
 1 

 1 

PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN AMERICA 2 

  3 

STANDING JUDICIAL COMMISSION 4 

  5 

Judicial Case 2020-12 6 

  7 

COMPLAINT OF TE RYAN SPECK 8 

v. 9 

MISSOURI PRESBYTERY 10 

 11 

SJC Answer  12 

to the Dissenting Opinion of RE Steve Dowling et al. 13 

 14 

February 1, 2022 15 

 16 

SJC Manual 18.12.c permits the SJC to “Answer” a Dissenting or Concurring Opinion, a 17 

procedure akin to the general answering provision in BCO 45-5.  While this procedure is rarely 18 

used, the Commission finds it necessary to take this step in this present Case because we 19 

conclude that the referenced Dissent mischaracterizes key conclusions of the SJC’s Decision.  20 

We are concerned these mischaracterizations may lead to confusion in the Church regarding 21 

the PCA Constitution and what the SJC actually decided in this Case, and, in turn, how the 22 

Decision may apply to future situations.   23 

 24 

Even as we take this step, however, we want to assure the Assembly the SJC seeks to operate 25 

as a collegial court, and we have been blessed with a good measure of success.  We intend for 26 

our Answer to be understood in this light.   27 

 28 

We organize our Answer by addressing some problematic assertions in the Dissent, by 29 

responding to the procedural concerns raised, and by interacting with the Dissent’s allegation 30 

that “the substantive conclusions reached by Presbytery and confirmed by the SJC do not 31 

follow from the facts in the Record of the case.” 32 

 33 

1.  Erroneous Assertions in the Dissent - Before addressing the specific procedural and 34 

substantive concerns raised by the Dissent, we believe it important to address three assertions 35 

in the Dissent that we find to be problematic.  36 

 37 

1A.  Erroneous Assertions 1 & 2: Concerning the Authority of a Church Court to Render a 38 

Constitutional Interpretation of SSA 39 

 40 

The first two assertions are made in the following quote from the Dissent. (Emphasis added.) 41 

 42 

[T]he SJC has affirmed Presbytery’s authority to make Constitutional and 43 

theological declarations on behalf of the denomination.  Since the decision 44 

made by Presbytery in declining to indict has been affirmed, the SJC not only 45 
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has reinforced the idea that this authority lies within individual Presbyteries, it 1 

has also formalized a dubious Constitutional interpretation of SSA and how it 2 

applies to ordination. (p. 4.) 3 

 4 

First, contrary to the assertion in the quote, our ruling and opinion in this Case do not “make” 5 

the Constitutional interpretation of “SSA” that is alleged in the second half of the Dissent (pp. 6 

4-7).  Such a claim mistakenly construes the ruling and opinion of the SJC in this Case.  In 7 

each of the discussions of our reasoning for declining to sustain the four substantive 8 

allegations brought in the Complaint, we concluded only that the Complainant had not met 9 

his burden, based on the Record, of demonstrating Presbytery erred in declining to indict TE 10 

Johnson.  Thus, in responding to Allegation 1 we wrote:  11 

 12 

 “If the Record demonstrated that the above statements [from the Complainant] 13 

were an accurate summary of TE Johnson’s views, it would have been proper 14 

to sustain the Complaint.  Based on the Record, however, the SJC finds that it 15 

was not unreasonable for Presbytery to conclude that TE Johnson does not hold 16 

these positions and that he affirms….”1   17 

 18 

In short, we indicated that holding the kinds of positions alleged in the Complaint would likely 19 

make an officer in the PCA liable to indictment by their court of original jurisdiction.  The 20 

conclusion, however, was that the Record in this Case did not demonstrate Presbytery clearly 21 

erred in concluding TE Johnson did not hold the views alleged. The dissenters may conclude 22 

the SJC was wrong in that determination, and they have every right to make that argument in 23 

a dissent.  It is not accurate, however, to assert the SJC is staking out a new position on “SSA” 24 

when the ruling and the opinion clearly affirm that the SJC Decision was based on a finding 25 

that the facts in the Record did not sustain the allegations that were made in the Complaint. 26 

 27 

Having said that, we wish to highlight one other aspect of the SJC’s opinion that contradicts 28 

this assertion of the Dissent.  For each of the first three allegations, our Opinion begins by 29 

providing quotes from the Complaint that were offered in support of the given allegation.  In 30 

each instance we then go on to say: “If the Record demonstrated that the above statements 31 

were an accurate summary of TE Johnson’s views, it would have been proper to sustain the 32 

