewer 1:  “They shouldn’t.”  Interviewer 2:  “But they’re not an alcoholic anymore…”  13 
TE Johnson:  “Well, that’s where we probably disagree.” …  TE Johnson:  “I am a Christian 14 
believer, but you know, I’m also still a sinner.  I’m not a sinner emeritus.  I’m not a former 15 
sinner.” …  TE Johnson:  “Yea, but I don’t hear any of these people claiming gay identity.  I 16 
hear them identifying, I don’t hear them building their identity.  There’s a huge difference.  You 17 
know, there’s a massive difference.  Somebody can identify as a divorcee.  Okay, that’s 18 
identifying with their sin.  But that’s just saying, this is part of my story.” …  TE Johnson:  “… 19 
what I’m hearing is you judging brothers for not repenting of something that can’t be repented 20 
of.  You can resist it.  You can flee it.” …  TE Johnson:  “And I see these brothers doing just 21 
that.  I see these brothers doing just that.  They are choosing a very costly obedience.  They’re 22 
paying more than a tithe to follow Jesus.  They’re doing it in word and thought and deed, trying 23 
to honor God.  They still have a term, some of them.  Some of them say, it’s same-sex 24 
attraction.  Some of them say it’s an orientation that’s gay.  But they’re not building their—25 
they’re not giving it equal billing with ‘Christian.’” 26 
 27 
3.) Conceiving of at Least Some Aspect of Same-Sex Attraction or Homosexuality 28 
or Being Gay or Gay Orientation (a) Which Is Not Sin and (b) Which Is Distinct 29 
from Homosexual Desire/Lust (Which Is Sinful) and Behavior (Which Is Sinful) 30 
 31 
Lines from the SEAL Report:  “That being ‘gay’ or having a homosexual or ‘gay 32 
orientation’ is a ‘condition’ which is distinct from homosexual lust, is a ‘fallen 33 
condition,’ and at least some aspect of it is not ‘sin’”; “Insists on the use of the 34 
secular category of homosexual ‘orientation’ (which he admits is a ‘problematic 35 
concept’), while being unwilling to place everything within such an ‘orientation’ 36 
under the category of sin or the sinful nature.” 37 
 38 
Cross Politic Interview 39 
 40 
Interview:  19:00-23:12:  TE Johnson:  “And when you’re dealing with the Spiritual 41 
Friendship guys, when you’re dealing with, you know, the 400 people who are coming to 42 
Revoice in 2 weeks, you’re dealing with people who, every single day, they deal with a 43 
disordered sexual temptation, they feel the shame of that, they believe the Gospel, they are 44 
actively mortifying their temptations, they have given up, you know, they have given up sex, 45 
they’ve given up romantic relationships, they’ve given up porn, they’re struggling to get 46 
accountable, they’re—and, whether they say, use the term gay or whether they use the term 47 
same-sex attracted to describe their ongoing struggle, we don’t think that that’s an issue.  We’re 48 
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way less worried about semantics.”  Interviewer 1:  “But that’s the issue, though, is—I guess, 1 
those semantics are either, they’re loaded with moral freight.” …  Interviewer 1:  “We don’t 2 
use this kind of language for any other sin.  And if you take something like racism where 3 
everybody’s all like on tip toe, like, talk about the way our language is being policed right now.  4 
If I say anything that’s a little bit off color—uh oh, I just said color—I know.  But, nobody talks 5 
this way about any other sin—specifically the ones that we really care about when it comes to 6 
these other sins.”  TE Johnson:  “Okay, can I address that?”  Interviewer 1:  “Absolutely.”  7 
TE Johnson:  “Okay.  One thing—you keep saying sins.  Now, you’re talking about—when 8 
you’re talking about somebody who struggles with same-sex attraction”  Interviewer 1:  9 
“Lust.”  TE Johnson:  “They have a condition.  Same-sex attraction is not the same as then 10 
actively lusting with their mind.  It’s not the same obviously as acting it out either.  But what 11 
we found when we looked at the way the term gay is being used in our culture, we found that it 12 
is shifting in its lexical range.  In the 1980s, 1990s even, definitely in the 1970s, when 13 
somebody said they were gay, that meant that they were having sex with other men.  That 14 
meant that they were part of a certain cultural movement.  Typically, it meant the big bushy 15 
mustache that now all the hipsters have.  But what happened in the last 15 years is the term 16 
itself in English has been shifting to mean non-straight.  And you go into a medical office and 17 
your doctor asks you, you know, on the paper work are you straight, are you gay, are you bi?  18 
You have to pick one.  And the question for the Christian who struggles with same-sex 19 
attraction is what term for non-straight are they allowed to use?—because that’s what they’re 20 
talking about.  They’re not talking about sin, they’re talking about fallenness.” …  TE 21 
Johnson:  “Yea, I’m just flabbergasted that somebody would actually say that the fallen 22 
condition itself is a sin.” 23 
 24 
Interview:  24:01-29:41:  TE Johnson:  “Let me offer an alternative language that—because—25 
you talk a lot about identity.  The word identity is actually not in the Bible.  It is a late-modern 26 
construct.  It’s a useful term.  But the biblical term would be calling or vocation.  We all have a 27 
calling.  And for some that calling is to glorify God in a really difficult, empty feeling marriage.  28 
For some, it’s to glorify God when they have cancer.  For some, it’s to glorify God with same-sex 29 
attraction—unwanted same-sex attraction.”  Interviewer 1:  “And they glorify God, though, 30 
by repenting of it, by repenting of it, by killing it.”  TE Johnson:  “Well, it definitely has to be 31 
mortified like every other temptation.  But, you know, what I keep hearing, what I’m hearing—32 
and you can tell me if I’m wrong, tell me if I’m wrong—what I’m hearing is you saying that oh, 33 
they can change their orientation.  Even though orientation itself is a problematic concept.  34 
But, you know, the reality is that, you know, orientation generally does not change.  It’s very 35 
rare.” …  Interviewer 1:  “Everybody actually is born with an orientation, and it’s tied to your 36 
biology.  That’s the only orientation there is…  That’s the only orientation there is.  The other 37 
so-called orientations are just sinful.  They’re lies, they’re perversions, they’re vile affections, 38 
they’re abominations, but this is the orientation we’re all actually created with…”  TE 39 
Johnson:  “Let me explain how you’re wrong.  Because the Fall has affected all of this.  The 40 
first Gentile convert, when Jesus decided who’s going to be the first true absolute Gentile to 41 
come to faith, He chose an African man who had had his genitalia removed.  Jesus said some 42 
are eunuchs because they’re born that way.  That would be a biological intersex.  Some are 43 
eunuchs because they’re made that way by man.  That would be the eunuch.  And some choose 44 
that for the kingdom.  But here you’re dealing with a man who is sexually disordered through 45 
no fault of his own.  He has been mutilated.” …  TE Johnson:  “You’ve got a man whose 46 
experience of sexuality and of family is going to be radically different from everyone else on 47 
account of the Fall.  Now, there are others who fit that kind of description.  That because of the 48 
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Fall, their experience is going to be very different.  They’re called to the same self-sacrificial 1 
