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My full response to the charges of division

I think the most important question here is 
how many people at Trinity I have tried to 
convince of my views. If I were truly divisive, 
you would expect me to be stirring it up. That's 
what divisive people do. You'd think I would be 
publicizing my book, my blog, my ministry, my 
new book deal. You'd think I would be sowing 
seeds by telling anyone who will listen all my 
disagreements with Ryan's preaching. Am I 
doing that? No. If there is division in our 
church now, it is largely because the elders 
stirred it up by bringing charges against me—
charges that I maintain are utterly false.

On this page

3a. Personal website
This simply repeats the same examples I have already addressed in My full response to the charges of slander.

3b. Joint website
More repeat examples that I have already addressed.

3c. Online account

“It’s not very complementarian though, is it.” (Public response to an article about a 
female church member who volunteers as a firefighter)
The original context of this remark was an overtly feminist propaganda piece in the newspaper, Women hose 
down fireman cliche in rural Waikato, featuring Julia Bearsley. This piece was posted with wide approval in the 
TRBC Facebook group (you will need to be a member to view it):

Facebook

Log into Facebook to start sharing and connecting with your friends, family, and people you know.

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1146873385403895/permalink/1488180394606524/

If you judge by appearances, my views on this issue certainly seem "backward." Backward is another way of saying 
old. They are the views of our forefathers, not the views that have become accepted in the church since the rise of 
feminism in our culture.

I do not anticipate that you'll agree with these old views. What I do hope is that you will accept they are the 
historic position of the church—because this is easily proved. You can check The Reformed pedigree of my views, 
but I have also pasted three particularly relevant quotes below from famous Reformed theologians of the 16th, 
17th, and 18th centuries:

John Calvin, Harmony of the Law, vol. 3, "Political Supplement," Deuteronomy 22:5

This decree also commends modesty in general, and in it God anticipates the danger, 
lest women should harden themselves into forgetfulness of modesty, or men should 
degenerate into effeminacy unworthy of their nature. Garments are not in themselves 
of so much importance; but as it is disgraceful for men to become effeminate, and 

3a. Personal website
3b. Joint website
3c. Online account

“It’s not very complementarian though, is it.” (Public response to 
an article about a female church member who volunteers as a 
firefighter)
“hey man, is it intervention time?” (Private response to a message 
seeking to catch up with Bnonn)
Tweet on sending your kids to school in the world
Private interactions coming across as attempting to sow seeds of 
distrust in elders and/or subverting the elders
Recent Facebook comment about quarterly meetings
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See also

https://www.notion.so/My-full-response-to-the-charges-of-slander-65e335bfac444b8f8f84344b75717b47
https://www.stuff.co.nz/waikato-times/news/97241111/women-hose-down-fireman-cliche-in-rural-waikato
https://www.facebook.com/groups/1146873385403895/permalink/1488180394606524/
https://www.notion.so/The-Reformed-pedigree-of-my-views-5e219cec145d4f8d82de0ec6dc315b63
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also for women to affect manliness in their dress and gestures, propriety and 
modesty are prescribed, not only for decency’s sake, but lest one kind of liberty 
should at length lead to something worse. The words of the heathen poet are very 
true: 
"What shame can she, who wears a helmet, show, Her sex deserting?"

Matthew Henry, Commentary on the Whole Bible, Unabridged, Vol. I, Deuteronomy 22:5

I. The distinction of sexes by the apparel is to be kept up, for the preservation of our 
own and our neighbour's chastity, v. 5. Nature itself teaches that a difference be made 
between them in their hair (1 Cor. xi. 14), and by the same rule in their clothes, 
which therefore ought not to be confounded, either in ordinary wear or occasionally. 
To befriend a lawful escape or concealment it may be done, but whether for sport or 
in the acting of plays is justly questionable. 1. Some think it refers to the idolatrous 
custom of the Gentiles: in the worship of Venus, women appeared in armour, and 
men in women's clothes; this, as other such superstitious usages, is here said to be an 
abomination to the Lord. 2. It forbids the confounding of the dispositions and affairs 
of the sexes: men must not be effeminate, nor do the women's work in the house, nor 
must women be viragos, pretend to teach, or usurp authority, 1 Tim. ii. 11, 12.

