
 Concurring Opinion in Case 2020-12 1 
Complaint of TE Ryan Speck 2 

v. Missouri Presbytery 3 
 4 

While we concur with the decision of the Standing Judicial Commission in case 2020-12, we feel 5 
compelled to offer the following additional comments, both by way of clarification and explanation.  Our 6 
comments fall into three sections: why we could not conclude that Missouri Presbytery should have found 7 
that there was a “strong presumption of guilt” regarding TE Johnson; concerns regarding the use of BCO 8 
31-2 to address alleged doctrinal errors; and ongoing concerns about some of TE Johnson’s views. 9 
 10 
I. Why We Could Not Conclude that Missouri Presbytery Should Have Found  11 
a “Strong Presumption of Guilt” 12 
 13 
 The SJC’s decision in this case should not be read as a defense or affirmation of every statement 14 
or even every particular view of TE Johnson.  That is not the role of the appellate court, particularly in a 15 
case arising out of a complaint that Presbytery failed to proceed to an indictment following a BCO 31-2 16 
investigation.  Further, we want to underscore, at the outset of our Concurring Opinion, the structure and 17 
conclusions of the SJC’s Opinion.  That opinion repeatedly states that if the statements alleged in the 18 
Complaint were an accurate summary of TE Johnson’s views, then the Complaint would need to be 19 
sustained.  The SJC found, however, based on the Record, that it was “not unreasonable for Presbytery to 20 
conclude that TE Johnson does not hold these positions.”  As a result, the SJC could not sustain the 21 
Complaint. 22 
 23 
 We wish to elaborate on that conclusion.  For this Complaint to be sustained there would have 24 
had to have been a finding either that Presbytery somehow failed properly to conduct the BCO 31-2 25 
investigation or that said investigation demonstrated “a strong presumption of guilt” but that Presbytery 26 
failed to take the next step by indicting TE Johnson.   27 
 28 
 The BCO does not specify any particular set of procedures that a court must follow in conducting 29 
a 31-2 investigation.  Thus, lower courts have a great deal of latitude in how they proceed in this area.  30 
While we are not persuaded that the production of a large Record (over a thousand pages) is necessarily 31 
evidence that the lower court has done a good investigation, and while we might have wished that 32 
Presbytery had delved more deeply into some of TE Johnson’s views, we cannot say that the Record 33 
demonstrates that Presbytery committed any “clear error” (BCO 39-3(2,3)) in how it conducted its 34 
investigation. 35 
 36 
 Of greater import here is how we are to understand “strong presumption of guilt.”  Aside from 37 
minor stylistic changes, the language of BCO 31-2 dates back to the PCUS Book of Church Order of 38 
1879.  In discussing this provision in his 1898 work Exposition of the Book of Church Order, F.P. 39 
Ramsay offers this explanation of “strong presumption of guilt”: “A strong presumption means a belief by 40 
the members of the court that evidence as then known to them would indicate that guilt probably exists, 41 
unless evidence to the contrary can be produced not then known to them.”1 In other words, to conclude 42 
that Missouri Presbytery erred, one would have to show that there is evidence in the Record that would 43 
demonstrate that it is likely that TE Johnson would be convicted at a trial unless new, exculpatory 44 
evidence were provided.  We agree that the material provided in the Record does not meet this test.   45 
 46 

 
1 For the history of BCO 31-2 see the relevant section of the PCA Historical Center’s The Historical Development of the Book of 

Church Order, available at https://www.pcahistory.org/bco/rod/31/02.html.  The Ramsay quote is included in that section.  It is 

originally from F(ranklin) P(ierce) Ramsay, An Exposition of the Form of Government and Rules of Discipline of the 

Presbyterian Church in the United States (Richmond, VA: Presbyterian Committee of Publications, 1898), 187. 

