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My history of trying to cooperate and 
reason with Ryan
For a number of years Ryan and I have been involved in occasional disagreements over a number of 
doctrines. I have made serious and concerted efforts to discuss our disagreements (often in writing, 
because working out theological issues this way is much more effective). My hope was that by explaining
and arguing for my views, I could at least help him to see that they are well within the bounds of 
orthodoxy, even if he was not personally persuaded of them. 

At first he seemed happy to reason with me…but when he could not convince me to abandon my views, 
he became increasingly unwilling to talk—to the point of not even acknowledging receipt of my 
messages. Eventually he became hostile. How this happened is very important for understanding why 
he is now bringing charges against me—charges which I believe are scandalously false and unjust.

2017-March 2018: Ryan and I discuss works and salvation
The one significant discussion Ryan was willing to have, at least at first, revolved around the necessity 
of good works for salvation (if this sounds dodgy, please read on; I am not describing works-
righteousness). We had some face-to-face discussions in 2017, and these culminated in an email 
exchange from December 2017 to March 2018. In this exchange, I explained and defended my view 
(which is the historic Reformed view), and showed why Ryan's rejection of it was unscriptural and 
illogical (for more on the theological details, see The Reformed pedigree of my views).

February 2018: I publish an article on lived faith, quoting Ryan anonymously 
as an example of a general and common view among the modern Reformed, 
which I was critiquing
I have a blog where I occasionally write on topics that interest me. One such topic, which I had been 
thinking about over 2017-2018, was on what faith looks like across time, rather than as a one-time act 
when we are first converted. This connects to the question of how works relate to our salvation. In my 
view, many modern Reformed Christians have lost sight of important truths here, that were clear to our 
Reformed forefathers. 

I wrote the following article, and since Ryan had coincidentally preached a sermon recently that dealt 
with some of these issues, I included a quote from him as an example of the modern view that I disagree
with. To preserve his reputation and to avoid any appearance of division or slander, I 
deliberately anonymized his remarks so that he could not be identified, since I was interacting 
critically with his view, and arguing that it is pastorally dangerous—i.e., that if taken far enough, it can 
lead people into license, and even to shipwreck their faith. Here is the article:

Faith across time: is final justification unchristian? ⋆ Bnonn Tennant (the B is silent)

Final justification does not add anything to the conditions of justification; nor does it entail 
that God grounds his verdict in our works rather than in his Son's. On the contrary, final 
justification is on account of the very same faith that first joined us to Jesus and his vindication-

https://bnonn.com/final-justification-unchristian/

Ryan apparently read this, realized that I had quoted him, saw that I called his view "dangerous to 
people's souls," misunderstood what I meant, thought that I was slandering him, and took offense.

https://www.notion.so/The-Reformed-pedigree-of-my-views-806ad83ad5124bee8de50ea496db3e05
https://bnonn.com/final-justification-unchristian/
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⚠ He did not come to me at this time, or at any time afterward until he compiled formal 
charges, to confront me with his belief that this was slander.

July-August 2018: I go through a rough "cage stage" learning about sexual 
dynamics; Ryan meets with me after Sarah begs him to
Around this time, I was having difficulty with processing what I was learning about "red pill," and 
especially with knowing how to use it constructively. Sarah saw the negative trajectory I was on, and 
was very worried about it. She begged Ryan to meet with me and exercise some pastoral oversight, in 
the hope that he might help me to work through these issues, and guide me to a more positive path.

This should not have required my wife to beg; Ryan uses Facebook and could see what I was posting. A 
competent pastor who cares for his sheep would have taken it upon himself to meet with me as soon as 
possible. But despite repeated requests from Sarah, Ryan put off meeting with me for weeks. This is just 
one example of a long-standing pattern of faithlessness to the pastoral care of our church—a pattern 
which I believe extends far beyond just my family.

When we did finally meet, he did not engage with any of the issues in a substantial way. I don't believe 
he has any fluency in them, and he made no effort to gain fluency. He never confronted me about 
anything specific, and his followup and further "pastoral care" was extremely cursory; I would describe it
as a token effort.

Thankfully, another pastor, overseas, intervened—Michael Foster. He helped me onto a more stable and 
positive path, which is how I got involved with It's Good To Be A Man. This is just one of many 
examples of pastoral negligence that I know of, and makes Ryan's accusations against Michael's 
ministry not just ridiculous, but outrageous (see What people actually say about It's Good To Be A 
Man).