Complaint.”2  For the fourth allegation, while the Opinion does not offer statements from the 33 

Complaint, the Opinion does say:  34 

 35 

“If the Complainant had demonstrated, for example, that the minister was 36 

involved in homosexual behavior, cultivated unrepentant lustings, taught that 37 

either of those were not sinful, or was not continually seeking to mortify those 38 

temptations, it would have been proper to sustain the Complaint.”3   39 

 40 

 
1  Opinion p. 13.  See identical conclusions on Allegations 2 and 3 on pp. 16, 18, and a similar conclusion to 

Allegation 4 on p. 23, changed only to reflect the different nature of this allegation. 
2  See Opinion pp. 13, 16, and 18. 
3  Opinion p. 23. 
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Our point in including all these statements was to try to set forth some guiderails that reflect 1 

our understanding of the Confessional boundaries of orthodoxy regarding beliefs and practices 2 

that can characterize ordained men in the PCA on matters related to same-sex attraction, same-3 

sex behaviors, etc.  We believe those statements reflect quite well the conclusions of the 4 

PCA’s Ad Interim Committee on Sexuality.4  Thus, ironically, rather than setting forth some 5 

novel “Constitutional interpretation of SSA” as the Dissent suggests, the SJC’s Opinion 6 

contains a series of strong and consistent statements that are grounded in the Church’s 7 

Confessional teaching on these issues, and that echo the testimony of the Ad Interim 8 

Committee Report to that teaching.  The SJC did not find that the Record clearly provided 9 

evidence showing Presbytery had erred in its decision not to indict TE Johnson.  That finding 10 

should not distract the reader from the clear, Confessional positions on same-sex attraction 11 

and sexual immorality that are contained in the Opinion. 12 

 13 

Second, in the Dissent’s quote cited above on page 1, the Dissent alleges the SJC has “affirmed 14 

Presbytery’s authority to make Constitutional and theological declarations on behalf of the 15 

denomination.”  But this conclusion is based on a misunderstanding of our polity.  Presbyteries 16 

(and Sessions) already have the right and responsibility to make Constitutional and 17 

theological declarations.  That right, however, comes not from anything the SJC has done or 18 

could do, but from the nature of our graded courts. (See BCO 11-3,4.) 5  Thus, every court in 19 

the PCA is responsible to make theological and Constitutional determinations as such issues 20 

come before them.  Indeed, it is precisely to protect that right of the lower courts that BCO 21 

39-3 exists.6   22 

 23 

At the same time, we recognize that right of the lower courts is not unlimited.  As BCO 11-4, 24 

BCO 39, and BCO 40 all make clear, there is a right and responsibility of higher courts to 25 

exercise “review and control” over the lower courts.  But that oversight is clearly limited by 26 

the Constitution.  It must also be conducted within the proper purview and procedures of the 27 

higher court as set forth in our Constitution and rules.  Among other things, this means that 28 

the SJC, in dealing with a complaint, is limited to the issues raised by the parties7 and to the 29 

evidence contained in the Record of the case.8  For the SJC to reach a conclusion that cannot 30 

be sustained from the Record, no matter how popular that decision might be to some, would 31 

 
4  https://pcaga.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/AIC-Report-to-48th-GA-5-28-20-1.pdf 
5  BCO 11-3 - All Church courts are one in nature, constituted of the same elements, possessed inherently of the 

same kinds of rights and powers, and differing only as the Constitution may provide. When, however, 

according to Scriptural example, and needful to the purity and harmony of the whole Church, disputed matters 

of doctrine and order arising in the lower courts are referred to the higher courts for decision, such referral 

shall not be so exercised as to impinge upon the authority of the lower court.  (Emphasis added.)   

   BCO 11-4, para 2 - Every court has the right to resolve questions of doctrine and discipline seriously and 

reasonably proposed, and in general to maintain truth and righteousness, condemning erroneous opinions and 

practices which tend to the injury of the peace, purity, or progress of the Church. Although each court exercises 

exclusive original jurisdiction over all matters especially belonging to it, the lower courts are subject to the 

review and control of the higher courts, in regular gradation. These courts are not separate and independent 

tribunals, but they have a mutual relation, and every act of jurisdiction is the act of the whole Church performed 

by it through the appropriate organ.  
6  Note the italicized material in the quote from BCO 11-3 in the footnote above. 
7  BCO 39-3.1.  This is also the thrust of BCO 43-1,3; OMSJC 14.4, etc. 
8  BCO 32-18 (para. 5).  See also the 4th vow for SJC members in RAO 17-1. 
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be a breach of its Constitutional limitations and would trample upon the rights and 1 

responsibilities of the lower courts in the PCA. 2 

 3 

In short, far from affirming some new right for presbyteries, our Decision in this Case serves 4 

to preserve the proper prerogatives of the lower courts of the PCA and to underscore the right 5 

of review and control, appropriately exercised, including through judicial process.  Again, it 6 

would be mistaken to conclude that the SJC has recognized some new right for presbyteries.  7 