https://www.pcahistory.org/bco/rod/31/02.html.
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 As the SJC’s opinion demonstrates, some of the problematic comments that TE Johnson had 1 
made were subsequently clarified or qualified (see below our discussion in Part III).  Further, in several 2 
cases, views that Complainant alleged TE Johnson to hold were not supported by the Record.  In 3 
particular, there is no evidence in the Record that TE Johnson has made some of the statements that 4 
Complainant found most problematic, and, in some instances, the Record shows that TE Johnson 5 
explicitly denies ever having made the comments (e.g., he avows that he does not use and has not used the 6 
“couplet” “gay Christian” to identify himself).  (ROC 975, 1029; SJC Opinion 18). Additionally, in some 7 
cases the allegations Complainant raised about TE Johnson’s views were apparently based on 8 
implications Complainant argued must underlie or follow from things TE Johnson has said or not said.  9 
This was particularly evident when the Complainant argued that TE Johnson’s failure to answer 10 
adequately (in the view of the Complainant) a question about identity must mean that TE Johnson does 11 
not recognize his identity as being in Christ (ROC 5-6). It was also evident in Complainant’s conclusion 12 
that TE Johnson’s cancer analogy (which we agree was ill-chosen) must mean that TE Johnson believes 13 
same-sex attraction is genetic and ordinarily as incurable as cancer which must lead, in turn, to “the 14 
inexorable conclusion that someone who is same-sex attracted is not responsible for his genetic 15 
condition” (ROC 3). By any reasonable understanding of an appropriate judgment of charity we cannot 16 
impute to a speaker implications that he denies unless there is no other reasonable understanding of the 17 
statements in question, and this is particularly true here given that the Record shows that TE Johnson 18 
denies the conclusions Complainant drew (SJC Opinion 14-15).2  19 
 20 
 All this is not to say that we do not have ongoing concerns with some of TE Johnson’s views and 21 
formulations.  We do (see Part III).  Indeed, Missouri Presbytery recognized that, at a minimum, TE 22 
Johnson has not always been as careful as he needed to be in how he has expressed some of his views 23 
(ROC 1003, 1004), and we agree with that assessment.  But, having concerns about a man’s views is very 24 
different from a conclusion that there is a “strong presumption of guilt,” and that Presbytery erred by not 25 
reaching that conclusion and thus in not proceeding to indict TE Johnson.  Our concerns notwithstanding, 26 
we cannot conclude that Presbytery should have found, from the Record (which is all we are allowed to 27 
consider in reviewing a Complaint (RAO  17.1(4)), that  TE Johnson would likely have been convicted 28 
had a trial been held before an impartial presbytery. 29 
 30 
II. Concerns Regarding the Use of BCO 31-2 to Address Alleged Doctrinal Errors 31 
 32 
 In recent years we have seen several instances of efforts to use BCO 31-2 to address alleged 33 
doctrinal errors.  By its very nature a 31-2 investigation is unlikely to develop a complete, fully 34 
documented Record.  That, in turn, makes review by a higher court difficult, particularly in doctrinal 35 
matters.  This case illustrates some of those difficulties.3  36 
 37 
 First, there is no requirement for the transcription of testimony in a 31-2 investigation.  Thus, in 38 
this case, at some key points, the Record provided only summaries of TE Johnson’s views as understood 39 
by an investigating committee, rather than a transcript of TE Johnson’s actual statements. Second, there is 40 
no requirement that witnesses be cross-examined in a 31-2 investigation.  This risks a less critical 41 
engagement of a man and his views than would be afforded in a trial.  In our judgment, that happened at 42 
some points in this case.  Third, the gathering of evidence is typically less exacting in a 31-2 investigation 43 

 
2 The SJC has previously underscored the importance of applying a reasonable judgment of charity when drawing conclusions 

based on implications that one might conclude follow from an individual’s statements. See Case 2010-04: TE Art Sartorius et al. 

v. Siouxlands Presbytery (M39GA, 2011, pp. 578-83), esp. p. 582.  
3 We recognize that Allegations 2 and 4 in the Complaint focused, at least in large part, on TE Johnson’s fitness for office 

(character) given his admission that he is tempted by same sex attraction.  We leave it to the Opinion of the SJC and the Report of 

the PCA General Assembly’s Ad Interim Committee on Human Sexuality to address the question of whether one tempted by (but 

not acting on) same sex attraction is automatically disqualified from office in the PCA.  Our concern here is to highlight the 