obedience.” …  TE Johnson:  “And my non-straight brothers are men too.”  Interviewer 1:  2 
“Right, but they should not be saying that they’re non-straight.” …  Interviewer 3:  “You used 3 
the analogy earlier when you were talking about someone with cancer.  And when someone has 4 
surgery and God blesses it and the cancer is removed, that person doesn’t go around saying 5 
that they still identify as someone who has cancer…”  TE Johnson:  “They may identify as a 6 
cancer survivor.  You know, they may be dealing with regular—you know, it may be in 7 
remission.” …  40:20-41:55:  TE Johnson:  “But, you know, my concern here is for the Gospel.  8 
When you tell somebody, when you tell them that they should be feeling, you know, massive 9 
guilt and shame over their orientation and they need to repent of that—how do you repent of 10 
an orientation?” … TE Johnson:  “Now, if it is fallen for you to find other women sexually 11 
attractive—okay, I understand how you repent of lusting after them, I don’t understand how 12 
you repent of being attracted to women other than your wife.” …  50:40-50:55, 51:57-53:45:  13 
TE Johnson:  “… what I’m hearing is you judging brothers for not repenting of something 14 
that can’t be repented of.  You can resist it.  You can flee it.” … Interviewer 1:  “Let me ask 15 
you this way.  You said you’re asking us to repent of something, or asking them to repent of 16 
something, that they can’t repent of.  What is that?  What is that?”  Interviewer 2:  “What 17 
can’t they repent of?”  TE Johnson:  “An attraction.  You can repent of a lust, because that’s a 18 
choice, but can you repent of an attraction?”  Interviewer 1:  “But why can’t you?”  19 
Interviewer 2:  “If my attraction is to little kids, I better be repenting of that.”  TE Johnson:  20 
“No, what you do there is you mortify that.”  Interviewer 2:  “That’s right.  That’s 21 
repentance…”  TE Johnson:  “Mortify—well, to mortify something is, you know, it’s the 22 
difference between Jesus says do not lead us into temptation and forgive us our debts.  You ask 23 
forgiveness for sin, for an action—a word, a thought, a deed, a choice.”  Interviewer 3:  24 
“That’s not what John Owen would argue.”  Interviewer 2:  “Yea, I was going to, John Owen, 25 
The Mortification of Sin—of sin.  I agree with John Owen on that.” …  TE Johnson:  “No, no, 26 
I think we’re using different language here.” 27 
Interview 55:48-56:36:  Interviewer 1:  “This conference is clearly not identifying this sin as 28 
an abomination, a perversion, a vile affection, degrading passion, it’s not identifying the shame 29 
of it clearly.  And it’s not”  TE Johnson:  “They know the shame of it already.  They experience 30 
it every day.”  Interviewer 2:  “And yet you still want to be identified with it.  That’s what’s 31 
amazing.  How do you be so shameful of the sin and yet I want to be identified this way?  It 32 
doesn’t work like that.  I don’t want to be, if a”  TE Johnson:  “Because they’re distinguishing.  33 
They’re making distinctions that you’re not making though.  You know, when somebody talks 34 
about same-sex attraction, they’re distinguishing that from a choice to lust.”  Interviewer 2:  35 
“No, what they’re trying to do is separate the act from, they’re trying to separate the act from a 36 
culture.  And it’s not possible.  That’s what they’re trying to do.  And if”  TE Johnson:  “Well, 37 
they’re trying to separate the act from the orientation.”  Interviewer 2:  “But you can’t get 38 
away, it doesn’t happen like that, Greg.” 39 
 40 
4.) Allowing and Even Preferring a Christian to Identify as a Gay Person or a 41 
Homosexual Person or an Alcoholic or a Porn Addict Instead of a Christian who 42 
Says “Although That Is What I Was (‘Such Were Some of You’), I Am a Christian 43 
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Who Still Struggles with Homosexuality (or Drunkenness or Sexual 1 
Immorality)”29 2 
 3 
Line from the SEAL Report:  “TE Johnson… Resists using biblical categories (he 4 
refuses to say the Christian is no longer a drunkard/alcoholic or a homosexual or 5 
a porn addict because ‘such were some of you’)… Uses secular categories (he 6 
prefers for a Christian to refer to himself as an alcoholic Christian or a 7 
homosexual Christian or a porn addict Christian who is ‘sober’)… Insists on the 8 
use of the secular category of homosexual ‘orientation’ (which he admits is a 9 
‘problematic concept’)…” 10 
 11 
Cross Politic Interview 12 
 13 
Interview 10:00-18:10:  Interviewer 1:  “I guess, what I’m trying to get at though is, and what 14 
we’re trying to ask is, is something like, is this conference and this movement in general, is it 15 
doing something with homosexual temptation that we don’t do with any other kind of sinful 16 
temptation?  Like, you know, we’re also told right now, I mean, the media is constantly telling 17 
us that America is full of racists, full of white supremacists, alt-right whatever.  Where are all 18 
the PCA conferences reaching out to those who are tempted to white supremacy?  I mean, 19 
would you”  TE Johnson:  “Well, I would hope every one of our congregations is doing that.  20 
Because we’ve got congregations that—I mean, I’m a racist.  I was trained and raised in a racist 21 
ethos.”  Interviewer 2:  “You’re not making me feel comfortable, Greg.  I just want you to 22 
know that right now.”  TE Johnson:  “But I mean, the reality is, the reality is, I experience, 23 
and I’ve confessed this from the pulpit, we’ve got a church with a lot of different kinds of people 24 
in it, and, you know, I was raised in a context where there was always an empathy gap…  And 25 
the difference is that empathy gap.  And that is racism.  And I think all of our churches need to 26 
be addressing that head on.  Because it’s the air we breathe.”  Interviewer 1:  “But here’s the 27 
difference, the difference, Greg, though, is that it’s being thoroughly and full-throatedly 28 
condemned.  Racism—nobody is, nobody is giving room for anybody to say, you know, I identi-29 
, you know, I’m a white supremacist.  I don’t act on it, because that would be sinful.  But you 30 
know, I just am in the culture of white supremacy, and you know there’s some kind of intrinsic 31 
good to the culture of white supremacy.  And so we all want to get together, and we want to 32 
support and encourage and empower white supremacist Christians so they can flourish while 33 
observing—like, I just can’t imagine that ever happening in a million years.”  TE Johnson:  34 
“Yea, well, let me give you some other examples.  For example, let’s look at alcoholism.  35 
Drunkenness is a sin.  It’s repeatedly condemned in the Bible.  And in our churches, we’ve 36 
done, certainly in Reformed circles, we love our Christian freedom, we love, you know, the 37 
scotch, we love the gin, we love the beer, but, you know, a lot of us take it too far.  We get—we 38 
have problems with alcoholism.  We have problems with drunkenness.  And, you know, there’s 39 
a guy in my church who, he has been sober for 18 years—hasn’t had a drink in 18 years.  40 
Absolutely an alcoholic.  He will tell you he’s an alcoholic.  Now, he’s not saying, I’m identifying 41 
with my sin because I want to bow down to it.  He is identifying with his sin—in that instance, 42 
drunkenness—because it’s such a part of his story, and it’s a calling that he has.  Another 43 
example, one of the sins of Sodom in Ezekiel 16 was the sin of overeating.  Literally, ‘Behold, 44 