Rather, the SJC acted within the scope of our Constitutional responsibilities and limits.  In so 8 

doing, we found that the allegations in the Complaint regarding the views held by TE Johnson 9 

were not sustained from the Record. 10 

 11 

1B. Erroneous Assertion 3: Concerning Acting on a Complaint and the Discipline of an 12 

Officer 13 

 14 

The third erroneous assertion is found in this quote from the Dissent:  15 

 16 

TE Johnson provides enough evidence from his own statements to make it 17 

obvious that this characteristic (identifying himself as a ‘same-sex attracted 18 

man’) is so core to his being and so central to his personal narrative that it 19 

disqualifies him from ordained service. (p. 5)    20 

 21 

This conclusion, at least as stated, asserts that the SJC should have found TE Johnson guilty 22 

of an offence that must lead to his removal from ordained office in the PCA.  Such a finding, 23 

however, would go far beyond anything raised in the Complaint or the Statement of the Issues 24 

in the Case.  The statement of Issue 2 reads “Did Missouri Presbytery clearly err…when it 25 

declined to commence process on any of the following four allegations?” (Emphasis added.)   26 

That is a very different issue than “Is TE Johnson guilty of any of the following four 27 

allegations?”  Thus, to reach the conclusion publicly offered by the dissenters, the SJC would 28 

have had to go far beyond the issues raised in the Complaint. 29 

 30 

Further, and more importantly, our Constitution does not allow a higher court to act on a 31 

complaint by declaring someone to be guilty.  That is not one of the remedies available to a 32 

higher court in adjudicating a complaint under BCO 43-10, and properly so.  A complaint, in 33 

our Constitution, is always against the action of a court.  Therefore, the SJC, as the higher 34 

court, has no right to sustain a complaint by declaring an officer guilty.  All we can do is act 35 

with respect to the lower court.  Were the SJC to seek to declare a man to be guilty, such 36 

action would be the epitome of a higher court “acting for” a lower court in violation of the 37 

principles of BCO 11.  Finally, it would be fundamentally unfair to any man to be judged 38 

guilty based on a complaint and without benefit of a trial.   Yet, this is what a straightforward 39 

reading of the Dissent would have us do. 40 

 41 

Thus, with all due respect for our brothers, we find that key assertions of their Dissent do not 42 

accurately reflect the ruling of the SJC in this Case and are inconsistent with the Constitution 43 

of the PCA.  We now turn to the specific points of error which the Dissent alleges were 44 

committed by the SJC. 45 
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2.  Answer to Allegations of Procedural Error 1 

 2 

The Dissent addresses, at some length, two broad procedural issues: (a) due diligence, 3 

particularly regarding the additional questions posed by the SJC to Missouri Presbytery and 4 

to TE Johnson; and (b) the proper standard for review.  We address each of these in turn. 5 

 6 

2A. Due Diligence 7 

 8 

The Dissent alleges “the SJC overlooked the clear deficiencies of Presbytery’s investigation, 9 

which is proven by re-opening the record and admitting additional information that sought the 10 

‘present’ positions of TE Johnson.”  Indeed, the Dissent’s entire discussion of the SJC’s 11 

alleged procedural failures in this area is tied to the SJC’s decision to reopen the Record and 12 

pose some questions to Presbytery and to TE Johnson.  Thus, the Dissent alleges the SJC’s 13 

action in posing these questions (and particularly our rationale) demonstrated the SJC had 14 

concluded the ROC was unclear and that Presbytery had failed in its due diligence. (p.1) The 15 

Dissent further alleges the citations from the “supplemental work” suggest Presbytery’s 16 

investigation was inadequate.  Additionally, the Dissent alleges these questions led the SJC to 17 

focus on TE Johnson’s “present positions,” apparently defined by the dissenters as his 18 

positions in early 2021, as opposed to his positions during the period in which Presbytery was 19 

conducting the BCO 31-2 investigation (2018-20). 20 

 21 

It is important to recognize, first, that the Minutes of the SJC’s meeting on March 25, 2021, 22 

referencing the debate on sending the SJC questions to Presbytery and TE Johnson, state: “The 23 

