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My full response to the charges of false 
teaching

2a. False teaching that takes 
away from the gospel
This charge is false. I have thoroughly and 
clearly explained to the elders my position 
on good works and salvation, here:

💡 The Reformed pedigree of my 
views 

For a much shorter summary that covers the 
key issues, and is very simple to follow, this 
article from The Gospel Coalition is helpful:

Is Salvation a Reward or a Gift? Yes.

Editors' note: Take part in TGC's Read 
the Bible initiative, where we're 
encouraging Christians and churches to 

https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/
article/salvation-reward-gift/

On this page

David Marshall and Euan Alderton have both examined my document, and agree that there is 
nothing unorthodox, let alone heretical, about my views. Note that David has a theological degree, and 
Euan is studying for one. Neither Ryan nor Greg has a degree.

I shared this document with Ryan in October last year, hoping it would persuade him that he was mistaken 
about me being unorthodox. He never even acknowledged it.

I have not denied the gospel, and my views are fully compatible with our confession. The elders quoting 
clauses of our confession that I explicitly affirm does not show that my views are incompatible with them. 
(On final justification, discussed in my article Faith Across Time, our confession does not mention this, and
I am not confident that the elders mean the same thing by it that I do.) Citing reports from the PCA and 
URCNA is a smokescreen. The Federal Vision doctrine which these papers condemn is one I also reject. This 
is a guilt-by-association tactic using the questionable authority of modern organizations to label me a 
heretic, rather than doing the honest work of dealing with the ample proof for my actual views that I've 
given from the Reformers and Scripture. Our elders can't declare a view truthful or untruthful by fiat, 
regardless of the facts.

2a. False teaching that takes away from the gospel
2b. False teaching that adds to the gospel

Sexuality a central, gospel issue
"Recovering biblical creational norms is more important than 
preaching justification by faith alone"

2c. Disturbing comments regarding spousal abuse
2d. Disturbing comments regarding men and women

God created women to be sex objects and men to be success 
objects
Sarah commended for trusting God
Analogy between slaves and wives
"Can you make me a sandwich?"
Sometimes pain is part of sex
Effects of testosterone
2d(i). Jacob Denhollander response

2e. Impact on other churches
False teaching—the views of other pastors
See also

https://www.notion.so/The-Reformed-pedigree-of-my-views-806ad83ad5124bee8de50ea496db3e05
https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/article/salvation-reward-gift/
https://bnonn.com/final-justification-unchristian/
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⁉ Why has Ryan never even acknowledged the existence of the proof I provide in my Reformed 
Pedigree document—let alone engaged with it? Why has he ignored the assessment of qualified 
men that I am orthodox and Reformed? Why does he refuse to acknowledge the authority of our 
spiritual fathers, and instead cite modern opinions on only semi-related issues, as if that proves 
anything? Why does he continue to claim that I am a false teacher and a heretic, when he 
has been shown and told in no uncertain terms that I am not? What would you think in my 
shoes?

2b. False teaching that adds to the gospel

Sexuality a central, gospel issue
Let me summarize my view that the elders are objecting to. It is this:

💡 That God would have us order our lives according to his will, and those who rebel against God's 
order won't inherit his kingdom.

Is this adding to the gospel? No. I am repeating Scripture, which states this principle clearly. E.g.:

Or do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do 
not be deceived; neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, 
nor homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor 
swindlers, will inherit the kingdom of God. (1 Corinthians 6:9-10; cf. Galatians 
5:21; Ephesians 5:5; 1 Timothy 1:9; Hebrews 12:14; 13:4; Revelation 21:8; 22:15)

In other words, ordinarily, only those who are sanctified will be saved. Salvation includes sanctification. As 
Hebrews 12:14 puts it, we must "strive for…the holiness without which no one will see the Lord." 

Now, the particular application of this principle that our elders object to, is my view that the Father 
orders his kingdom through human fathers who represent his authority. I say that since the gospel is 
frequently described as the gospel of the kingdom, it is quite reasonable to think that an attack on how God 
orders that kingdom is an attack on the gospel, broadly understood.