 
29 We obviously agree with TE Johnson’s repeated line (in the interview and in his sermon) that the Christian is 
not a sinner emeritus.  However, he seems to be using this line as a criticism of the biblical phraseology of “such 
were some of you”. 
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this was the sin of thy sister Sodom, pride, fullness of bread, and abundance of idleness’…  For 1 
a Christian to identify as an overeater, to have a conference for people who are overeaters, that 2 
is not saying they’re building their identity on their sin.  That’s saying that they have a calling 3 
to deal with the struggle, an aspect of their brokenness that is sin when they engage in it, but 4 
they’re trying to break free.”  Interviewer 3:  “Absolutely.  And that’s why, part of this debate, 5 
everything matters on the difference between a noun and an adjective.  As a noun, I’m 6 
identifying that I am a gay Christian.  Or, saying as an adjective, that I have struggled with 7 
homosexuality.  One is descriptive, and one is naming.  And that’s why when Paul said, ‘such 8 
were some of you,’ he was saying, get rid of that terminology because you’re saved in Christ.  9 
That terminology no longer applies to you.  So I would have the same challenge to the guy who 10 
identifies as an alcoholic.”  Interviewer 1:  “But the real deal, the real issue though is, I hear 11 
you saying, yea, we should have conferences about people who struggle with gluttony, or we 12 
should have conferences for people that struggle with pornography or racism, but the deal, the 13 
thing I don’t know if you’re catching though is, I think in all of those other cases, it would be 14 
absolutely clear that everybody recognizes that this is absolutely a sin and something to be 15 
repented of.  Yea, with compassion.  Yea, with sympathy.  But it’s something to be repented of.  16 
But there’s a talk, for example, on the website, that says, asks, what queer treasure will be 17 
brought into the New Jerusalem?”  TE Johnson:  “Yea, let’s talk about that one.”  18 
Interviewer 1:  “But it would be like saying, what pedophile treasure is going to be brought 19 
into the New Jerusalem?  What white supremacist treasure is going to be brought into the New 20 
Jerusalem?” ...  Interviewer 1:  But there’s no gay tribute.  There’s no gay tribute.”  TE 21 
Johnson:  “Well, let’s talk about white supremacist tribute.”  Interviewer 2:  “Oh, I hope 22 
there’s no white supremacist tribute there.  Speaking as a black man.” …  TE Johnson:  23 
“Everything unclean is taken out.  There’s no slavery.”  Interviewer 1:  “Right, but that’s the 24 
point though.”  Interviewer 2:  “If it’s taken out, then—if it’s taken out, then”  Interviewer 25 
1:  “Why do you call it that?  If you’re taking out everything that’s unclean, why would you 26 
name it by the uncleanness?”  TE Johnson:  “But see, you, okay.  With the issue of 27 
terminology, Missouri Presbytery of the PCA did a report, 350 some pages last year.  We spent 28 
several years working on it.  I wasn’t on the committee.  But it was, but we’ve handed it down 29 
as advice to our churches.  And in the committee, we looked very carefully at the issue of 30 
terminology.  We looked at Wes Hill, we looked at Rosaria, and compared.  You know, there are 31 
various arguments for using various terminology.  And we concluded that so long as they are 32 
being clear about what they mean, and so long as what they mean lines up with a biblical ethic, 33 
that we advised our churches not to make an issue of terminology but to look more at issues of 34 
substance and what people mean by that.”  Interviewer 3:  “But the Bible does make an issue 35 
of the terminology.”  TE Johnson:  “Um, you know, you can say, somebody could say that 36 
they are a Christian and that their orientation is gay, without building their identity on that.  37 
Because when you build your identity on it, it’s what’s defining you.” 38 
 39 
Interview:  24:01-29:41:  TE Johnson:  “Let me offer an alternative language that—because—40 
you talk a lot about identity.  The word identity is actually not in the Bible.  It is a late-modern 41 
construct.  It’s a useful term.  But the biblical term would be calling or vocation.  We all have a 42 
calling.  And for some that calling is to glorify God in a really difficult, empty feeling marriage.  43 
For some, it’s to glorify God when they have cancer.  For some, it’s to glorify God with same-sex 44 
attraction—unwanted same-sex attraction.”  Interviewer 1:  “And they glorify God, though, 45 
by repenting of it, by repenting of it, by killing it.”  TE Johnson:  “Well, it definitely has to be 46 
mortified like every other temptation.  But, you know, what I keep hearing, what I’m hearing—47 
and you can tell me if I’m wrong, tell me if I’m wrong—what I’m hearing is you saying that oh, 48 