Parliamentarian advised that this motion and process were in order.” In addition, this is not 24 

the first time the SJC has suggested or required the provision of additional information.9  Thus, 25 

whether one agrees with the SJC’s course of action, it was based on a ruling that such action 26 

would be in order, and it is an action for which there is precedent.   27 

 28 

With regard to sending Questions, the Dissent alleges: 29 

  30 

This extension of time to the present and ex post facto acquisition of 31 

information on the part of the court appears to be a misuse of judicial 32 

discretion, with the court having undertaken more of a pseudo-BCO 31-2 33 

investigation than an action to perfect the record. ... Discussions of fairness 34 

aside, TE Johnson’s present positions are irrelevant to the complaint against 35 

him. (Dissent p. 2, 3) 36 

  37 

We are concerned statements such as this in the Dissent could easily lead people to conclude 38 

there was broad opposition expressed to sending the Questions. Because SJC discussions and 39 

actions relating to sending the Questions occurred in “closed session,” we don’t feel the liberty 40 

to go into much detail, but we assure the reader such a conclusion would be incorrect.10 41 

 
9  For example, see Aven/Dively v. Ohio Valley Presbytery (M44GA at 503-04); Barnes v. Heartland Presbytery 

(M44GA at 480 ff.); Fordice v. Pacific Northwest Presbytery (M45GA at 532). 
10  OMSJC 18.3 - “A Closed Session shall be understood as a meeting or portion of a meeting wherein only 

Commissioners, and others specifically invited by the Commission, are present. Unlike an Executive Session, 
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More importantly, and with no disrespect to our dissenting brothers, we find that they have 1 

arrived at their conclusion by focusing on individual phrases in the SJC’s explanation for its 2 

action, without considering those phrases in the context of the whole statement.  The following 3 

is the entirety of the SJC’s introduction to the list of questions that were sent to the Presbytery 4 

and TE Johnson.  5 

 6 

The SJC believes it is necessary to attempt to clarify the Record of the Case 7 

because its magnitude (over 600 pages covering multiple years of writing, 8 

speaking, and judicial processes) makes it difficult to ascertain if specific 9 

representations of perspectives of TE Johnson are his actual or present theological 10 

convictions. We understand from the Record:   11 

-  he has acknowledged some of his perspectives have matured over time;   12 

-  he has acknowledged some were poorly stated due to time limits, 13 

situational pressures, or extemporaneity;  14 

-  some representations of perspectives are made unclear by imprecision or 15 

disagreement over what aspect of sin is being referenced in specific 16 

statements; 17 

-  some representations have been extrapolated by critics but denied by 18 

Johnson.  19 

Thus, the SJC offers TE Johnson the opportunity to answer questions with 20 

reference to the specific Allegations in the Complaint now before the 21 

Commission. Below are 25 questions arranged by the Allegations, with a fifth 22 

category titled “Additional/General.” 23 

 24 

It should be clear from that introduction that the SJC’s point in seeking these clarifications to 25 

the Record was not that Missouri Presbytery had failed in its duty to investigate, but that the 26 

large number of reports, investigations, and writings contained in the Record covered a period 27 

of years over which, by his own admission, some of TE Johnson’s views were poorly stated 28 

and some had “matured.”  Further, some of the statements in the Record were ones that were 29 

made by TE Johnson’s critics about his views, but which he denied.  Thus, contrary to the 30 

conclusions of the Dissent on pp. 1-3, the effort by the SJC to seek clarifications from TE 31 

Johnson and from Missouri Presbytery was not a reflection on the quality of Missouri 32 

Presbytery’s Record or investigative efforts (although some of us would have liked them to 33 

have pressed more deeply on some issues). Nor was it an effort to develop evidence on views 34 

TE Johnson held in May 2021 but did not hold during the time of Missouri Presbytery’s 35 

investigations (2018-2020).  Rather, it was a request to the minister and Presbytery to pull 36 

together and focus pieces of his views that were scattered throughout the Record and that had, 37 

in some instances, undergone refinement during Presbytery’s investigations. 38 

 39 

 
however, the proceedings shall not be secret, but rather discussion of such matters outside of the meeting 

shall be at the discretion of each commissioner, and the minutes of such a closed session may be read and 

approved in open session. However, no person present at a closed session shall later identify in any manner 

the views, speeches, or votes of a member of the commission during the closed session, apart from that 

member’s written permission.” 
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Further, none of the minister’s answers to SJC questions contradicted his previous answers to 1 