John Gill, Exposition of the Bible, Deuteronomy 22:5

The woman shall not wear that which pertaineth unto a man 
It being very unseemly and impudent, and contrary to the modesty of her sex; or 
there shall not be upon her any "instrument of a man", any utensil of his which he 
makes use of in his trade and business; as if she was employed in it, when her 
business was not to do the work of men, but to take care of her house and family; and 
so this law may be opposed to the customs of the Egyptians, as is thought, from 
whom the Israelites were lately come; whose women, as Herodotus relates, used to 
trade and merchandise abroad, while the men kept at home; and the word also 
signifies armour, as Onkelos renders it; and so here forbids women putting on a 
military habit and going with men to war, as was usual with the eastern women; and 
so Maimonides illustrates it, by putting a mitre or an helmet on her head, and 
clothing herself with a coat of mail; and in like manner Josephus explains it, 
"take heed, especially in war, that a woman do not make use of the habit of a man, or 
a man that of a woman;" 
nor is he to be found fault with so much as he is by a learned writer, since he does not 
restrain it wholly to war, though he thinks it may have a special regard to that; for no 
doubt the law respects the times of peace as well as war, in neither of which such a 
practice should obtain: but the Targum of Jonathan very wrongly limits it to the 
wearing fringed garments, and to phylacteries, which belonged to men…
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💡 If you would like to inquire diligently into the reasons that the church always held this view until 
feminism came along, please see the article below. Although the context is bearing the sword, I believe 
that being a fireman is such a paradigmatically masculine job that it plainly falls under the same issue, 
as illustrated even in the modern word firefighter.

Why a woman bearing the sword is an abomination to the Lord ⋆ Bnonn Tennant (the B is silent)

Being raised on a diet of superheroes, Power Rangers, Starfleet officers and-my shameful confession-
Planeteers, this conclusion does not come naturally to me. Thanks to cultural conditioning, drawing on 
generations of feminism, my intuitions about women's roles are way off what Scripture and nature say they 

https://bnonn.com/why-a-woman-bearing-the-sword-is-an-abomination-to-the-lord/

Now, I confess that my comment on Facebook was bad. I was trying not to be offensive, because I feared being 
divisive! I knew that because of the culture we live in, many congregants would be upset at how God himself 
describes women playing at being men (and vice versa) in Deuteronomy 22:5 and 1 Corinthians 11—i.e., as 
abominable and disgraceful. I wasn't sure how to broach the topic in a way that was gentle enough to gain an 
audience, but severe enough to convey the problem. I was also provoked that Bible-believers were celebrating 
something that I am conscience-bound to say God detests. 

I think we can all agree that I did a poor job of initially broaching my concern, and I am sorry that I didn't state 
myself better. However, Matthew 18, applied to a public situation, did require me to say something.

⁉ It seems to me that the charge of division here amounts to saying that public disagreement, if it upsets 
someone, will not be tolerated—regardless of the theological giants you have in your corner. But this is 
exactly the unbiblical way of dealing with disagreement that brought homosexuality into the Western 
church. E.g., a well-liked guy in the church starts dating another guy, someone else raises a concern, and 
the pastors are horrified at how hurtful and divisive that person is!

“hey man, is it intervention time?” (Private response to a message seeking to catch up 
with Bnonn)
This might have the appearance of sounding incriminating. I think the elders are relying on that, hoping you will 
judge by appearances. But once again, they are interpreting a tongue-in-cheek remark in the worst way possible. 

I made this comment in July 2018, because I had enough self-awareness to realize that, at that time, I was in a 
"cage stage." Much of my writing and behavior around this period was fairly extreme, and on a negative trajectory. 
I have long ago repented of this behavior. 

Ryan contacted me around this time to meet up—after Sarah repeatedly begged him to, as outlined in My history 
of trying to cooperate and reason with Ryan and her own statement On Bnonn's teaching on gender . But for him 
to use this one-time comment from me—two years ago—as evidence of some ongoing rebellion, as if I am 
intentionally engaged in continual divisive behavior, is straightforward false witness. He knows that it was a 
remark over a temporary situation, and that it does not constitute evidence for any kind of recognition that 
"intervention" is still necessary.

⚠ Matthew 18 was not followed with respect to my supposed habitual divisiveness. If it were the 
case that I am engaged in such behavior, our elders have consistently failed to put a stop to it since at 
least July 2018. Thus their own testimony convicts them. Either this is a serious issue and they should 
have disciplined me long ago, or it is a trumped-up charge and they should not be disciplining me now. 
You may have noticed that this is an ongoing and crucial pattern.

Tweet on sending your kids to school in the world

https://bnonn.com/why-a-woman-bearing-the-sword-is-an-abomination-to-the-lord/
https://www.notion.so/My-history-of-trying-to-cooperate-and-reason-with-Ryan-0ab920ed13dd433a90df791f8e9c8783
https://www.notion.so/On-Bnonn-s-teaching-on-gender-6dd83ff27449425c83c2e68215d913ee
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The elders claim that I am binding people's consciences on an issue where Scripture gives us freedom. But that is 
the very point in dispute—does Scripture give us the kind of freedom that modern Christians tend to 
unreflectively assume? The argument is straightforward:

1. Christians are involved in spiritual warfare against "the rulers, against the authorities, against the cosmic 
powers over this present darkness, against the spiritual forces of evil in the heavenly places," and against 
Satan, the "ruler of this world" (Eph. 6:12; 3:10; 2:2; Col. 1:13, 16; Dan. 10:13, 20; 2 Cor. 10:3-5; Mt. 28:18-
20; John 14:30 etc)

2. Public schools are run by the world, and are thus run by this enemy.

3. Therefore, a Christian sending his kids to public school is like an Englishman sending his kids to a school in 
Nazi Germany.