Put another way, if someone will not accept the manner in which God rules, nor submit to it, how can we 
say he has accepted and submitted to the gospel? And if he willfully rebels against how God rules, he is 
willfully rebelling against the gospel. He will not inherit the kingdom because he has not received the 
gospel. I argue for this more extensively here:

Servant leadership transforms leadership into subservience - It's Good to be a Man

Servant leadership is a dirty little phrase that has slipped into evangelical culture like a silk 
pillow over the face. It tastes sweet in the mouth, like honey, because who doesn't agree that 
men should imitate the Lord Jesus, who came not to be served, but to serve (Matthew 20:28)?

https://itsgoodtobeaman.com/servant-leadership-transforms-leadership-into-subservien
ce/

https://itsgoodtobeaman.com/servant-leadership-transforms-leadership-into-subservience/
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⁉ Why have our elders done nothing to engage with the reasoning here? They're trying to establish 
guilt by labeling. This indicates that Ryan himself is not orthodox on the gospel. A trademark of 
the antinomian error is that it collapses salvation into justification, and so denies that 
sanctification is necessary to be saved. But Scripture does not describe the gospel as the gospel of 
justification. It describes it as the gospel of the kingdom, and of its king. Authority, hierarchy, 
order, and rulership are integral to Scripture's gospel of the kingdom, because they are integral to 
a kingdom. How God has ordered his kingdom is indeed part of the gospel. The fact that he has 
placed a man over all things is part of the gospel proclamation (Acts 2 and onward). So how we 
live out that order—whether we conform to God's design; i.e., sanctification—is integral to our 
faith.

"Recovering biblical creational norms is more important than preaching 
justification by faith alone"
This is a comment that I quoted from P. Andrew Sandlin. But did Sandlin say that preaching justification by 
faith alone is unimportant? No. Here is the complete quote (boldface added):

Contrary to Moore, the church’s great present need is not a revival of preaching on 
justification by faith alone. This is not the most important doctrine in the Bible, 
even in soteriology (salvation doctrine). Still, the Reformation was forced to 
highlight it because the mediaeval church had obscured salvation by grace under a 
blanket of sacramental works-righteousness. But while that error is not less 
pernicious today, it is less pervasive, and giving that doctrine the emphasis it 
had from 1517–1660 is a mistake. The impetus behind that mistake can be either 
hidebound traditionalism or cultural cowardice — sometimes both. 
 
The great threat today is the attack on creational norms like male and female 
created in God’s image as distinct kinds of human beings, and the related issue of 
marriage. That attack comes in the form of same-sex “marriage,” sexual fungibility 
(interchangeability of the sexes), and the exaltation of singlehood as autonomy. 
Recovering biblical creational norms is more important than preaching 
justification by faith alone, not because it’s optional (it isn’t), but because 
creational norms provide the context in which justification can have any 
meaning at all. 
 
It’s no idolatry to champion the family and creational norms at the very time they’re 
under assault both in the culture and the church. 
 
But it might be a tiptoe toward idolatry to slink away from the heat of battle over a 
misguided traditionalism, a faulty Old Testament-New Testament hermeneutic, or 
plain old garden-variety timidity. The longing for comfort without controversy and 
battle might just be the idolatry we have most to fear.
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Security Check Required

https://www.facebook.com/bnonn/posts/10157236297056133

Is Marginalizing the Family the Latest Evangelical Idol?
The family is a Christ-created cosmic norm Just in time to catch the cresting wave of our 
secular culture's anti-family crusade, Russell Moore, president of the Ethics and 
Religious Liberty Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention, chides Christians for 

https://docsandlin.com/2019/02/11/is-marginalizing-the-family-the-latest-evangelica
l-idol/

⁉ Sandlin's point is that the truth which is assailed in our own day is what tests our fidelity, because 
it tests our willingness to defend it. The tower of a castle might be the most important point, yet 
even a small side door can become more important if that is where the enemy is trying to get in. 
Are our elders deliberately misinterpreting Sandlin's argument as an attack on the gospel, and 
hoping you won't notice?

2c. Disturbing comments regarding spousal abuse
I no longer have access to the Facebook discussions where I made these comments. The elders have 
provided nothing but snippets selected from a larger debate, without any background information or 
context.

⚠ I have never endorsed spousal abuse. To read my comments that way, rather than as a specific 
critique of a specific person's specific position, is uncharitable. I have made my position on this 
very clear in the statement below:

I oppose marital corporal punishment ⋆ Bnonn Tennant (the B is silent)

In 2018 I assessed what the Bible says about marital corporal punishment. I made the 
mistake of doing some of my thinking out loud. Now, screenshots of my comments are 
used to perpetuate a rumor that I support wife-beating. This is false, and always has 

https://bnonn.com/i-oppose-marital-corporal-punishment/

I believe this statement is quite adequate. My conscience is clear on this issue, and I don't understand 
Ryan's concerns about where this leaves the original comment. I would delete it if I could, but I don't know 
where it is. I don't have access to the original discussion, and I don't owe Sarah Poulin, who I was debating, 
anything. She uniformly spent her energy attacking me with feminist theology, and I have no reason to 
believe she is regenerate. Ryan seems to be trying to do Matthew 18 by proxy for her. Why? Does he know 
Ms. Poulin? Has she contacted him?