the Presbytery.  The Record does not indicate he answered Presbytery one way but answered 2 

the SJC differently.  Thus, what the Dissent refers to as his “present” views are essentially the 3 

same as those expressed to the Presbytery committee, and the Dissent does not identify any 4 

conflicting pair of answers.  Even the Complainant’s Addendum Brief recognized that the 5 

answers to the Presbytery investigation committee and to the SJC were substantively the same, 6 

by stating, “TE Johnson’s answers to the SJC questions elaborate and confirm the very 7 

concerns raised in [my] Complaint.” (p. 1). The Complainant did not contend there were any 8 

different answers. 9 

 10 

The Dissent concludes its discussion of the BCO 31-2 procedures used by Presbytery by 11 

contending: “If the investigation was inadequate, then Presbytery’s conclusions constitute 12 

“clear error.” (p. 2) But this is a non sequitur (a conclusion that does not follow from the 13 

previous statement).  Investigative procedures and indictment decisions are distinct issues, 14 

which is why the SJC Decision specifies two Issues.  Further, as we have explained, the thrust 15 

of the SJC’s action to reopen the Record was not to assert the inadequacy of the Record or the 16 

investigation, but to provide a more focused rehearsal of TE Johnson’s views that were spread 17 

throughout the Record. 18 

 19 

2B. Standard of Review 20 

 21 

The Dissent’s second procedural allegation is that the SJC used an improper standard for 22 

review, arguing that the SJC was not bound by the “great deference” requirement of BCO 39-23 

3.3 “because this is a case centering on Constitutional interpretation.”  (p. 3)11    24 

 25 

In considering this concern it is important to recognize there were two Issues in this Case and 26 

they were dealt with differently.  In the first Issue: “Did Presbytery violate BCO 31-2 in the 27 

manner of its investigation of the allegations?” the SJC applied the “clear error standard” of 28 

BCO 39-3.3 because it found that no specific procedures are required by our Constitution in a 29 

31-2 investigation and that the Record demonstrated that Presbytery “sought to exercise the 30 

requisite ‘due diligence and great discretion’ in seeking explanations from TE Johnson.” 31 

(Decision p. 12)   32 

 33 

Regarding the second issue: “Did Missouri Presbytery clearly err at its meeting of July 21, 34 

2020, when it declined to commence process on any of the following four allegations?” 35 

however, the focus is different.  We grant that the Complainant alleged TE Johnson held views 36 

that violated the Constitution of the PCA.  Had the Complainant been able to provide evidence 37 

that such views were an accurate summary of TE Johnson’s views, the SJC would have been 38 

obliged to consider questions of “Constitutional interpretation.”  But such was not the case.  39 

As we state repeatedly in our ruling, the evidence provided in the Record and discussed by 40 

Complainant did not clearly support the allegation that Presbytery erred in concluding that 41 

there was not a “strong presumption of guilt” that TE Johnson held the views the Complainant 42 

alleged he held.  Thus, for example, and as was stated above, in judging Allegation 1 we 43 

wrote: “If the Record demonstrated that the above statements [of the Complainant] were an 44 

 
11 This was also the claim of the other Dissent, from RE Duncan. 
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accurate summary of TE Johnson’s views, it would have been proper to sustain the Complaint.  1 

Based on the Record, however, the SJC finds that it was not unreasonable for Presbytery to 2 

conclude that TE Johnson does not hold these positions and that he affirms….”  In other 3 

words, we did not have a basis for applying BCO 39-3.4 because there was no question of 4 

Constitutional interpretation before us.  The evidence in the Record did not provide sufficient 5 

support for the allegations made by Complainant regarding TE Johnson’s views.  Certainly, 6 

that is a factual finding with which the dissenters are free to disagree and argue against.  But 7 

that is a very different discussion than one of whether the SJC failed to conclude that Missouri 8 

Presbytery had misinterpreted the Constitution as it reached its conclusions.   9 

 10 

3.  Answer to Substantive Concerns Raised by the Dissent 11 

 12 

The Dissent alleges “the substantive conclusions reached by Presbytery and confirmed by the 13 