 

  
	
 

22	

they can change their orientation.  Even though orientation itself is a problematic concept.  1 
But, you know, the reality is that, you know, orientation generally does not change.  It’s very 2 
rare.” …  Interviewer 1:  “Everybody actually is born with an orientation, and it’s tied to your 3 
biology.  That’s the only orientation there is…  That’s the only orientation there is.  The other 4 
so-called orientations are just sinful.  They’re lies, they’re perversions, they’re vile affections, 5 
they’re abominations, but this is the orientation we’re all actually created with…”  TE 6 
Johnson:  “Let me explain how you’re wrong.  Because the Fall has affected all of this.  The 7 
first Gentile convert, when Jesus decided who’s going to be the first true absolute Gentile to 8 
come to faith, He chose an African man who had had his genitalia removed.  Jesus said some 9 
are eunuchs because they’re born that way.  That would be a biological intersex.  Some are 10 
eunuchs because they’re made that way by man.  That would be the eunuch.  And some choose 11 
that for the kingdom.  But here you’re dealing with a man who is sexually disordered through 12 
no fault of his own.  He has been mutilated.” …  TE Johnson:  “You’ve got a man whose 13 
experience of sexuality and of family is going to be radically different from everyone else on 14 
account of the Fall.  Now, there are others who fit that kind of description.  That because of the 15 
Fall, their experience is going to be very different.  They’re called to the same self-sacrificial 16 
obedience.” …  TE Johnson:  “And my non-straight brothers are men too.”  Interviewer 1:  17 
“Right, but they should not be saying that they’re non-straight.” …  Interviewer 3:  “You used 18 
the analogy earlier when you were talking about someone with cancer.  And when someone has 19 
surgery and God blesses it and the cancer is removed, that person doesn’t go around saying 20 
that they still identify as someone who has cancer…”  TE Johnson:  “They may identify as a 21 
cancer survivor.  You know, they may be dealing with regular—you know, it may be in 22 
remission.” …  40:20-41:55:  TE Johnson:  “But, you know, my concern here is for the Gospel.  23 
When you tell somebody, when you tell them that they should be feeling, you know, massive 24 
guilt and shame over their orientation and they need to repent of that—how do you repent of 25 
an orientation?” … TE Johnson:  “Now, if it is fallen for you to find other women sexually 26 
attractive—okay, I understand how you repent of lusting after them, I don’t understand how 27 
you repent of being attracted to women other than your wife.” …  50:40-50:55, 51:57-53:45:  28 
TE Johnson:  “… what I’m hearing is you judging brothers for not repenting of something 29 
that can’t be repented of.  You can resist it.  You can flee it.” … Interviewer 1:  “Let me ask 30 
you this way.  You said you’re asking us to repent of something, or asking them to repent of 31 
something, that they can’t repent of.  What is that?  What is that?”  Interviewer 2:  “What 32 
can’t they repent of?”  TE Johnson:  “An attraction.  You can repent of a lust, because that’s a 33 
choice, but can you repent of an attraction?”  Interviewer 1:  “But why can’t you?”  34 
Interviewer 2:  “If my attraction is to little kids, I better be repenting of that.”  TE Johnson:  35 
“No, what you do there is you mortify that.”  Interviewer 2:  “That’s right.  That’s 36 
repentance…”  TE Johnson:  “Mortify—well, to mortify something is, you know, it’s the 37 
difference between Jesus says do not lead us into temptation and forgive us our debts.  You ask 38 
forgiveness for sin, for an action—a word, a thought, a deed, a choice.”  Interviewer 3:  39 
“That’s not what John Owen would argue.”  Interviewer 2:  “Yea, I was going to, John Owen, 40 
The Mortification of Sin—of sin.  I agree with John Owen on that.” …  TE Johnson:  “No, no, 41 
I think we’re using different language here.” 42 
Interview 47:19-51:58:  TE Johnson:  “You know, when you see a sinful woman fall at Jesus’ 43 
feet, and she is pouring her perfume on Him and cleaning Him with her tears, you know, I 44 
don’t think there’s a better picture for the Christian with their same-sex attraction than that 45 
woman.”  Interviewer 1:  “But He said, He says, go and sin no more.  He doesn’t say bring 46 
some of that prostitute culture with you.  He says go and sin no more.”  Interviewer 2:  “And 47 
that pimp or prostitute does not want to be identified as a pimp or prostitute anymore.  They 48 
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want to be identified as a person who is sanctified by the blood of Jesus.”  TE Johnson:  “Yea, 1 
but you’re not giving these brothers any term that they can use to describe this experience of 2 
their disordered affection.”  Interviewer 3:  “No, what we want to give them is terminology 3 
that they can use to repent, not terminology that they can kind of hang on to the rags.”  4 
Interviewer 1:  “And Greg, we don’t do this though with any other sin.  Why are we not 5 
worried about then, you know, not giving enough terminology to a racist or to a porn addict or 6 
alcoholic, any of these other things”  TE Johnson:  “Or overeaters or alcoholics.  Yea, but they 7 
can.  An alcoholic can still say that they’re an alcoholic.”  Interviewer 2:  “No, they can’t.”  8 
Interviewer 1:  “They shouldn’t.”  Interviewer 2:  “But they’re not an alcoholic anymore…”  9 
TE Johnson:  “Well, that’s where we probably disagree.” …  TE Johnson:  “I am a Christian 10 
believer, but you know, I’m also still a sinner.  I’m not a sinner emeritus.  I’m not a former 11 
sinner.” …  TE Johnson:  “Yea, but I don’t hear any of these people claiming gay identity.  I 12 
hear them identifying, I don’t hear them building their identity.  There’s a huge difference.  You 13 
know, there’s a massive difference.  Somebody can identify as a divorcee.  Okay, that’s 14 
identifying with their sin.  But that’s just saying, this is part of my story.” …  TE Johnson:  “… 15 
what I’m hearing is you judging brothers for not repenting of something that can’t be repented 16 
of.  You can resist it.  You can flee it.” …  TE Johnson:  “And I see these brothers doing just 17 
that.  I see these brothers doing just that.  They are choosing a very costly obedience.  They’re 18 
paying more than a tithe to follow Jesus.  They’re doing it in word and thought and deed, trying 19 
to honor God.  They still have a term, some of them.  Some of them say, it’s same-sex 20 
attraction.  Some of them say it’s an orientation that’s gay.  But they’re not building their—21 
they’re not giving it equal billing with ‘Christian.’” 22 
 23 
Interview 58:57-1:01:50:  TE Johnson:  “You wanna know about my sexual brokenness?  I am 24 
happy to talk to you about what I talked about in the pulpit two weeks ago, and that I think is 25 
relevant to this conversation.  I am a pornography addict.  I have had a pornography addiction 26 
for 15 years.  Actually 18”  Interviewer 2:  “Are you still doing pornography, Greg?”  TE 27 
Johnson:  “No, I haven’t for 15 years.”  Interviewer 1:  “So you’re not an addict.”  28 
Interviewer 2:  “So you’re not an addict anymore.”  TE Johnson:  “Oh, but I know what it 29 
does inside of me.  You see, I know that if I look at one image, I’m going to look at a thousand.  30 
I know I’m not going to come up for air for hours.”  Interviewer 1:  “So you don’t.”  TE 31 
Johnson:  “Not my identity.  My identity is in Christ.  But—I have a pornography addiction 32 
that after 15 years of sobriety, actively putting it to death, disciplining my mind, disciplining, 33 
you know, what I think about, I have an accountability partner, an elder that I’ve met every 34 
Thursday for 15 years.  He gets the Covenant Eyes report.  15 years in, I am still a pornography 35 
addict.”  Interviewer 1:  “No, you’re not.”  TE Johnson:  “I am.”  Interviewer 2:  “No, 36 
you’re not, Greg.”  Interviewer 3:  “Greg, that’s what it means to be set free, man.  That’s 37 
what it means to be set free by the blood of Jesus and that repentance is happening and the 38 
Holy Spirit’s working in your life.  That’s what sanctification is, man.”  Interviewer 1:  “You’re 39 
misusing the word addict.  You’re misusing the word addict.”  TE Johnson:  “So there.  I’m 40 
sober.  But it—that impulse, it has not gone away.  And yet what I want people to hear”  41 
Interviewer 1:  “But you’ve killed it.”  Interviewer 3:  “You kill it and are killing it.”  TE 42 
Johnson:  “I am still killing it.  I am still mortifying it.  I’m going to mortify it every day until I 43 
die, Lord willing.”  Interviewer 2:  “That’s right.”  Interviewer 1:  “Amen.”  TE Johnson:  44 
“And what I see are brothers and sisters in Jesus who are doing the same kind of thing with 45 
their disordered sexual impulses, their disordered sexuality, trying to be faithful.  And, okay, 46 
we have this disagreement over whether or not you can use a descriptor of your sexual 47 
brokenness or of your sin, whether you can still use that after you have forsaken it, as you are 48 
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putting it to death, I tend to think that’s fine.  You know, Paul calls Gentile Christians, he still 1 
calls them Gentiles even though they’re united to Israel through Christ.  Gentile meant 2 
unclean, it meant dirty, it meant idolatrous.  It wasn’t just an ethnic difference.  Gentiles are 3 
those who don’t know God.  And so even though they are now engrafted into Israel through 4 
Jesus, they’re still Gentiles at the same time.  Even though in Christ, there is neither Jew nor 5 
Gentile.  There is a complexity of language here.  And what we see, what our presbytery saw 6 
with Wes Hill, and with Rosaria, we saw two ways of describing things that we thought, either 7 
one could be coming from a good heart, and either one could be a healthy way of looking at it.  8 
And we’re not going to judge over that.  We’re not going to make an issue of that.” 9 