March 2019: I try to bury the hatchet
In February 2019 I visited a church in Indiana for a conference. Observing their pastoral ministry, and 
the effect of it in people's lives, I became convicted that I had acted poorly in some of my previous 
dealings with Ryan. In March, I invited him over to repent to him. I apologized for the times I had been 
disrespectful, emphasized my regard for his office, expressed my desire to be a help and encouragement 
to him, and asked him to consider specific ways that I might be able to do this. I had served the church 
for years before his arrival, and wished to continue doing so if at all possible.

I was also concerned about the lack of pastoral care my family was receiving, and tried to tactfully ask 
about Ryan's philosophy of ministry. Having seen the importance of full-orbed pastoral ministry in 
Indiana, I wanted to encourage Ryan toward a more biblical model that involved him in the lives of his 
sheep. The apostle Paul went daily from house to house to teach and care for those under his charge 
(Acts 20:20ff), and a major part of pastoral ministry is this kind of pastoral visitation. Ryan had 
committed to this when he was called, so I wasn't sure whether my family was an isolated case of 
neglect, or if the problem was more general. 

I can only describe Ryan's answer to my question as evasive; I had no more clarity after he had 
answered than before.

Following the meeting, I wondered if perhaps my question had been unclear due to my reluctance to 
sound accusatory. So I messaged Ryan on Facebook, sharing a quote with him that expressed the kinds 
of concerns I had. Because I had had little success in reasoning with him about faith and works before, 
and sensed our relationship was strained, I was careful to say I was not intending to accuse him, but 

https://www.notion.so/What-people-actually-say-about-It-s-Good-To-Be-A-Man-bb82f630c84442f7affa1701ad832ef4
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would like to know his thoughts on it. I won't quote it in full (it is long), but the most salient bits are as 
follows:

…most pastors have largely neglected the work of being personally involved in 
the lives of the specific sheep that God has entrusted to them. Pastors devote 
thirty-some hours of their time each week to study in preparation for Sunday’s 
sermon, while living life largely separate from the flock. They don’t know the 
congregation. The pastor no longer regards preaching as a part of pastoral 
ministry (significant and essential as it is!). Instead, preaching has become the 
totality of his ministry… 
 
Today’s pastor knows nothing about Bill and Tammy’s crumbling marriage. He 
knows nothing about Bobby’s pornography addiction. He doesn’t know that 
Sally, who has been a regular attendee at this church for two years, has sinfully 
divorced her husband. Today’s pastor doesn’t visit the families of the church to 
get to know them, and find ways to stir them up to love and good works… 
 
Today’s pastor doesn’t think of himself as a shepherd. He thinks of himself as a 
preacher. Ivory tower theology, even if it’s sound theology, is still ivory tower 
theology. Pulpit ministry.

Ryan said he had read it, and that it might be easier to talk through next time we caught up. He never 
got back to me. Looking back, this was a common way he avoided issues he didn't want to deal with—
he'd suggest discussing it in person, then quietly drop it. He also never got back to me about whether I 
could be of service in the church. Judging from his behavior since, I believe he wanted me out of the 
church altogether.

March-October 2019: Ryan shuns us
Several months went by, during which Ryan would pass Sarah or me at church and avoid eye contact. He 
did not greet us. I tried to discuss a couple of issues with him via Facebook Messenger, with a little more
success, but he ignored key arguments and questions, even when I repeated them. He also never replied 
to my last email in our ongoing exchange on salvation and works.

Sarah and I became increasingly upset. Surely the role of the pastor would minimally involve discipling 
members—especially those with views he considers aberrant. Surely it includes seeking to understand 
such people, and engaging their arguments to refute and correct them—rather than avoiding them and 
not even greeting them! For example, Matthew 5:46–47 says:

If you love those who love you, what reward do you have? Do not even the tax 
collectors do the same? And if you greet only your brothers, what more are you 
doing than others? Do not even the Gentiles do the same?

August 2019: I give Ryan a copy of my book
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Around this time I published a book called The Spine of Scripture. Out of respect for Ryan's office, I 
immediately gave him a copy, so that he would know what was in it. He thanked me, and then never 
mentioned it again.

October 2019: we confront Ryan
By October we were honestly fed up with being treated as if we did not even exist. It was frustrating and 
hurtful that Ryan was not loving us in the way that the Lord Jesus requires. We decided we had to meet 
with him to ask why he, as the pastor, was not pastoring us at all.