My other comments linked here are the same as those already dealt with, or dealt with below.

My post on Facebook that Ryan quoted

Sandlin's article that I am quoting from

https://www.facebook.com/bnonn/posts/10157236297056133
https://docsandlin.com/2019/02/11/is-marginalizing-the-family-the-latest-evangelical-idol/
https://bnonn.com/i-oppose-marital-corporal-punishment/
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⁉ Why do our elders describe my comments as disturbing rather than as false? The evidence they 
provide is supposed to prove false teaching, not disturbing teaching. This looks like a bait-
and-switch. "False" is about facts. "Disturbing" is about feelings. If they label my words as false, 
they have to explain how they are false. That is very hard when they don't have any context, and 
really have no idea what I was (and was not) saying. But if they just point out that my words are 
disturbing, that they give you a bad feeling, then maybe you will replace facts with feelings. This 
is not how the Bible would have you judge.

2d. Disturbing comments regarding men and women

God created women to be sex objects and men to be success objects
I did say this. And I can see how it sounds disturbing—it looks like I was taking a view that reduces women 
to sex objects. I was not. I should have been more careful about how I phrased this, and less concerned with 
being provocative. I have deleted it.

While I am sorry for this, again, the charge is false teaching, not disturbing teaching. Facts, not feelings. 
So the question is not whether I phrased myself poorly in this one short remark—and I did. It is whether 
what I meant is actually false! 

So what did I mean?

When I said this, I was quoting the title of a paper by Simon Davis, "Men as Success Objects and Women as 
Sex Objects: A Study of Personal Advertisements," linked below:

https://www.sjsu.edu/people/saul.cohn/courses/100W/s0/SuccessVsSexObjects.pdf

It should go without saying that Davis' study title is a generalization that provocatively summarizes an 
important finding from his data: that men are attracted to women primarily for sexual characteristics, while 
women are attracted to men more for characteristics like status and wealth. The title is hyperbolic—and 
obviously so, to a reasonable reader.

Michael and I used this study as a kind of hook in our podcast, "A Biblical Theology of Attraction." I would 
encourage you to listen to it and form your own opinion about what I am actually teaching. Many of our 
listeners have told us that this is our most interesting, insightful, and helpful episode:

https://itsgoodtobeaman.buzzsprout.com/266333/1056727-a-biblical-theology-of-attraction?play=t
rue

In this episode, starting around 43:35, I explicitly say:

If you're looking for a wife, you're not just looking for a sexy woman, you're 
looking for a woman who is going to follow you in the long term, who is going to 
commit to your mission… You're not looking for a doormat—the old doormat cliche
—but men are attracted to an attitude that is necessary for the work of establishing 

https://www.sjsu.edu/people/saul.cohn/courses/100W/s0/SuccessVsSexObjects.pdf
https://itsgoodtobeaman.buzzsprout.com/266333/1056727-a-biblical-theology-of-attraction?play=true
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and growing a household… First Peter talks about a quiet and gentle spirit which is 
beautiful in the sight of God.

⁉ Does this sound like a statement from someone who believes women are mere sex objects? How 
would you feel if you made a poor remark, your pastor read it, and then instead of following 
biblical principles in good faith to inquire diligently into what you meant, he weaponized it and 
pretended to the church that you're some kind of chauvinist who thinks women only exist for sex? 
Did our elders listen to this podcast? They have given me no indication at all that they have—let 
alone how what I meant to say is false.

Sarah commended for trusting God
The elders quote me disagreeing fairly strongly with Doug Wilson on how to interpret the commands in 1 
Corinthians 7. I take a stricter view than Doug does, though if you read our exchange at the link below, you 
will see we end up having only a difference of emphasis. One reason for this difference is that I include the 
principles of 1 Peter 3 in my thinking when reading 1 Corinthians 7. Here is the full paragraph from which 
my quoted remark comes:

What is especially puzzling is that Doug goes only to 1 Corinthians 7, but studiously 
avoids 1 Peter 3, which explicitly covers this kind of situation, down to the bad 
behavior of the husband. Indeed, it even deals with examples of sexually degrading 
behavior, and of treating the wife like a slave; surely these apply to Sarah also, yet 
Scripture commends her for trusting God and remaining with Abraham through 
such trials.