** ** 10 

2. Westminster Presbytery Letter Received by MOP in October 2019  11 

A	Report	to	Missouri	Presbytery	of	the	Presbyterian	Church	in	America	Requesting	an	12 
Investigation	of	Teaching	Elder	Greg	Johnson 13 

Westminster	Presbytery	of	the	Presbyterian	Church	in	America	(PCA)	hereby	requests	an	14 
investigation	by	Missouri	Presbytery	into	the	public	reports	that	Teaching	Elder	Greg	Johnson	15 
identifies	himself	as	a	homosexual,	and	yet	he	holds	office	as	a	teaching	elder	in	the	PCA.	We	16 
recognize	that	the	term	“homosexual”	is	used	in	numerous	English	translations	of	the	Bible.	We	17 
are	also	aware	that	the	term	was	removed	from	the	list	of	pathological	psychiatric	conditions	by	18 
the	American	Psychological	Association	in	1975.	However,	the	word	in	the	original	Greek	language	19 
of	the	Bible	describes	a	man	in	bed	with	another	man,	or	a	man	who	desires	to	play	the	role	of	a	20 
woman.	Jesus	clearly	taught	that	the	desire	in	the	heart	is	sinful	as	well	as	the	sinful	act.	 21 

The	48th	PCA	General	Assembly	affirmed	that	the	self-conception	of	an	individual	as	a	homosexual	22 
or	transgender	is	inconsistent	with	God’s	holy	purposes	in	creation	and	redemption.	Teaching	23 
Elder	Greg	Johnson	has	publicly	announced	before	the	watching	world	a	personal	self-conception	24 
as	a	homosexual,	and	this	is	inconsistent	with	the	adopted	view	of	the	Presbyterian	Church	in	25 
America.	The	orientation	of	a	Christian	is	defined	by	being	in	Christ	and	not	by	his	temptations	26 
and	sins,	nor	is	his	identity	defined	by	those	temptations	and	sins	against	which	he	struggles.	 27 

The	self-conception	of	a	Christian	being	defined	as	a	homosexual	is	no	different	than	the	self-28 
conception	of	a	Christian	being	defined	as	a	pedophile,	a	racist,	or	as	a	drunkard,	covetous,	or	29 
swindler	(1	Cor.	6:10).	 30 

We	believe	there	is	enough	evidence	to	question	the	legitimate	status	of	Teaching	Elder	Greg	31 
Johnson	as	a	teaching	elder	in	the	PCA.	 32 

The	Book	of	Church	Order	Basis	for	this	Request:	BCO	31-2	reads	as	follows:	 33 

“It	is	the	duty	of	all	church	Sessions	and	Presbyteries	to	exercise	care	over	those	subject	to	their	34 
authority.	They	shall	with	due	diligence	and	great	discretion	demand	from	such	persons	35 
satisfactory	explanations	concerning	reports	affecting	their	Christian	character.	This	duty	is	more	36 
imperative	when	those	who	deem	themselves	aggrieved	by	injurious	reports	shall	ask	an	37 
investigation.	 38 
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If	such	investigation,	however	originating,	should	result	in	raising	a	strong	presumption	of	the	1 
guilt	of	the	party	involved,	the	court	shall	institute	process,	and	shall	appoint	a	prosecutor	to	2 
prepare	the	indictment	and	to	conduct	the	case.	This	prosecutor	shall	be	a	member	of	the	court,	3 
except	that	in	a	case	before	the	Session,	he	may	be	any	communing	member	of	the	same	4 
congregation	with	the	accused.”	 5 

Public	Testimony	of	Teaching	Elder	Greg	Johnson	 6 

1. Teaching	Elder	Johnson	identified	himself	as	a	homosexual	in	a“coming	out”	sermon	at	the	7 
Memorial	Presbyterian	Church	titled	“Testimony	of	a	Unicorn”	delivered	on	May	19,	2019.		8 

2. Teaching	Elder	Johnson	identified	himself	as	a	homosexual	in	an	article	published	by	9 
“Christianity	Today.”	See	“I	Used	to	Hide	My	Shame.	Now	I	Take	Shelter	under	the	Gospel,”	10 
dated	May	20,	2019.		11 

3. TE	Johnson	identified	himself	as	a	homosexual	at	the	47th	PCA	General	Assembly	in	a	12 
speech	on	the	floor	of	the	Assembly	given	on	June	27,	2019	in	Dallas,	Texas.		13 

A	Biblical	Basis	for	Our	Concern	 14 

1. According	to	the	Holy	Scriptures	the	qualifications	of	any	man	serving	as	an	elder	in	the	15 
Church	must	be	“above	reproach”	(1	Timothy	3:2).		16 

2. Paul	says	in1Corinthians6:9-11,“Or	do	you	not	know	that	the	unrighteous	will	not	inherit	17 
the	kingdom	of	God?	Do	not	be	deceived,	neither	fornicators,	nor	idolaters,	nor	adulterers,	18 
or	effeminate,	nor	homosexuals,	nor	thieves,	nor	the	covetous,	nor	drunkards,	nor	revilers,	19 
nor	swindlers,	will	inherit	the	kingdom	of	God.	Such	were	some	of	you;	but	you	were	20 
washed,	but	you	were	sanctified,	but	you	were	justified	in	the	name	of	the	Lord	Jesus	Christ	21 
and	in	the	Spirit	of	our	God.”		22 

3.	Scriptures	references	listed	in	the	notes	of	the	Westminster	Larger	Catechism	Question	#139	23 
are	Heb.	13:4,	Gal	5:19,	2	Sam.	13:14,	1	Cor.	5:1,	Rom	1:24,26-27,	Lev.	20:15-16,	Matt.	5:28,	Matt.	24 
15:19,	Eph	5:3-4,	Prov.	7:5,	21-22,	Isa.	3:16,	2	Pet.	2:14,	Prov.	7:10,13,	1	Tim.	4:3,	Lev.	18:1-21,	25 
Mark	6:18,	Mal	2:11-12,	1	Kings	15:12,	2	Kings	23:7,	Deut.	23:17-18,	Lev.	19:29,	Prov.	7:24-27,	26 
Matt.	19:10-11,	1	Cor.	7:7-9,	Gen.	38:26,	Mal.	2:14-15,	Matt.	19:5.	 27 

Constitutional	Standards	for	Consideration	 28 

1.	The	Larger	Catechism	Questions	and	Answers	#138	and	#139	specify	the	duties	required	and	29 
the	sins	forbidden	in	the	seventh	commandment	as	follows.	 30 