His response was that he did not see the point, as he didn't detect any willingness in me to be taught by
him. He said that I obviously wanted to teach, rather than be discipled—as if the two are mutually 
exclusive! This was quite discouraging, not just because of my repeated efforts to reason with him about 
our points of disagreement, but especially in light of my attempt to bury the hatchet in March. It seems 
he interpreted this good-faith effort as a cynical ploy.

What was even more disappointing was that he repeatedly asserted in this meeting that I was in 
substantive disagreement with the 1689 London Confession on the issue of justification. He followed 
this up with oblique observations, again repeated many times, that "someone" who finds themselves 
out of step with "a church's" confession should do the "ethical thing" and find a new church. This was 
the refrain of the evening, amounting to a circumlocutory excommunication. He would not say directly 
that I should resign; it was all indirect. This unfortunately is part of a larger pattern of evasiveness, 
unwillingness to be forthright, and straight-up dishonesty (see for instance Proof that Ryan's 
presentation of people can't be trusted).

In this meeting, Ryan also objected to me saying that his teaching was "dangerous to people's souls." 
This was the first time he had ever mentioned it since I had written the article a year and a half earlier. 
He said that the only way to understand my remark was that I was calling him a heretic. I was surprised 
by this, and explained that I had certainly not meant that—citing my similar language re John Owen's 
model of the atonement. Since obviously John Owen is not a heretic, equally obviously my use of the 
term "dangerous" is not meant to indicate heresy. 

Despite this clear explanation, and the evidence of similar language about John Owen, Ryan simply said 
he couldn't see any other way to read it!

⁉ I was honestly flabbergasted by his inability to admit that he had misunderstood me, and his 
evident determination to hold onto the offense that he had taken. It was not only thin-
skinned, but irrational and vindictive. I tried several times to convince him that I did not 
mean he was a heretic, and he simply rebuffed me every time, as if he knew my own mind 
better than I did.

October 2019: I write a summary of theological disagreements, defending the 
Reformed pedigree of my views
Sarah and I were upset and baffled by Ryan's unwillingness to reason together. He was stubbornly and 
irrationally refusing to acknowledge the orthodoxy of a view that, while theologically complex, has been
clearly articulated since the Reformation. Instead, he claimed that it was unreformed, unorthodox, and 
even unchristian. He was essentially shunning me and my wife because of it, as if we were already 
excommunicated.

https://www.notion.so/Proof-that-Ryan-s-presentation-of-people-can-t-be-trusted-8a01aadde1a049de9f3ff23179e9dc85
https://bnonn.com/on-the-atonement-3/
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⚠ Despite this, he did not bring any witnesses to establish a formal charge of heresy 
against me. Neither did he bring it to the church. He did not follow Matthew 18.

To try to resolve this situation, at this point I decided I needed to do two things:

1. To verify from other theologically capable men that my position was orthodox;

2. To ask these men to testify to my orthodoxy, in the hope that if Ryan would not listen to me, he 
would listen to them.

This was my own effort to follow Matthew 18, so as to confront Ryan's stubborn refusal to admit his 
mistake in condemning my view as heretical. I asked the following men to be witnesses:

David Marshall, because he has a theological degree and a great deal of biblical knowledge, and has 
been quick to confront me in the past when he believed I was in error;

Euan Alderton, because he is studying for a theological degree and has a sharp mind;

Sam Hight, because we had discussed these issues in the past, and I valued his conciliatory 
approach to conflict as a firm counterbalance to my more aggressive tendencies.

I spent some time compiling the following document to explain my view (at the time I called it 
"Summary of Theological Disagreements with Ryan"). I included both biblical arguments, and many 
quotations from famous Reformed theologians to prove that I was repeating their language rather than 
making up my own novel theology:

💡 The Reformed pedigree of my views 

When I had completed this, I asked David, Euan and Sam to review it. Although I was sure that my 
position was correct, Ryan's utter refusal to acknowledge it seemed so incomprehensible and unlikely, 
that I honestly wondered if I had somehow made a terrible mistake despite everything! (This is known 
as gaslighting.) Sam excused himself on grounds of lack of training; David and Euan both examined my 
document, and advised me that my views were clear, orthodox, and Reformed.