SJC do not follow from the facts in the Record of the case.”  In considering this allegation, it 14 

is crucial to begin by understanding the SJC did not “confirm” any “substantive conclusions” 15 

reached by Presbytery.  Our Decision repeatedly states that our Decision is based on the 16 

finding that the Record does not demonstrate the Complainant’s interpretive conclusions of 17 

certain statements were “an accurate summary of TE Johnson’s views,” and thus it was “not 18 

unreasonable for Presbytery to conclude TE Johnson does not hold those positions.”  It was 19 

on that basis that we concluded Presbytery had not erred in declining to commence formal 20 

judicial process against TE Johnson. 21 

 22 

In addition to all the above, we believe the Church would also be aided by an Answer to two 23 

substantive issues raised in the Dissent: (a) the Dissent’s contention that the Record 24 

demonstrates that “homosexuality is central to [TE Johnson’s] self-perception, his self-25 

presentation, and his ministry;” and (b) the Dissent’s contention that the Record demonstrates 26 

TE Johnson errs in his understanding of I Corinthians 6:9 and that he is engaged in “heinous 27 

sin.”  We address each in turn. 28 

 29 

3A. The Issue of Centrality 30 

 31 

The Dissent alleges: 32 

 33 

In his testimony [ROC 610], his sermons [ROC 606], his public speeches 34 

[ROC 556] and his writings [ROC 812-830] TE Johnson has made his 35 

homosexuality central to his self-perception, his self-presentation, and to his 36 

ministry.”  (Dissent p. 7) 37 

 38 

A review of those citations demonstrates the assertion is untenable.  39 

 40 

- ROC 610 is a letter from Covenant Church, Fayetteville, AR to Missouri Presbytery, 41 

which only has one quoted sentence from the minister.   42 

- ROC 606 is also from Covenant Church and identifies a single sermon — May 19, 2019: 43 

“Testimony of a Unicorn,” even though there are eight years of the minister’s sermons on 44 

the Memorial Presbyterian Church website.  45 
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- ROC 556 contains excerpts from the same May 2019 sermon and his short speech at the 1 

47th GA critiquing Article 7 of the Nashville Statement and Overture 4 (which 40% of the 2 

GA commissioners also voted against).  3 

- ROC 812-830 contain eight items the minister wrote from May 2019 through February 4 

2020, which he submitted to the Presbytery’s investigating committee at its request.  Of 5 

the eight items, only the Christianity Today testimony was published.  The other seven 6 

were unpublished private correspondences.   7 

 8 

This hardly demonstrates a centrality of self-perception, self-presentation, and ministry.  If 9 

there is some other evidence that leads the Dissent to make that assertion, it was not in the 10 

Record, and surely not in the ROC sections cited in the Dissent. 11 

 12 

The minister’s testimony in Christianity Today ends with this statement:  13 

 14 

The gospel doesn’t erase this part of my story so much as it redeems it. My 15 

sexual orientation doesn’t define me. It’s not the most important or most 16 

interesting thing about me. It is the backdrop for that, the backdrop for the story 17 

of Jesus who rescued me. 18 

 19 

3B.  1 Corinthians 6:9 and Heinousness 20 

 21 

We first note that the arguments in the Dissent in this area were not raised during the SJC 22 

debate on the draft Decision proposed by the Drafting Committee. But even if they had been 23 

raised, the Answer below would have been sufficient to settle them. 24 

 25 

The Dissent alleges “some translators [use] the word homosexual to translate arsenokoitai in 26 

1 Corinthians 6:7-9.” (p. 4) While not explicitly saying so, the Dissent seems to regard that 27 

single word as the best translation of the two words malakoi and arsenokoitai. This translation 28 

decision is very important, but the Dissent does not identify which translators it references or 29 

provide argument as to why they should be favored over the many others that translate those 30 

two words with a behavioral component. If the word homosexual is intended throughout the 31 

Dissent to be synonymous with malakoi and arsenokoitai, that would be important to know. 32 

 33 

The ESV translates those two words as “men who practice homosexuality.” The NIV 34 

translates it as “men who have sex with men.” The NRSV translates it as “male prostitutes, 35 

sodomites.”  The New English Translation renders it as “passive homosexual partners, 36 

practicing homosexuals” and ends its two lengthy footnotes with: “Since there is a distinction 37 

in contemporary usage between sexual orientation and actual behavior, the qualification 38 

“practicing” was supplied in the translation, following the emphasis in BDAG.” 12 And while 39 

the NASB translates malakoi and arsenokoitai simply as “homosexuals,” it also supplies this 40 

footnote: “Two Gr[eek] words in the text, prob.[ably refer to] submissive and dominant male 41 

homosexuals.”  Thus, even the NASB recognizes the behavioral component.   42 

 43 

 
12 Bauer, Danker, Arndt, and Gingrich (Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament) 
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In the same section, the Dissent critiques one sentence from the minister’s answer to Question 1 