Q.	138	What	are	the	duties	required	in	the	seventh	commandment?	 31 

A.	The	duties	required	in	the	seventh	commandment	are,	chastity	in	body,	mind,	affections,	words,	32 
and	behavior,	and	the	preservation	of	it	in	ourselves	and	others;	watchfulness	over	the	eyes	and	33 
all	the	senses,	temperance,	keeping	of	chaste	company,	modesty	in	apparel;	marriage	by	those	that	34 
have	not	the	gift	of	continency,	conjugal	love,	and	cohabitation;	diligent	labor	in	our	callings;	35 
shunning	all	occasions	of	uncleanliness,	and	resisting	temptations	thereunto.	 36 
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Q.	139	What	are	the	sins	forbidden	in	the	seventh	commandment?	 1 

A.	The	sins	forbidden	in	the	seventh	commandment,	besides	the	neglect	of	the	duties	required,	are	2 
adultery,	fornication,	rape,	incest,	sodomy,	and	all	unnatural	lusts,	all	unclean	imaginations,	3 
thoughts,	purposes,	and	affections,	all	corrupt	or	filthy	communications,	or	listening	thereunto,	4 
wanton	looks,	impudent	or	light	behavior,	immodest	apparel,	prohibiting	of	lawful	and	dispensing	5 
with	unlawful	marriages,	allowing,	tolerating,	keeping	of	stew,	and	resorting	to	them,	entangling	6 
vows	of	single	life,	undue	delay	of	marriage,	having	more	wives	or	husbands	than	one	at	the	same	7 
time,	unjust	divorce,	or	desertion,	idleness,	gluttony,	drunkenness,	unchaste	company,	lascivious	8 
songs,	books,	pictures,	dancing,	stage	plays,	and	all	other	provocations	to,	or	acts	of	uncleanness,	9 
either	in	ourselves	or	others.”	 10 

2.	We	encourage	you	to	consider	that	these	views	of	sexual	orientation	strike	at	the	vitals	of	the	11 
Christian	faith	(BCO	21-4).	 12 

The	Reason	for	this	Report	 13 

This	Report	is	made	because	a	majority	of	the	members	of	Westminster	Presbytery	and	many	14 
members	of	her	churches	are	aggrieved	by	the	public	reports	about	the	Christian	character	of	15 
Teaching	Elder	Greg	Johnson,	and	we	have	a	desire	to	pursue	the	peace,	unity,	and	purity	of	the	16 
Presbyterian	Church	in	America,	for	the	sake	of	the	honor	and	majesty	of	the	Lord	Jesus	Christ,	as	17 
the	King	and	Head	thereof.		18 

**	**	19 

3. Covenant Church (Fayetteville, Arkansas) Letter Received by MOP in November 2019  20 
 21 
 22 

A Request to Missouri Presbytery 23 

To Investigate Teaching Elder Greg Johnson 24 

 25 

The Session of Covenant Church, a congregation of the Presbyterian Church in America (PCA) in 26 
Fayetteville, AR, hereby requests an investigation by Missouri Presbytery into the public reports 27 
that Teaching Elder Greg Johnson identifies himself as a homosexual while holding an office as a 28 
teaching elder in the PCA. 29 

By affirming the Nashville Statement at the 47th General Assembly, the PCA affirmed that to 30 
maintain a self-conception as a homosexual or a transgender Christian is inconsistent with God’s 31 
holy purposes in creation and redemption. TE Greg Johnson’s comments have been received as a 32 
public announcement to the watching world of his personal self-conception as a homosexual. 33 
The question is not about being honest in our struggles against sin but about what kinds of self-34 
conceptions a Christian should endorse. 35 

The Word of God precludes a Christian, much less a minister of the Gospel, from having such a 36 
self-identity. A Christian’s identity is defined solely by his relationship with Christ and not by 37 
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those temptations and sins against which he struggles (1 Cor. 6:11). Scripture clearly proclaims 1 
that “neither the sexually immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor men who practice 2 
homosexuality, nor thieves, nor the greedy, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor swindlers will inherit 3 
the kingdom of God” (1 Cor. 6.9-10). Having been raised with Christ, with their lives “hidden 4 
with Christ in God,” Christians must “put to death” what is “earthly,” including sexual 5 
immorality, passion, and evil desire (Col. 3:1–5). Jesus clearly taught in the Sermon on the Mount 6 
that the desire in the heart is as sinful as the act itself (Matt. 5:28). 7 

We believe there is enough evidence to question the legitimate status of TE Greg Johnson as a 8 
teaching elder in the PCA, according to the Book of Church Order of the PCA, the public 9 
testimony of TE Greg Johnson, the Word of God, and the Constitutional Standards of the 10 
denomination. 11 

 12 

The Book of Church Order Basis for this Request 13 

BCO 31-2 reads as follows:  14 

It is the duty of all church Sessions and Presbyteries to exercise care over those subject to 15 
their authority. They shall with due diligence and great discretion demand from such 16 
persons satisfactory explanations concerning reports affecting their Christian character. 17 
This duty is more imperative when those who deem themselves aggrieved by injurious 18 
reports shall ask an investigation. 19 

If such investigation, however originating, should result in raising a strong presumption of 20 
the guilt of the party involved, the court shall institute process, and shall appoint a 21 
prosecutor to prepare the indictment and to conduct the case. This prosecutor shall be a 22 
member of the court, except that in a case before the Session, he may be any communing 23 
member of the same congregation with the accused. 24 

 25 

Public Testimony of Teaching Elder Greg Johnson  26 

1. TE Johnson identified himself as a homosexual in a sermon at Memorial Presbyterian 27 
Church on May 19, 2019. “I’ve lived my life as a unicorn, in a field of horses,” Johnson 28 
said (19:26–29). TE Johnson characterized Article 7 of the Nashville Statement in the 29 
following way: “It’s a sin to not think of yourself as straight” (31:05–06). 30 

2. TE Johnson identified himself as a homosexual in an article, “I Used to Hide My Shame. 31 
Now I Take Shelter Under the Gospel,” published by Christianity Today on May 20, 2019, 32 
in which he writes, “Jesus hasn’t made me straight. But he covers over my shame. Jesus 33 
really loves gay people.” 34 

3. During a floor speech at the 47th PCA General Assembly on June 27, 2019 in Dallas, 35 
Texas, TE Johnson, to his credit, indicated the inconsistency of his own self-conception 36 
with the Nashville Statement: “When I read Article 7 of the Nashville statement,” Johnson 37 
said, “it hurts, because Article 7 says it is a sin to adopt a homosexual self-conception.” 38 
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He asked the assembly to “consider the damage that will be done to people like me,” 1 
given Article 7 of the Nashville Statement. 2 