I then sent Ryan the following email on October 26 explaining this, telling him that we would not be 
leaving Trinity, and expressing my interest in mediation to finally resolve the matter:

Email to Ryan re membership at Trinity

Dear Ryan

You made clear at our last meeting (Oct 18) that you think we should leave Trinity, on account of 
my supposed disagreement with the 1689 on the nature of faith, and the ordinary necessity of 
works to salvation.

This leaves us in a strange situation, as I do not accept your assessment of this disagreement. I 
maintain that I am well within the bounds of both the confession and Reformed tradition.

Since our meeting I have sent documentation of my views to Euan Alderton and David Marshall. 
They have both confirmed that my position is well-attested and orthodox. David noted that if I'm a 
heretic, so is a man named James, because we're saying basically the same thing. Euan believes that 
you have failed to grasp some nuances of my position.

https://www.notion.so/The-Reformed-pedigree-of-my-views-806ad83ad5124bee8de50ea496db3e05
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They also, along with Sam Hight (who declined a theological pronouncement on the grounds of 
inability), strongly advised us to continue attending Trinity.

This church is our home. Sarah has attended most of her life; I was brought to faith here; our 
children have attended their entire lives. We have strong bonds of fellowship with other members, 
and there are no other churches available whose theology we so largely agree with. While it is 
certainly not ideal to be under the shepherding of a pastor who has declared that he has no 
intention of shepherding us, we will not be shuffled out without cause and due process, or forced to 
pretend that we deny what we affirm.

If you would like to refer to an independent pastor to work through the orthodoxy and historicity of 
my beliefs, we would be eager to do this; Euan and David had some suggestions for appropriate 
mediators.

Faithfully,

Bnonn & Sarah Tennant

⚠ Mediation effort #1: Note that in this email I said I was eager to have someone mediate 
between us. Ryan did not even acknowledge this suggestion; he utterly ignored it.

I subsequently sent the Reformed Pedigree document to Ryan also. He met with David, Euan, Sam, 
Neville and Greg to discuss this document. I was not invited, nor informed of the meeting in advance. 
This began a pattern of trying to turn people against me behind my back, so I couldn't defend myself 
until they already believed his version of events. 

In this case, thankfully, he was unsuccessful—David describes this meeting as an effort to basically tell 
them that, while the theologians I cite did say what I had quoted, they didn't really mean it! According 
to Euan, Ryan did not substantially interact with the quotes or explain why he disagreed with them. 
How could he? These are some of the greatest and most orthodox minds of history.

⚠ Mediation effort #2: At this meeting, David also recommended to Ryan that he involve a 
theologically qualified third party to mediate the dispute between us. Ryan dismissed this 
suggestion.

⚠ Ryan never even acknowledged the existence of my Reformed Pedigree document to me, nor 
engaged with my quotes or arguments in the slightest. He also ignored the advice of David and 
Euan that my position was orthodox. He acted as if the evidence against his error did not 
exist. (For another example of this, see Proof that Ryan's presentation of people can't be 
trusted.)

February 2019: Ryan supports Dafydd Hughes censoring my book
Nearly four months went by and I heard nothing more. In February 2020, my friend Johann du Toit told 
me that Dafydd Hughes, pastor at our Palmerston North sister church, Crosspoint, had instructed him 
to stop sharing my book. Johann had lent it to a few people because he thought it was interesting. 

I was upset by this censorship, since no one had said anything to me about any concerns. It is a wicked 
thing to destroy a man's reputation behind his back.

https://www.notion.so/Proof-that-Ryan-s-presentation-of-people-can-t-be-trusted-8a01aadde1a049de9f3ff23179e9dc85
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Out of respect for the pastoral office, I did not contact Dafydd directly, but instead emailed Ryan 
(copying in Greg) to ask if he was aware of this, and whether he would speak to Dafydd on my behalf. I 
naïvely thought that possibly, having had some time and distance to consider the evidence for my 
orthodoxy, Ryan might have come around.

Rather than agreeing to speak to Dafydd, he told me that despite not having said anything for months 
since I sent him my Reformed Pedigree document, there were still "serious and unresolved issues" with 
my doctrine. He asked to meet again. This started an email exchange which included the following 
highlights:

I expressed my firm conviction that meeting in person would be a retrograde move considering I 
had clearly laid out my views in the Reformed Pedigree document. This required a written response, 
given the complexity of the issues. 

⚠ Mediation effort #3: At this point I once again expressed a desire to include other men who 
could mediate between us. Again, Ryan did not even acknowledge that I had said it.