Straddling the stallion and the mare ⋆ Bnonn Tennant (the B is silent)

I've been asked to comment on Doug Wilson's recent piece on a wife deciding to leave 
her husband. While I agree with Doug that there comes a time when a wife is justified in 
leaving her husband, I don't believe he describes that time in this article.

https://bnonn.com/straddling-the-stallion-and-the-mare/

⁉ What did I say wrong here? I don't know what is disturbing about this, let alone false. If a man 
treated his wife today as Abraham treated Sarah, would we not say he was treating her like a 
slave? And did Abraham not sexually degrade Sarah by allowing Pharaoh to take her as a wife? 
And does Scripture not commend her for trusting God, and for remaining with Abraham through 
such trials, when it says "as Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord. And you are her children, if 
you do good and do not fear anything that is frightening" (1 Peter 3:6)? Am I in trouble for 
agreeing that Abraham's behavior was bad, or for noting that Scripture commends Sarah's 
faithfulness through that whole bad situation? I don't get it. Our elders seem to be just picking 
out quotes that contain some "scary words," that if you don't read too closely, will shock 
you into thinking that I'm saying something awful. How would you feel if they did that to you? 
What would you think of their motives?

Analogy between slaves and wives
Again, the charge is false teaching, not disturbing teaching. Examine the exchange between Ms. Poulin and 
myself:

https://bnonn.com/straddling-the-stallion-and-the-mare/
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Sarah Poulin

Bnonn Tennant, one of the admins, supports the notion that wives have the same status as 
slaves, and that a physically abused Christian wife who goes to the police is nothing but 
a closet feminist...

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=10157545043101904&set=

Ms. Poulin falsely claims that I "support the notion that wives have the same status as slaves." I never 
supported this notion. In fact, I implicitly denied it, because what I said is that Scripture draws an analogy 
between wives and slaves. An analogy of something, by definition, is not that thing. Wives are not slaves 
in Scripture.

So what do I mean by "analogy"? Here are two examples:

1. Scripture uses the Hebrew word ba'al, usually translated lord, master or owner (Gen. 37:19; Ex. 21:28, 
34; 22:8; Jdg. 6:25–32 etc), to also describe a husband in Exodus 21:3, 22; Deuteronomy 24:4; 2 Samuel 
11:26; and notably Proverbs 31:11. By the same token, where Genesis 20:3 and Deuteronomy 22:22 in 
English tend to say "married," the Hebrew literally says ba'ulat ba'al—owned by an owner. This is a 
biblical fact—we have to explain it, not deny it because it upsets us.

2. Scripture repeatedly insists that marriage is a picture of the relationship between Jesus and his church. 
Just as we are not our own (1 Cor. 6:19) but "slaves to Christ" (1 Cor. 7:22), so the husband is the head of 
the wife, even as Jesus is the head of the church; and the wife must submit to her husband as the church 
submits to Jesus (Eph. 5:23–24). Again, biblical fact.

Is this disturbing? Maybe if you read American chattel slavery into the analogy. But that is not what 
Scripture means by a man "owning" a slave, let alone his wife! Rather, he "possesses" her in a way delegated 
on account of God's possession of us all. Scripture harmoniously joins "ownership" of a woman with being 
one flesh with her (Gen. 2:24). A man owns his wife in the same way your head owns your body—and 
thus he loves her as he loves his body (Eph. 5:28–29).

⁉ Again, these are biblical facts. They may be disturbing to modern ears. But the charge is false 
teaching. This analogy, as I said, denies that wives are slaves. And it denies that they have the 
same status as slaves. Clearly a slave is not one flesh with his master. Once again, our elders 
appear to be picking quotes that just sound shocking if you don't know the larger context. 
They never even try to show that my words are false. They instead rely on you not knowing 
what I'm talking about, hoping that you think it sounds terrible and conclude it must be 
wrong. Don't judge by appearances. How would you feel if they did this to you? What would you 
think if your pastor used out-of-context remarks to manipulate people into thinking that you see 
your wife as your slave, or some other wicked thing?

"Can you make me a sandwich?"
The elders admit that they cannot find the original context of this quote, yet they feel quite free to assume 
the worst about it all the same. Here it is:

Security Check Required

https://www.facebook.com/itsgoodtobeaman/posts/379450006095410

In this post…

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=10157545043101904&set=
https://www.facebook.com/itsgoodtobeaman/posts/379450006095410
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I condemn anti-feminists (hyper-patriarchalists): "Anti-feminists are just the other side of the bad 
penny. They hate men serving, but they love men ruling, and they love blaming women for men's 
failures."

I require personal holiness as a precondition for properly leading a wife: "Why expect God to bless 
your efforts if you are not seeking to act in his likeness? Anti-feminists are often impious men. They 
wish to rule others when they cannot yet rule themselves. They wish to impose God's rule without 
submitting to it themselves. Unruly men complaining about unruly wives."

I commend the obedience of faith in all of life: "As you begin to consistently practice the obedience 
of faith yourself, this will naturally begin to encompass every duty that God has called you to—
including the duty of ruling your wife."