 3 

Biblical Basis for Our Concern 4 

1. According to the Holy Scriptures elders in the Church must be “above reproach” (1 Tim. 5 
3:2). 6 

2. Paul says, negatively, that Christians do not define themselves by their sins:  “Or do you 7 
not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived, 8 
neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, or effeminate, nor homosexuals, nor 9 
thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor swindlers, will inherit the 10 
kingdom of God. Such were some of you; but you were washed, but you were sanctified, 11 
but you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our God” (1 12 
Cor. 6:9-11). 13 

3. Paul adds, positively, that a Christian’s identity is defined solely by his relationship with 14 
Christ. Having been raised with Christ, with their lives “hidden with Christ in God,” 15 
Christians must “put to death” what is “earthly,” including sexual immorality, passion, and 16 
evil desire (Col. 3:1–5). 17 

4. Jesus clearly taught in the Sermon on the Mount that the desire in the heart is as sinful as 18 
the act itself (Matt. 5:28). His teaching extends to disordered desire. A Scripture reference 19 
listed for Westminster Larger Catechism #28 (on punishments of sin in this world) 20 
appropriately includes Rom. 1:26 (“vile affections”). 21 

5. The Bible sees sins against nature—both actions and desires—as more heinous than sins 22 
that are not against nature. Scripture references listed for Westminster Larger Catechism 23 
Answer #139 (concerning the seventh commandment) include Rom. 1:24, 26-27 and Lev. 24 
20:15-16 (forbidding “all unnatural lusts”), as well as Matt. 5:28, Matt. 15:19, and Col. 3:5 25 
(forbidding “all unclean imaginations, thoughts, purposes, and affections”). Scripture 26 
references listed for Westminster Larger Catechism Answer #150 (saying not all sins are 27 
equally heinous) include Rom. 1:26–27 (more heinous because against “the light of 28 
nature”) and Rom. 1:32 (more heinous because against “the conviction of conscience”). 29 

 30 

Constitutional Standards for Consideration 31 

1) The Larger Catechism Questions and Answers #138 and #139 specify the duties required and 32 
the sins forbidden in the seventh commandment.  33 

 34 

Q. 138. What are the duties required in the seventh commandment? 35 

A. The duties required in the seventh commandment are, chastity in body, mind, affections, 36 
words, and behavior, and the preservation of it in ourselves and others; watchfulness over the 37 
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eyes and all the senses, temperance, keeping of chaste company, modesty in apparel; 1 
marriage by those that have not the gift of continency, conjugal love, and cohabitation; 2 
diligent labor in our callings; shunning all occasions of uncleanliness, and resisting 3 
temptations thereunto.  4 

 5 

Q.  139. What are the sins forbidden in the seventh commandment? 6 

A. The sins forbidden in the seventh commandment, besides the neglect of the duties 7 
required, are adultery, fornication, rape, incest, sodomy, and all unnatural lusts, all unclean 8 
imaginations, thoughts, purposes, and affections, all corrupt or filthy communications, or 9 
listening thereunto, wanton looks, impudent or light behavior, immodest apparel, prohibiting 10 
of lawful and dispensing with unlawful marriages, allowing, tolerating, keeping of stew, and 11 
resorting to them, entangling vows of single life, undue delay of marriage, having more wives 12 
or husbands than one at the same time, unjust divorce, or desertion, idleness, gluttony, 13 
drunkenness, unchaste company, lascivious songs, books, pictures, dancing, stage plays, and 14 
all other provocations to, or acts of uncleanness, either in ourselves or others.” 15 

 16 

2) The Larger Catechism Questions and Answers #150 and #151 specify that a person’s age, 17 
experience, office, influence, and example make some sins more heinous than others. 18 
Publicly adopting a homosexual self-conception as a teaching elder encourages others to do 19 
the same. 20 

 21 

Q. 150. Are all transgressions of the law of God equally heinous in themselves, and in the 22 
sight of God?  23 

A. All transgressions of the law are not equally heinous; but some sins in themselves, and by 24 
reason of several aggravations, are more heinous in the sight of God than others. 25 

 26 

Q. 151. What are those aggravations that make some sins more heinous than others?  27 

A. Sins receive their aggravations, 28 
1. From the persons offending; if they be of riper age, greater experience or grace, eminent for 29 
profession, gifts, place, office, guides to others, and whose example is likely to be followed by 30 
others. 31 
2. From the parties offended: if immediately against God, his attributes, and worship; against 32 
Christ, and his grace; the Holy Spirit, his witness, and workings; against superiors, men of 33 
eminency, and such as we stand especially related and engaged unto; against any of the 34 
saints, particularly weak brethren, the souls of them, or any other, and the common good of 35 
all or many. 36 
3. From the nature and quality of the offence: if it be against the express letter of the law, 37 
break many commandments, contain in it many sins: if not only conceived in the heart, but 38 
breaks forth in words and actions, scandalize others, and admit of no reparation: if against 39 
means, mercies, judgments, light of nature, conviction of conscience, public or private 40 
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admonition, censures of the church, civil punishments; and our prayers, purposes, promises, 1 
vows, covenants, and engagements to God or men: if done deliberately, willfully, 2 
presumptuously, impudently, boastingly, maliciously, frequently, obstinately, with delight, 3 
continuance, or relapsing after repentance. 4 
4. From circumstances of time, and place: if on the Lord's day, or other times of divine 5 
worship; or immediately before or after these, or other helps to prevent or remedy such 6 
miscarriages: if in public, or in the presence of others, who are thereby likely to be provoked 7 
or defiled. 8 

 9 

3) We encourage you to consider that these views of sexual orientation strike at the vitals of the 10 
Christian faith (BCO 21-4). 11 

 12 

The Reason for this Request 13 

This request is made because the Session of Covenant Church in Fayetteville, AR and many 14 
members of our church are grieved by the public reports about the public statements of TE Greg 15 
Johnson, and we have a desire to pursue the peace, unity, and purity of the Presbyterian Church 16 
in America, for the sake of the honor and majesty of the Lord Jesus Christ, as the King and Head 17 
thereof. 18 

** ** 19 

4. Grace & Peace Session (Anna, Texas) Letter Received by MOP in January 2020   20 
 21 

P.O. Box 91 22 
Anna, TX 75409 December 22, 2019  23 

The Missouri Presbytery of the Presbyterian Church in America Rev. Timothy Butler, Clerk 24 
c/o Grace Presbyterian Church 25 
6308 Highway N  26 

St. Charles, MO 63304  27 

Dear Brothers, 28 
The Session of Grace and Peace Presbyterian PCA in Anna, TX write to urge the Missouri Presbytery to 29 
investigate the views of Teaching Elder Greg Johnson regarding Christian identity as it relates to 30 
homosexuality, as well as his Christian character in the same area, according to BCO 32-1.  31 