12 from Presbytery’s investigative committee, where he wrote: 2 

 3 

Neither malakoi or arsenokoitai map very tightly onto this modern use of gay 4 

or homosexual or same-sex attracted as an orientation. [ROC 1070] 5 

 6 

After quoting the sentence, the Dissent alleges:  7 

 8 

He is saying that the biblical strictures are not closely aligned with the 9 

“modern” use of the words as an “orientation,” but there is no biblical support 10 

for arguing that the concepts in 1 Corinthians 6 are culturally bound. ... TE 11 

Johnson’s reinterpretation of the meanings of malakoi and arsenokoitai 12 

through a modern lens to make a distinction related to “orientation” does little 13 

to clarify the issue from a biblical standpoint. (Dissent p. 4) 14 

 15 

But it’s not reasonable to draw such a conclusion from the minister’s sentence, especially in 16 

context.  Presbytery’s question was this: “How do you understand 1 Cor. 6:9-11 and its 17 

application to Christians that identify as celibate gay Christians?”  In his answer, his sentence 18 

immediately following the one quoted in the Dissent says: “These [malakoi and arsenokoitai] 19 

speak of sex acts ... among men. Such men will not enter the kingdom.”   20 

 21 

In addition, the minister’s sentence quoted by the Dissent does not say “the concepts” of 1 22 

Corinthians 6 are “culturally bound.”  And the Record does not demonstrate the minister has 23 

“reinterpreted” the meanings of malakoi or arsenokoitai, but simply recognizes the 24 

importance of the behavioral component in those two words, as do the ESV, NIV, NRSV, 25 

NET, NASB, etc. 13   26 

 27 

It is more reasonable to understand the minister’s sentence as highlighting the difference 28 

between the homosexual behaviors indicated by malakoi and arsenokoitai and the temptations 29 

(orientation) of homosexuality.  In other words, it was reasonable for Presbytery to conclude 30 

the minister’s sentence simply affirms someone could be homosexually inclined, but not be 31 

malakos or arsenokoitēs.14  32 

 33 

Regarding heinousness, the Dissent also alleges the minister:  34 

 35 

... appeals to the universality of sin to make the argument that same-sex 36 

attraction is just like any other sin, while the Constitution’s exposition of 37 

Scripture asserts that some sins are more heinous than others (with 38 

 
13  The Dissent’s use of the phrase “culturally bound” is itself unclear.  Does 'culturally bound' mean the text is 

'culturally conditioned' (which of course it is) or does it mean that the text is only applicable in Corinth (which 

the minister clearly denies in his answer to the “heinousness” question)? 
14  The minister also addressed 1 Cor. 6:9 in his lengthy answer to Question 7 from the Presbytery committee. 

In one part, he wrote: “The term homosexual is not in the Hebrew/Greek Bible. Sexual orientation is a 

nineteenth century scientific and social construct. In 1 Corinthians 6, for example, malakoi and arsenokoitai 

refer not to sexual orientation or temptation but to actual sexual practice between two men.” [ROC 1062] 
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homosexuality “more heinous” than even inappropriate heterosexual activity 1 

by virtue of it being against nature).”  (p. 5. Emphasis added.) 2 

 3 

If the Dissent is intending the word homosexuality in this parenthetical to be identical with 4 

malakoi and arsenokoitai (contra how those Greek words are understood in this Answer), then 5 

we have less concern with the excerpt above.  But the Dissent’s parenthetical seems to use 6 

homosexuality in a more general sense, and if so, it seems to argue homosexual temptations 7 

are more heinous than heterosexual sinful behavior (which appears to be what’s meant by 8 

“inappropriate activity.”)  If that’s not what’s being asserted, then it’s hard to understand why 9 

the word “even” is used in the comparison.   10 

 11 

Regardless, the Dissent’s contention about the minister’s view is contradicted by the following 12 

statement from the minister quoted in the SJC Decision: 13 

 14 

Sins are not all equally heinous (WLC 150). But they are all heinous.  Having 15 

sex with someone of the same sex is very heinous. Before we ever get to the 16 

Standards, the Bible is clear on this point. For a man to lie with another man 17 

as one lies with a woman, it is an abomination. Paul picks up the Hebrew of 18 

Leviticus—arsenokoitai, literally “male bed”—to prohibit it in no uncertain 19 

terms as sin that that will keep a man out of the kingdom. 20 

 21 

All other things being equal, I would consider homosexual immorality to be 22 

more heinous than heterosexual immorality on account of the way it further 23 

warps God's creational norm for sex. As in WLC 151, it goes against the “light 24 

of nature.” Romans 1 notes it is unnatural.  (SJC Decision, p. 26-27) 25 

 26 

In addition, the Dissent’s parenthetical assertion would be difficult to demonstrate biblically 27 

and was clearly addressed and critiqued in the 2020 Report of the Ad Interim Committee on 28 