Note that I am making a generalization here, in the same way Scripture so often does. I am not condemning any 
particular case of Christians sending their children to public schools. Sometimes that is the only viable option 
they have. But my argument is directed against the widespread and unreflective assumption that public schooling 
is fine, as evidenced by how many Christians use it.
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⁉ Is it sin to draw out an important scriptural principle and explain its application through a clear 
analogy? Even if you disagree with me, how is it "divisive" for me to express my view on this? Once 
again, the problem seems to be that I might make someone uncomfortable. Feelings-based 
condemnation. What does Scripture say about that? "Better is open rebuke than hidden love" and 
"faithful are the wounds of a friend; profuse are the kisses of an enemy" and "iron sharpens iron." Our 
elders' response to me is how cults operate. Have I been going around Trinity checking if people 
have their kids in public schools, and refusing to have fellowship with them if they do? No! I don't even 
know if anyone at Trinity sends their kids to public school. Unlike our elders, I am capable of 
fellowshipping with people who still disagree with me on points I consider quite important.

Private interactions coming across as attempting to sow seeds of distrust in elders 
and/or subverting the elders
I don't know what to say to this, except that it is truly cult-like. The elders provide absolutely no evidence for it. 
Yet even if they had evidence, do you not think by now that I should distrust them, and that I should tell others 
about their behavior so as to get counsel on what to do?

Recent Facebook comment about quarterly meetings
Sim had asked on Facebook when our next quarterly business meeting would be. Ryan responded to say that we're 
due to have our AGM soon, and like last year it will be part of that. This sparked the following exchange:
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Facebook

Log into Facebook to start sharing and connecting with your friends, family, and people you know.

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1146873385403895/permalink/3060711460686735/

I posted this comment as the former church secretary, having some knowledge of the protocols and procedures of 
Trinity. Notice a few things:

1. What I said is completely reasonable. I expressed a concern that others clearly share (as shown by the three 
likes that I received—will these people also be subject to church discipline for being divisive?)

2. Ryan never responded to this legitimate concern. This is standard operating procedure for our elders—
they simply evade and ignore anything they don't want to deal with. This has been the case in every 
single discussion I can recall having with Ryan, as soon as he had trouble justifying his position.

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1146873385403895/permalink/3060711460686735/
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3. Ryan has also not responded to Sam and Sim's efforts behind the scenes to get a quarterly business meeting 
going again. They have sent him an agenda of many items that the church needs to discuss. Ryan has assured 
the Hights that he wants to have quarterly meetings (why did he try to scrap them, then?) but has taken 
absolutely no action to restart them. (This is my own perspective; I am not speaking for Sam or Sim.)

4. Having ignored the legitimate concern expressed publicly in the church Facebook group, our elders now 
include this as evidence of divisiveness! As if daring to question an obviously questionable decision is 
somehow divisive behavior, rather than responsible behavior—especially in a congregationally-governed 
church.

⁉ Again, it has to be asked—are our elders trying to turn Trinity into a cult, where the slightest pushback 
or concern about what they are doing is condemned as divisive sin? Who is in charge of our church? 
The last time I checked, it was the congregation, not the elders.

Initial responses via email

⁉ This is yet another example of evidence brought at the meeting, but not included in the PDF sent out to 
members.

Our elders object to my online activity following their emails in May (original Twitter link):

It seems Ryan assumes that this tweet was specifically in response to him. It was not. As you can see if you follow 
the link, I was sharing and expanding on a prior tweet by someone else who had noticed the abusive tactics being 

https://twitter.com/bnonn/status/1261093617503891458
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used in churches. (He has since deleted his original tweet; this is fairly common with tweets that don't get much 
engagement, to keep the signal-to-noise ratio up.)

My tweet was primarily in reference not to my own situation, but to two different situations of two different 
friends, whom I have witnessed being "labeled into submission." (As far as I know, Ryan has never called me 
unteachable, so that part couldn't be about him anyway.) With this in mind, I'd ask two questions:

1. Why does Ryan think this about him? Is it because the shoe fits? Nearly nothing I write in public is about him 
specifically, but some of it nonetheless does describe his behavior.

2. Even if I had written this specifically about him, what sin have I committed? I am warning people about the 
gaslighting tactics I see being used in churches. He quotes me as if I am self-evidently condemned by daring 
to name abusive tactics, even after I knew he was "watching me!" Once more, is Trinity a cult?

See also
My full response to the charges of slander 

My full response to the charges of false teaching 

https://www.notion.so/My-full-response-to-the-charges-of-slander-65e335bfac444b8f8f84344b75717b47
https://www.notion.so/My-full-response-to-the-charges-of-false-teaching-8cce3d52efa24dee953df8e6d5106e05