It is in this context that I then offer men some small practical steps to become more confident in their 
leadership, including simply making minor decisions, and changing the tone of questions so they become 
more like commands. The specific example I use of making a sandwich is satirical; it is an in-joke, written 
for a specific audience, in recognition of the common feminist trope that men only want women barefoot in
the kitchen, making them sandwiches.

⁉ Why do the elders once again read my words as if I wrote them with a sneer? Why do they 
consistently misrepresent playful remarks as malicious attacks? The only people who would take 
actual offense at this wink are the people who are outraged at the idea of a wife happily making 
food for her husband—i.e., the feminists who are the butt of the joke (and who are apparently also 
supplying our elders with most of their screenshots). 

Sometimes pain is part of sex
Our elders once again shamelessly misrepresent me here, to make it look like I'm saying the very opposite of 
what I am. The article they quote from is part of a series that I wrote, to tackle hard questions from married 
Christians—people who are struggling with how to apply biblical principles to their sex lives in various 
ways. I did not write it to be titillating, and certainly not to justify some kind of rapey hyper-patriarchalist 
attitude to sex that treats wives as dolls (I have repeatedly condemned this; see Quotes from me that 
contradict how I've been presented). I wrote it to try to help actual people who have asked my advice 
because they are struggling with difficult issues. 

⚠ My entire method in this series is to establish general principles for assessing the various 
questions that arise about what is ok in sex, and what is not, and then to test the limits of 
those principles, so as to figure out where the boundaries are.

The fact that this series is about general principles is very important to properly reading it. In the first 
installment, I lay out the biblical requirements of sexual intimacy. These function as baseline principles in 
the later article that our elders quote. I cite 1 Cor. 7:1-5 to lay out explicit requirements for sexual intimacy. 
Requirement #2 is they are to be mutually agreed upon.

Then, in the third part of the series, I identify principles which are integral to a couple's sex life. I discuss 
them in turn, briefly summarizing, then pointing out necessary qualifications that limit how we can apply 
them when deciding what is right and what is wrong. Here is the whole section (boldface added):

Pleasure 
Proverbs 5:19, along with the entire theme of Song of Songs that culminates 

https://www.notion.so/Quotes-from-me-that-contradict-how-I-ve-been-presented-c7f02a8fd9ef4c5ca304c3e85283dc44
https://bible.faithlife.com/bible/leb/Prov%205.19
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in Song 8:7–8, describes the intensity of sexual passion, encouraging intoxication 
and delight in one’s spouse. The focus is typically on the breasts or genitals; yet this 
is hardly exclusive of other body parts: while the sexual organs are often used as 
specific examples in Scripture, the overall endorsement is toward taking physical 
pleasure in one’s spouse generally. 
 
There is notably no mention of procreation here; while it is a focus in other 
passages, it doesn’t receive the same intense and extended treatment that Song of 
Songs gives to sexual passion. 
 
Throughout most of biblical history Canticles has been interpreted allegorically, in 
reference to God and his people. But it can only image this if the sexual passion it 
describes is real. Exegetically and logically, therefore, the primary referent of 
Canticles must be sexual passion. 
 
Must this pleasure be mutual? This is not so much explicitly stated as assumed; 
however, as much as any couple should desire it, we have to concede that reality 
doesn’t always work that way. Mutual pleasure cannot be an inviolable requirement, 
since then sexual relations could often not (permissibly) get off the ground on the 
wedding night—and thus never thereafter either. Yet the breaking of the bride’s 
hymen was of critical importance in biblical times (Deuteronomy 22:13–17). 
Sometimes pain is part of the process; and indeed, I am skeptical of softness here, 
since I don’t believe God made mankind to mince daintily through manicured 
garden cloisters. [Here I include a clear inline note, linking to Prelapsarian predation, 
part 3: wildness in Genesis 1–2 by way of explaining what I mean.] Moreover, there is 
the question of what it even means to experience pleasure in your partner. It hardly 
makes sense to confine this to orgasm; one can enjoy one’s spouse in many ways, 
and often it is especially through causing pleasure in the other. 
 