Sexuality.15  Below is an excerpt, with emphasis added. 29 

 30 

Finally, we can discern a very practical value to the distinction between the sin 31 

that is constituted by our “corruption of nature…and all the motions thereof” 32 

and the “actual transgressions” that proceed from it. ... To feel a sinfully 33 

disordered sexual attraction (of any kind) is properly to be called sin—and all 34 

sin, “both original and actual” earns God’s wrath (WCF 6.6)—but it is 35 

significantly less heinous (using the language of the WLC 151) than any level 36 

of acting upon it in thought or deed. ... (AIC Report p. 23.) 37 

 38 

Below are five other pertinent excerpts from the AIC Report.  All emphasis is added. 39 

 40 

Statement 6 (Temptation) ... Nevertheless ... We can avoid “entering into” 41 

temptation by refusing to internally ponder and entertain the proposal and desire 42 

to actual sin. Without some distinction between (1) the illicit temptations that 43 

arise in us due to original sin and (2) the willful giving over to actual sin, 44 

 
15 https://pcaga.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/AIC-Report-to-48th-GA-5-28-20-1.pdf 
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Christians will be too discouraged to “make every effort” at growth in godliness 1 

and will feel like failures in their necessary efforts to be holy as God is holy (2 2 

Peter 1:5-7; 1 Peter 1:14-16). (p. 9)  3 

 4 

Essay 1: Confessional Foundations Regarding Nature of Temptation, Sin and 5 

Repentance 6 

II.B.1. The Common Dynamic of Concupiscence - First, the dynamic of 7 

spontaneous sinful desire or attraction is not unique to those who experience 8 

homosexual desire. All people experience it. It is an essential point in the 9 

Confession that all of us who are descended from Adam and Eve experience their 10 

corrupted nature and the complex of disordered affections, desires, and attractions 11 

that come with that corruption. The danger of this question arising in the context 12 

of the discussion of homosexuality is that some might be tempted to think of that 13 

particular example of disordered desire as qualitatively different from their own. 14 

Or worse, some may be willing to assert the sinfulness of one category of 15 

spontaneous desire but minimize or remain largely ignorant of the sinful 16 

concupiscence that is common to all. 17 

       The truth is that if we think humbly and carefully about our own spontaneous 18 

thoughts, feelings, and desires, we would recognize that we are all much more 19 

alike than different. ... Good Reformed teaching on sin places us all on equal 20 

footing in our need of Christ’s imputed righteousness.  (p. 21) 21 

 22 

II.B.2. Continued Corruption - [To] teach that our sinful corruption must be 23 

entirely removed from any part of us in order to be considered truly repentant is a 24 

spiritually treacherous perversion of the doctrine of repentance. (p. 21)  25 

 26 

II.B.5. Moral Difference - ... Our brothers and sisters who resist and repent of 27 

enduring feelings of same-sex attraction are powerful examples to us all of what 28 

this “daily mortification” looks like in “the best of believers.” We should be 29 

encouraged and challenged by their example and eager to join in fellowship with 30 

them for the mutual strengthening of our faith, hope, and love.  (p. 23) 31 

 32 

Essay 2: Biblical Perspectives for Pastoral Care - Discipleship, Identity and 33 

Terminology Singleness, Friendship, Community - Insofar as such persons display 34 

the requisite Christian maturity, we do not consider this sin struggle automatically 35 

to disqualify someone for leadership in the church (1 Cor 6:9-11, 1 Tim 3:1-7, 36 

Titus 1:6-9; 2 Pet 1:3-11) (p. 31) 37 

  38 



 13 

Conclusion 1 

 2 

While appreciating our dissenting brothers’ zeal for truth, and their evident desire to promote 3 

the peace and purity of the Church, we believe, as we have shown above, that their Dissent 4 

does not accurately reflect either the Record in this Case or the ruling and opinion of the SJC.  5 

Unfortunately, it is likely that as these inaccuracies are spread in the Church, people will 6 

follow the dissenters in drawing conclusions about the SJC’s ruling and its understanding of 7 

sexual ethics that are neither accurate nor fairly adduced from the Decision. It is for this reason 8 

that we find it necessary to provide this Answer. 9 