problems of seeking to address the related doctrinal issues via the 31-2 process. 
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than would be the case in a trial. That means, as was true in this matter, that there may well be material in 1 
the Record that does not bear directly on the matter at hand, or that key evidence may not be included 2 
because there is no one charged with gathering all the evidence as would be the case if there were a 3 
prosecutor.  Fourth, since the 31-2 process is focused on investigation and information gathering, 4 
evidence may not be developed and presented in the systematic way that one would hope would occur in 5 
the context of a trial.  That was certainly true in this case and, at times, it made it difficult for the appellate 6 
court to follow the reasoning that underlaid TE Johnson’s views and the reasoning of the one(s) who have 7 
concerns. 8 
 9 
 None of these comments are intended to argue that Missouri Presbytery erred in its findings, 10 
although we could certainly wish that they had probed some key aspects of TE Johnson’s views more 11 
deeply at some points.  It is simply to point out the difficulties that come with trying to address doctrinal 12 
concerns through a 31-2 investigation.4 Given those concerns, it is our conviction that doctrinal cases, 13 
such as this one, generally are better handled by concerned parties bringing charges against the individual 14 
about whose views there is concern, rather than seeking a 31-2 investigation or bringing a Complaint 15 
about the outcome of such an investigation.   16 
 17 
III. Ongoing Concerns about Some of TE Johnson’s Views. 18 
 19 
 The SJC has found that Missouri Presbytery did not “clearly err at its meeting on July 21, 2020, 20 
when it declined to commence process on” several allegations that were brought against TE Greg 21 
Johnson. As we noted above in Part I, the SJC’s Reasoning in support of its Judgment should not be read 22 
as a defense or vindication of TE Johnson or any of his statements or views. This is because defending or 23 
vindicating TE Johnson is not the role of the appellate court. The SJC, rather, found that Presbytery was 24 
not unreasonable in its decisions declining to indict. The statements of TE Johnson that were extracted 25 
from the Record of the Case, collated, and included in the Reasoning afford warrant for that particular 26 
finding.  27 
 28 
 At the same time, as those who concur in SJC’s Decision, we wish, for the sake of conscience and 29 
for the good of the broader church, to register concerns raised by certain statements of TE Johnson that 30 
appear in the record. TE Johnson has not been as careful as he ought to have been in expressing his views 31 
– an exhortation that Missouri Presbytery has formally conveyed to TE Johnson (ROC 1003, 1004). In 32 
particular, he has not given proper attention to how his expressions would be heard and received in the 33 
broader church. We offer three examples.  34 
 35 
 First, TE Johnson has spoken of his same-sex attraction and identity in ways that have unsettled 36 
and alarmed the church. In a public address, reflecting on his life before and after his conversion, Johnson 37 
states, “it’s not my sexual orientation that’s changed; its’s my life orientation, because Jesus rescued me, 38 
a sinner…” (ROC 555). In the same address, he refers to himself in the present as “gay” – “gay people 39 
excel in every field, driven by a never-ending need to accomplish enough, be successful enough, in order 40 
to become lovable. We decorate our lives to poster over our shame in the hope that we’ll become lovable” 41 
(ROC 556). Similarly, in a 2019 article for Christianity Today, TE Johnson states, “Jesus hasn’t made me 42 
straight. But he covers over my shame. Jesus really loves gay people” (ROC 904).  43 
 44 
 And yet, TE Johnson also speaks of his same-sex attraction and identity in more qualified and 45 
guarded fashion. The Record testifies to TE Johnson’s clear and longstanding refusal to speak of himself 46 

 
4 Indeed, it is not clear that 31-2 is even intended to be a mechanism for getting at doctrinal issues.  Note that what is required is 

that “They [Sessions and Presbyteries] shall with due diligence and great discretion demand from such persons satisfactory 

explanations concerning reports affecting their Christian character.”  That language suggests that 31-2 is intended primarily for 

“character related issues” rather than issues related to doctrine. 
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using the couplet “gay Christian” (ROC 812). TE Johnson no less disavows celebrating “fallen sexuality” 1 
and “sin-identity” (ROC 939, 829). He denies that any “Christian should have a fallen sexual orientation 2 
as their core identity [that is,] the core identity that defines me, the identity that then becomes what I 3 
aspire more fully to be.” Rather, “our core identity as Christians is that we have been adopted as sons of 4 
[the] Father into his family” (ROC 936). In response to a question put to him by the SJC, TE Johnson 5 
affirms that same-sex attraction is sinful (ROC 1023). In response to another SJC question, TE Johnson 6 
affirms that “homosexual immorality [is] more heinous than heterosexual immorality…” (ROC 1041).  7 
 8 
 The language that TE Johnson has publicly employed to express his same-sex attraction and 9 
identity, however, fails adequately to convey these beliefs to his audiences, particularly Christian 10 
audiences. In fact, given the way that such terms are used within our culture at large, to speak of himself 11 
as “gay” or to affirm that his “orientation” has “not … changed,” without immediate qualifiers, risks 12 
communicating to the Church what TE Johnson declares is not true about his same-sex attraction and 13 
identity. Even so, at one point in the Record, TE Johnson speaks dismissively about this concern – “And 14 
sometimes religious people get really worked up about what terminology you use to describe your fallen 15 
life orientation” (ROC 555). The Record therefore not only indicates that TE Johnson speaks of himself in 16 
ways that have troubled and disturbed the church, but also evidences a tone-deafness on the part of TE 17 
Johnson about how his public self-descriptions are being understood and received within the Church.5  18 
 19 
 Second, TE Johnson has drawn an analogy between same-sex attraction and physical illness in 20 
such a way as to unsettle and alarm the church. In his floor speech before the 2019 General Assembly, TE 21 
Johnson said the following:  22 
 23 