I think it best to simply observe that the pleasure of sexual intimacy is aimed at 
mutuality; then leave it to the couple to decide the timing and nature of how that 
plays out. While discomfort certainly isn’t the goal, being generally at odds 
with enjoyment, it may on occasion be necessary to achieving it. What should 
not be permitted is harm. To deliberately damage your spouse’s health surely 
violates a basic element of God’s spec that Paul takes for granted in Ephesians
5:28–33. This seems especially obvious in light of the next criterion.

https://bible.faithlife.com/bible/leb/Song%208.7%E2%80%938
https://bible.faithlife.com/bible/leb/Deut%2022.13%E2%80%9317
https://bnonn.com/prelapsarian-predation-3/
https://bible.faithlife.com/bible/leb/Eph%205.28%E2%80%9333
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A brief theology of kink #3: what is sexual intimacy for? ⋆ Bnonn Tennant (the B is silent)

Before we can ask about the permissibility of any given sex act, we need to know what criteria to 
judge it against. I identify three main ones, representing goals for sexual intimacy within marriage: 
(1) release; (2) enjoyment; (3) onetogetherness.

https://bnonn.com/brief-theology-of-kink-3/

If you read the whole section, it is obvious that I am trying to balance the ideal scenario of perfect pleasure 
and no discomfort, with the actual world, where sometimes sex can be difficult for one partner or another. 
My comment that mutual pleasure cannot be an inviolable requirement is obviously and clearly not meant 
to be an endorsement or defense of causing pain during sex. It is simply recognizing a limit placed on the 
ideal by reality itself. My purpose is purely to find the "edges" of the principle, so we can know if we're 
taking it too far. 

⚠ In other words, if we take the ideal and say that anything less, anything painful or 
uncomfortable, is wrong by definition, then we doom most couples to never having sex at all, since 
the "first time" tends to be difficult for the bride. In the same way, we would be condemning 
anyone with an aggressive circumcision to a life of chastity.

Again, I am establishing a point of principle so as to lay out where the boundaries of permissibility lie. I am 
not speaking to any specific point of practice aside from the one referenced in Deuteronomy 22.  I am in NO 
WAY suggesting that pain or discomfort—let alone harm—in sex is just fine, and that if you're hurting your 
spouse it's not something to worry about. Reading me that way is appalling and foul-minded—especially 
since I go on to immediately state that harm is not permissible!

Now, what of my comment that "I am skeptical of softness here, since I don’t believe God made mankind to 
mince daintily through manicured garden cloisters"? Did I mean that men should not be gentle and 
understanding toward their wives? No. I meant that, given mutual agreement and understanding, and given 
that God made us to be tough and resilient, we should not in principle prejudge a couple who, say, enjoy 
"rough sex." We should not be soft or squeamish about a couple who prefer "strong and wild" to "slow and 
easy," given that God did not make man for a slow and easy life, but rather to subdue a strong and wild 
world. I had already established mutual agreement and understanding as foundational principles, so I 
didn't need to repeat them here. But I had not established that God made mankind to be tough in the face of
the world's wildness, so I linked to an article where I do make that case, lest there be any 
misunderstanding.

The entire purpose of this article was to establish the limits of general principles. Why would Ryan then 
present my comment as if I am giving license to a rapey attitude in specific practices? I had already set out 
a clear requirement of mutual agreement which excludes this interpretation a priori. But he didn't 
tell you that. And I explicitly said, straight after the part that Ryan quoted, that harming your spouse is 
completely not allowed. But he didn't tell you that either.

https://bnonn.com/brief-theology-of-kink-3/
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⁉ How would you take it if your words were torn out of context like this, and put up on a projector 
screen in front of your church family, while a man who supposedly loves the truth tried to pass 
you off as a quasi-rapist—giving you no opportunity to explain your words, why you wrote them, 
what you immediately went on to say, what principles you had already established, etc? Imagine 
if you just had to sit quietly as everyone was made to believe that you meant the opposite of what 
you said and were an abusive scumbag. How would you take that, other than as a calculated, 
wicked, despicable effort to destroy your reputation and manipulate others into strong-arming 
you out of the church?

Effects of testosterone
This quote is from our previously-mentioned podcast episode, "A Biblical Theology of Attraction." We spent 
a lot of time in this episode laying out scientific facts about the differences between men and women. One 
of these differences is the amount of testosterone men have, and the effect of this on their psychology 
compared to women. My remarks appear at around the 17:00 mark:

https://itsgoodtobeaman.buzzsprout.com/266333/1056727-a-biblical-theology-of-attraction?play=t
rue

When I described women who start taking testosterone, I was summarizing from memory an interview by 
Alex Blumberg with Griffin Hansbury, which can be found here (audio or transcript):

Infinite Gent - This American Life

An interview with a transgender man, who started life as female and began taking 
testosterone injections several years ago. He explains how testosterone changed his 
views on nature vs. nurture for good. (17 minutes)

https://www.thisamericanlife.org/220/testosterone/act-two-0

220: Testosterone - This American Life

Ira Glass Well, our program was produced today by Alex Blumberg and me with Wendy 
Dorr, Jonathan Goldstein, and Starlee Kine. Julie Snyder was our senior producer for this 
episode. Matt Tierney's our technical director. Production help from Todd Bachmann 

https://www.thisamericanlife.org/220/transcript

The entire interview is very instructive, but here is the section I was recalling:

Alex Blumberg 
What were some of the changes that you didn't expect? 
 