At the 47th General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in America, TE Johnson spoke against the PCA 32 
affirming the Nashville Statement as biblically faithful because of its 7th article: WE AFFIRM that self- 33 
conception as male or female should be defined by God’s holy purposes in creation and redemption as 34 
revealed in Scripture. WE DENY that adopting a homosexual or transgender self-conception is 35 
consistent with God’s holy purposes in creation and redemption. TE Johnson says, “Friends, when I 36 
read Article 7 of the Nashville Statement, it hurts, because Article 7 says that it is a sin to adopt a 37 
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homosexual self- conception...and we don’t do that for any other people group. We don’t tell alcoholics 1 
it’s a sin to conceive of yourself as an alcoholic because drunkenness is a sin. It’s the beginning of 2 
learning to manage your alcoholism in obedience to Christ so it doesn’t define you. We don’t tell 3 
paraplegics that they should conceive of themselves as able bodied because that is God’s ideal. We 4 
wouldn’t tell an infertile woman that she needs to conceive of herself as fertile, and she’s unbelieving to 5 
conceive of herself as infertile because that’s not God’s design. Friends, I’m fallen. I’m broken, and 6 
Jesus has washed me and saved me. And my prayer is that you would consider the damage that will be 7 
done to people like me when Article 7 says that it is a sin to acknowledge our brokenness and our shame 8 
and the suffering and sorrow that goes with that.” TE Johnson made plain earlier in the same speech that 9 
he does not believe that sexual orientation changes for exclusively same-sex attracted men: “At this 10 
point, I’m 46 years old and uh still am same sex attracted, my orientation has not changed and for those 11 
who are exclusively same sex attracted who are men, we don’t know for certain of even...I’ve...I have, 12 
I’ve talked to every head of every ministry and can’t find a single instance of same sex attraction going 13 
away.” In an article posted by Christianity Today on May 20, 2019, TE Johnson downplays the 14 
importance of this sinful orientation changing: “While sexuality has a degree of fluidity in some people, 15 
the real change for me has not been in my sexual orientation but in my life orientation. Jesus has rescued 16 
me. That’s everything.”  17 

We believe these public statements to be enough reason to urge an investigation of TE Johnson’s views 18 
and character. The first and central troubling issue relates to Christian identity. We read in Galatians 19 
3:27- 28,  20 

“For as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, 21 
there is neither slave nor free, there is no male and female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus.”  22 

We read in Colossians 3:5-11,  23 

“Put to death therefore what is earthly in you: sexual immorality, impurity, passion, evil desire, and 24 
covetousness, which is idolatry. On account of these the wrath of God is coming. In these  25 

you too once walked, when you were living in them. But now you must put them all away: anger, wrath, 26 
malice, slander, and obscene talk from your mouth. Do not lie to one another, seeing that you have put 27 
off the old self with its practices and have put on the new self, which is being renewed in knowledge 28 
after the image of its creator. Here there is not Greek and Jew, circumcised and uncircumcised, 29 
barbarian, Scythian, slave, free; but Christ is all, and in all.”  30 

To adopt a homosexual self-conception or to identify as a “same-sex attracted Christian” or a “gay 31 
Christian” is to be defined by “what is earthly in you,” to be defined by “sexual immorality, passion, evil 32 
desire.” To conceive of oneself as homosexual is to conceive of oneself as outside of Christ:  33 

“Or do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived: 34 
neither the sexually immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor men who practice homosexuality, nor 35 
thieves, nor the greedy, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God. And 36 
such were some of you. But you were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of the 37 
Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God.” (1 Corinthians 6:9-11)  38 
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Those who are in Christ have been washed. We have been given a new identity that is dead to sin and 1 
alive to God (Romans 6:11). We must not cling to the old man, our old identity rooted in sinful desire.  2 

To be clear, we are not arguing that new creatures in Christ are completely done with temptation and sin. 3 
We know this is not true. We recognize that Christians may fight temptations to homosexual desire from 4 
without and within for the rest of their lives. We also recognize the need to acknowledge this temptation 5 
and name it. However, to use these sinful desires as identity and self-conception is to deny the 6 
transforming power of being united to Christ.  7 

This leads to our other concern for TE Johnson. He seems to deny the power of God’s grace to renew 8 
our desires to be in line with His purpose for mankind in creation. TE Johnson’s personal experience and 9 
conversations with others like himself seem to have persuaded him to give up hope that God can 10 
accomplish this change. However, we read in 2 Corinthians 5:17,  11 

“Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation. The old has passed away; behold the new has 12 
come.”  13 

Paul talks about that change in Romans 8:9-13,  14 

“You, however, are not in the flesh but in the Spirit, if in fact the Spirit of God dwells in you. Anyone 15 
who does not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him. But if Christ is in you, although the body 16 
is dead because of sin, the Spirit is life because of righteousness. If the Spirit of him who raised Jesus 17 
from the dead dwells in you, he who raised Christ Jesus from the dead will also give life to your mortal 18 
bodies through his Spirit who dwells in you. So then, brothers, we are debtors, not to the flesh, to live 19 
according to the flesh. For if you live according to the flesh you will die, but if by the Spirit you put to 20 
death the deeds of the body, you will live.”  21 

In Colossians 3:5, Paul makes clear that desires are part of the “deeds of the body” that must be put to 22 
death:  23 

“Put to death therefore what is earthly in you: sexual immorality, impurity, passion, evil desire, and 24 
covetousness, which is idolatry.”  25 

So, by God’s grace, the Spirit unites us with Christ, making us new creatures in him and empowering us 26 
to put to death what is sinful in us, including our sinful desires. God’s grace can and does replace our  27 

sinful desires with proper desires aligned with God’s purposes for us in creation and redemption. A 28 
gospel that does not include this power is not good news at all. It is truly troubling that a teaching elder 29 
in the PCA would proclaim a gospel that denies this power for transformation.  30 

We believe this is a matter that must be dealt with urgently for the sake of TE Johnson’s soul and the 31 
purity of the church.  32 

“Now the works of the flesh are evident: sexual immorality, impurity, sensuality, idolatry, sorcery, 33 
enmity, strife, jealousy, fits of anger, rivalries, dissensions, divisions, envy, drunkenness, orgies, and 34 
things like these. I warn you, as I warned you before, that those who do such things will not inherit the 35 
kingdom of God.” (Galatians 5:19-21)  36 
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“When you are assembled in the name of the Lord Jesus and my spirit is present, with the power of our 1 
Lord Jesus, you are to deliver this man to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, so that his spirit may be 2 
saved in the day of the Lord. Your boasting is not good. Do you not know that a little leaven leavens the 3 
whole lump? Cleanse out the old leaven that you may be a new lump, as you really are unleavened. For 4 
Christ, our Passover lamb, has been sacrificed.” (1 Corinthians 5:4-7)  5 

So, brothers of the Missouri Presbytery, we exhort you in line with Scripture and our Book of Church 6 
Order to investigate TE Johnson’s views of Christian identity as it relates to homosexuality to see 7 
“whether they strike at the vitals of religion and are industriously spread, or whether they arise from the 8 
weakness of human understanding and are not likely to do much injury” (BCO 34-5) and act 9 
accordingly.  10 

May the Lord bless you with wisdom and grace in this situation,  11 

The Elders of Grace and Peace PCA in Anna, TX  12 

TE Matt Wood, Moderator    13 

RE Brent Thomas, Clerk  14 

RE Brian Heise  15 

RE Ed Cox  16 
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