We don’t tell alcoholics it’s a sin to conceive of yourself as an alcoholic because drunkenness is a 24 
sin …. We don’t tell paraplegics that they should conceive of themselves as able-bodied because 25 
that’s God’s ideal. We wouldn’t tell an infertile woman that she needs to conceive of herself as 26 
fertile, and she’s unbelieving to conceive of herself as infertile because that’s not God’s design. 27 
Friends, I’m fallen, I’m broken, and Jesus has washed me and saved me (ROC 556).  28 

 29 
In these remarks, TE Johnson establishes an analogy between alcoholism, paraplegia, infertility, and his 30 
own same-sex attraction. TE Johnson draws comparable analogies in at least two other places in the 31 
Record – “[T]he biblical term [for identity] would be calling or vocation. We all have a calling. And for 32 
some that calling is to glorify God in a really difficult, empty feeling marriage. For some, it’s to glorify 33 
God when they have cancer. For some, it’s to glorify God with same-sex attraction – unwanted same-sex 34 
attraction” (ROC 566); “Some people have a vocation to glorify God with a really empty marriage that is 35 
a real struggle, but their calling is to glorify God with that. Other people have a calling to glorify God 36 
with leukemia. And other people have a calling to glorify God with unwanted same-sex attraction or 37 
gender dysphoria or intersex condition” (ROC 464).   38 
 39 
 The Record testifies that, when asked by his Presbytery to explain his meaning, TE Johnson says 40 
paraplegia, infertility, cancer, and same-sex attraction were “similar in their being effects of the fall that 41 
cause suffering,” but “dissimilar in terms of moral status” (ROC 961). He expressly declared to his 42 
Presbytery that “same-sex attraction is different from these others in that it is not morally neutral” (ROC 43 
961-2). He says that “in my GA floor speech, I was not claiming moral neutrality for same-sex attraction 44 
any more than I was for alcoholism. That was not the point of my comparison” (ROC 962). TE Johnson 45 

 
5 We may note the parallel but distinct ways in which TE Johnson may speak of a person who has not entertained pornography 

for 15 years as a pornography “addict” (ROC 568), and a person who “has been sober for 18 years – hasn’t had a drink in 18 

years” as “absolutely an alcoholic “(ROC 565). What TE Johnson means by “addict” and “alcoholic” is that this particular sin is 

“part of [this person’s] story,” though not something that he “identif[ies]” with in the sense of “bow[ing] down to it” (ROC 565). 