Griffin Hansbury 
The most overwhelming feeling is the incredible increase in libido and change in 
the way that I perceived women and the way I thought about sex. 
Before testosterone, I would be riding the subway, which is the traditional hotbed of

Listen to the interview here

Read the transcript here

https://itsgoodtobeaman.buzzsprout.com/266333/1056727-a-biblical-theology-of-attraction?play=true
https://www.thisamericanlife.org/220/testosterone/act-two-0
https://www.thisamericanlife.org/220/transcript
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lust in the city. And I would see a woman on the subway and I would think, she's 
attractive. I'd like to meet her. What's that book she's reading? I could talk to her. 
This is what I would say. There would be a narrative. There would be this stream of 
language. It would be very verbal. 
After testosterone, there was no narrative. There was no language whatsoever. It 
was just, I would see a woman who was attractive-- or not attractive. She might 
have an attractive quality-- nice ankles or something-- and the rest of her would be 
fairly unappealing to me. But that was enough to basically just flood my mind with 
aggressive pornographic images, just one after another. It was like being in a 
pornographic movie house in my mind. And I couldn't turn it off. I could not turn it 
off. Everything I looked at, everything I touched turned to sex.

Again, I would remind you that the charge here is false teaching, not disturbing teaching. Are our elders 
claiming that what I said, what Griffin Hansbury reported, about the effects of testosterone, is false? This is 
a scientific fact. I am sorry if the facts disturb people, but I cannot change how God made the world, and 
neither do I feel embarrassed by it. I am not better than God.

⁉ Once again, Ryan quoted me with the implication that I'm promoting "rape culture" or something. 
But my comment was a description made on the fly—not an endorsement. We had already 
explained that sexual attraction is for the purpose of fruitfully fulfilling the creation mandate to 
God's glory, and we had already explicitly upheld the beauty of feminine virtues as well as 
feminine sexuality (11:30+). Less than a month before, we had also done an episode on how 
women image God in ways men cannot. So why would anyone assume I was trying to justify 
reducing women to sex objects by simply describing the effects of testosterone? Should you 
also assume that, because I mention how the Darwin Awards are almost exclusively given to men, 
I am therefore justifying recklessness? Of course not. Ryan's presentation of this quote was a clear 
transgression of the ninth commandment.

2d(i). Jacob Denhollander response
Again, the elders quote someone as if the mere fact that they are upset with me proves that I am in the 
wrong. But I can quote a lawyer getting pretty upset with Jesus about what he says to the Pharisees. Does 
that prove that Jesus is in the wrong? What is our Lord's response? "Sorry, so sorry?" No, he says, "Oh yeah, 
I nearly forgot about you lawyers. Woe to you too!" (Luke 11:45)

Woe to the Denhollanders for their well-deserved reputation as big names in the Evangelical feminist fifth 
column. Jacob doesn't even believe that men and women are ontologically distinct, and that Jesus 
necessarily had to be a man! According to him, it was "fitting" that he was a man, but there is nothing in the 
nature of the sexes that precludes him from having been a woman:
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This is pagan androgynism. The Reformers would have burned men like Denhollander. Yet these are the 
blind guides that our elders are credulously repeating, as if their outrage at me standing up for the historic 
Reformed view of sexuality is proof of my wickedness!

2e. Impact on other churches

⚠ This was raised at the meeting on July 18, but is not included in the PDF. It doesn't seem very fair 
that evidence was presented at the meeting and then removed from the PDF sent to members. It 
was included in a previous version of the PDF sent to me, and I am going to speak to it, because it 
is so remarkably hypocritical.

Another FRBCNZ church as of 2019/2020 has a pastoral concern of it’s own 
connected directly to the sharing of your book: 
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● “enormous concerns” 
● “you have those concerns we have those concerns too”

Like our elders, this other FRBCNZ pastor apparently doesn't respect the right, assumed in Deuteronomy 
19, of a man to face his accuser. He remains anonymous. However, I know that the church is Crosspoint in 
Palmerston North—so presumably this is either Dafydd Hughes or Ian Fuller. I know this because the 
present dispute started at the beginning of this year, when Dafydd instructed my friend Johann du Toit to 
stop sharing my book, The Spine of Scripture (see My history of trying to cooperate and reason with Ryan). 

⚠ Johann tried to attend the meeting on July 18 as a witness, but was prevented by a vote of the 
elders and deacons, without the congregation's knowledge or consent.

Dafydd never approached me with his "enormous concerns" about my book.