But the effect of using these terms in such a way is inevitably to shock and disturb Christian audiences.  
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later declared that “sadly what many heard was a moral comparison. They misunderstood me to be stating 1 
that same-sex attraction is morally neutral like paraplegia and infertility. As I stated to my presbytery on 2 
June 14, 2020, ‘I regret not qualifying my analogy during my floor speech. I had qualified that analogy 3 
when I used it in the past and should have thought to do so at GA. I neglected to do so then by 4 
oversight….’” (ROC 1042).  5 
 6 
 TE Johnson’s subsequent explanations are certainly welcome and clarifying. Even so, as he 7 
acknowledges, the distinctions that he later employed to explain his analogy in his floor speech could not 8 
have been evident from his words to the Commissioners of the 2019 General Assembly. TE Johnson’s 9 
floor speech surfaces prominently in the Record both in outside correspondence directed to TE Johnson’s 10 
Presbytery and within subsequent investigations of TE Johnson. This prominence indicates the degree to 11 
which TE Johnson’s unqualified remarks had the effect of upsetting and disturbing the broader church.  12 
 13 
 Third, the way in which TE Johnson has spoken of change in the Christian life has needlessly 14 
troubled the broader Church. In response to a concern raised by Central Georgia Presbytery alleging TE 15 
Johnson’s belief “that those who experience same-sex temptations are not normally delivered from these, 16 
and are not normally changed in nature by the LORD” (ROC 801; compare the letter of Grace and Peace 17 
PCA, Anna, TX, ROC 653-5), TE Johnson told his own Presbytery, “God can do anything. He can do 18 
miracles. But the normal pattern in this fallen world is that this is a lifelong struggle.” (ROC 943). 19 
Elsewhere in the Record, Johnson states that “orientation generally does not change. It’s very rare” (ROC 20 
567; cf. ROC 813, 1057).  21 
 22 
 TE Johnson’s repeated emphasis upon the rarity of orientation change appears related to a 23 
concern that he has expressed with respect to the expectations of Christian audiences, “[religious people] 24 
want to make sure that I say I used to be gay, implying God didn’t leave me there, implying that I’ve 25 
experienced some level of sexual orientation change that has remained elusive for me and for most of the 26 
believers who stand where I stand” (ROC 555). But this emphasis upon the alleged rarity of orientation 27 
change has troubled the broader Church. Whether or not TE Johnson is correct in his assessment of 28 
orientation change is not our concern here. Our concern, rather, is that the vehemence of TE Johnson’s 29 
denials of orientation change has rendered the broader Church unsettled and uncertain with respect to TE 30 
Johnson’s commitment to progressive sanctification, particularly the mortification of indwelling sin.  31 
 32 
 The Record indicates that, in response to questions put to him by the SJC, TE Johnson declares 33 
his embrace of the Westminster Standards’ doctrine of sanctification (ROC 1033-35). He stresses that 34 
“nothing I have stated has ever been intended to suggest otherwise” than that “Jesus does change lives, 35 
and that change is progressive” (ROC 1034). He furthermore qualifies his statement “sexual orientation 36 
does not typically change” – “I am not saying that God doesn’t change lives … All of these people 37 
[several persons whom TE Johnson mentions in the material elided] are walking miracles and proof of the 38 
gospel’s power to radically reorient a life to God. My point has been and remains that none of this is 39 
evidence of a gay-to-straight cure” (ROC 1037, emphasis original).  40 
 41 
 TE Johnson’s public statements about orientation change have not been adequately framed to 42 
convey to his audiences the kinds of affirmations and qualifications referenced in the previous paragraph.  43 
In other words, TE Johnson has not shown proper concern for how his statements relating to 44 
sanctification would be heard and received by the broader Church. In so emphasizing his beliefs about the 45 
rarity of orientation change, he has generated avoidable disturbance within the Church. Regrettably, the 46 
closing quotation in the paragraph above suggests that TE Johnson does not yet fully apprehend how his 47 
public statements about orientation change have been received within and have troubled the Church. 48 
 49 
  50 
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IV. Conclusion 1 
 2 
 In conclusion, we want to be clear about what we are not saying and what we are saying. We are 3 
not saying that the Church has merely misheard or misunderstood TE Johnson. Neither are we saying that 4 
the concerns raised before Missouri Presbytery by outside parties with respect to TE Johnson’s public 5 
teaching were altogether unfounded. In fact, we ourselves have registered above serious concerns about 6 
certain of TE Johnson’s public statements insofar as those statements lack clarity and reflect a tone-7 
deafness with respect to the broader Church. But, as we stressed earlier, simply having concerns about 8 
certain of TE Johnson’s public statements is not sufficient to find a “strong presumption of guilt” (see our 9 
discussion in Part I). The reason that we did not vote to sustain the Complaint is because the Record of 10 
the Case, taken as a whole, contains TE Johnson’s subsequent clarifications or qualifications, particularly 11 
those offered in the course of Missouri Presbytery’s investigations and later confirmed in his answers to 12 
questions posed by the SJC, of earlier, problematic statements. Based upon the totality of the evidence 13 
within the Record of the Case, we do not believe that there is a “strong presumption of guilt,” 14 
notwithstanding the concerns that we have registered here about some of TE Johnson’s public statements.   15 
 16 
         RE Frederick (Jay) Neikirk 17 
         TE Guy Prentiss Waters 18 
 19 
This concurring opinion is joined by  RE Daniel A. Carrell 20 
     TE Bryan Chapell 21 

TE David Coffin 22 
TE Hoochan Paul Lee  23 
TE Michael F. Ross 24 
RE Jack Wilson (as to Parts I, II, and IV of this opinion, but only  25 
as to portions of Part III) 26 