Ryan never approached me with these concerns either—even though the first thing I did when I published it 
was give him a copy so he would know what was in it (August 2019). As with the supposed slander on my 
blog, Ryan's actions put the lie to his claims: 

⁉ How can it be such a great pastoral concern for Johann to share my book at Crosspoint, yet 
simultaneously such a small concern that Ryan didn't tell me not to share it at Trinity, and 
no one ever approached me about it?

No one has ever made the slightest effort to explain or refute the supposed errors of this book.

No one has ever even told me approximately where these errors are supposed to be.

In fact, as far as I know, neither Ryan nor Dafydd has even read the book. Yet they felt it acceptable to 
quietly censor it, representing me as a dangerous false teacher to people in a sister church. I am not 
precious about my reputation, but neither do I consider it worthless. The duties of the ninth commandment 
include "love and care of our own good name, and defending it when need requireth" (WLC 144). 
Conversely, the sins forbidden by the ninth commandment include "all prejudicing the truth, and the good 
name of our neighbors…especially in public judicature" (WLC 145). Hence I emailed Ryan in February to ask 
if he knew about this censorship, and whether he would speak to Dafydd at Crosspoint on my behalf. 
Instead of doing so, he spent the next several months making false accusations, and resisting my repeated 
efforts to get him to follow Matthew 18 if he really believed them, as outlined in My history of trying to 
cooperate and reason with Ryan. To this day, nothing has been done to redress the unbiblical behavior of 
Dafydd, and I have felt compelled to avoid contacting him directly until after the process of church 
discipline here at Trinity plays out.

False teaching—the views of other pastors

https://www.notion.so/My-history-of-trying-to-cooperate-and-reason-with-Ryan-0ab920ed13dd433a90df791f8e9c8783
https://thewestminsterstandard.org/westminster-larger-catechism/#144
https://thewestminsterstandard.org/westminster-larger-catechism/#145
https://www.notion.so/My-history-of-trying-to-cooperate-and-reason-with-Ryan-0ab920ed13dd433a90df791f8e9c8783
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⚠ For some reason, this evidence also wasn't included in the PDF, but I am sure I remember it 
being mentioned at the meeting. It was included in a previous version sent to me. Again, it is all 
hearsay, and completely inadmissible as legitimate evidence according to Scripture. Ryan seems 
to hold the right to face one's accusers in contempt. But note that one pastor he has not sought 
input from, who is happy to be named, is Michael Foster, my partner at It's Good To Be A Man. 
After Ryan accused our ministry of being a platform for slander, false teaching, and division, and 
demanded that I shut it down, Michael emailed him (May 23) to ask to discuss this. To this day, 
Ryan has never even acknowledged receipt of this email:

Subject: Dominic Tennant

Dear Pastor Vinten,

I don’t personally know you but it has come to my attention that you are demanding that Dominic 
Tennant no longer contribute to It’s Good to Be a Man. I would like to understand your theological and 
pastoral grounds for doing so. It’s my assumption that you’ve already compiled these issues with our 
content. Can you forward them to me? Also, I can make time to video conference and discuss the issue. 
When works for you?

I'm a teaching elder in good standing in the Presbyterian Church in America. I'm very particular that 
our content remain within the bounds on my denomination's standards, the Westminster Standards. 
I've review your constitution and standards as listed on the Fellowship of Reformed Baptist Churches of 
New Zealand. I don't see how anything on our website is against my standards or your standards. Can 
you specify?

If this can't be clearly demonstrated, then a terrible sin is occurring. According to my standards (WLC 
143-145), the Ninth Commandment requires:

“...the preserving and promoting of truth between man and man, and the good name of our 
neighbour...”

“...discouraging tale-bearers, flatterers, and slanderers...”

It also forbids:

“...all prejudicing the truth, and the good name of our neighbours, as well as our own, especially in 
public judicature...”

“...speaking untruth, lying, slandering, backbiting, detracting, tale bearing, whispering, scofing, 
reviling, rash, harsh, and partial censuring...”

“...raising false rumors, receiving and countenancing evil reports...”

I would think that my reformed baptist brothers share this same interpretation of the Ninth 
Commandment and, more importantly, share the same concern to protect the name of our brothers. I'd 
like to know why my brother and my website is being treated as if it's in rebellion against confessional 
Christianity. It isn't and, to my knowledge, neither is Dominic. Please clarify the grounds of your claims 
and requirements.

Thank you.

Sincerely, 
Rev. Michael S. Foster 
(513) 713 9892

See also
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My full response to the charges of slander 

My full response to the charges of division 

https://www.notion.so/My-full-response-to-the-charges-of-slander-65e335bfac444b8f8f84344b75717b47
https://www.notion.so/My-full-response-to-the-charges-of-division-dbe5313461114497ae31d61af56115b4