Neither Ryan nor Greg responded for 10 days, so I sent a followup, expressing my concern that they 
were not handling a serious pastoral matter with the appropriate urgency—regardless of whether 
Dafydd or myself were in the wrong:

The followup after 10 days

Hi gentlemen, it has been ten days with no response.

From my perspective, my name is being slandered by elders of a sister church. And this doesn't 
affect just me, but also the standing of close friends in that church.

If this perspective of mine is accurate, then their false claims are a serious matter and should be 
dealt with swiftly.

On the other hand, if their perspective of me is accurate, then my false teachings are a serious 
matter and should be dealt with swiftly.

Either way, I had hoped for a timely answer to my proposal of the previous email.

Faithfully,

Bnonn

Ryan then responded to ask if my Reformed Pedigree document was a crystallization or a departure 
from my previously-stated views—as if he had not seen it before! He also hinted ominously that 
"there are other things beyond both the scope of the document and beyond the scope of your beliefs 
that we want to raise." I told him that the document crystallized my views, and asked what these 
new, apparently non-doctrinal issues were. He did not answer my question, but said only that he 
would speak to Dafydd and then be in touch.

I asked him for a timeframe on his speaking to Dafydd, and repeated my request for specifics on the 
non-doctrinal issues. He did not answer either of these questions, even when I followed up four 
days later. He said the elders were dealing with COVID-19. This struck me as a very weak excuse 
given the number of hours in the day, and the fact that church had now been canceled by the 
lockdown.

Three days later (March 21) Ryan sent me an email in which he laid out what would later become 
the PDF of charges. He accused me of slander, false teaching, and division, and demanded that I 
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either (1) close down my blogs (including Michael Foster's blog that I contribute to), and submit for 
mentoring; or (2) resign my membership at Trinity.

Before doing anything (since I was extremely frustrated and angry), I went to Michael Foster, Euan, 
David, Sam, and Johann for counsel. It was clear to me that Ryan was not willing to act in good 
faith, and had utterly no interest in fairly examining the evidence or changing his mind if he was 
wrong. He was simply trying to strong-arm me out of the church, using an unjust ultimatum he 
knew I could not agree to. I told my counselors that I was convinced I would have to bring charges 
against him for pastoral negligence, incompetence, and dereliction of duty; for 
theological inability, unteachableness, and schismatic refusal to acknowledge Reformed doctrine; 
and for dishonesty and manipulation. After receiving their counsel, I decided—against my instincts 
and experience with similar men—to ease off bringing formal charges, and to informally confront 
his sins on my own in the hope that he would see reason. I sent the following email:

Response to Ryan & Greg's ultimatum

Brothers,

1. You have shown no valid reason for me to shut down either my blog, or It's Good To Be A Man
—which is not mine to shut down anyway. Neither project is a platform for slander, division, or 
false teaching; and the evidence you offer does not show otherwise (as I will briefly remark 
below).

2. You have shown no valid reason for me to resign my membership at Trinity. I have provided 
ample proof that I affirm our confession, and you have not engaged with that.

Your email, rather than making your case, indicts you. Ryan, you have treated me shamefully for a 
considerable time; now you are compounding your sin. Greg, you are implicated in this by 
supporting Ryan:

You try to establish my guilt on the basis of how you and other people feel, rather than objective 
evidence. E.g., in your first reference, you mention a pastor's wife crying when she read my 
blog, as if this is a relevant yardstick for testing error (cf. 1 Tim 2:14; 1 Pet 3:7; Gen 3:1; 2 Tim 
3:6-7; 1 Tim 4:7). This is an unbiblical, guilty-until-proven-innocent approach. Yet on this 
basis:

You falsely accuse me of slander and imply my intent to deceive about the purpose of my blog, 
when you have not even shown me to be in error, and where simply perusing my homepage will 
prove that it is not a platform for commenting on the preaching at Trinity (my quoting an 
anonymized statement from a sermon one time as an illustration of a broader issue does not 
overturn this general rule);

You falsely accuse me of false teaching and disruption, when you have not even attempted to 
show the error of most of my views, and I have further documented that they are held by an 
overwhelming number of our spiritual forefathers—yet, despite their orthodoxy, I have avoided 
discussing them with most people at Trinity, for fear even of the appearance of disruption. 
Which fear is largely because:

You use your position to establish an oppressive schismatic uniformity, suppressing Reformed 
catholicity instead of upholding it, by treating any questioning of your views—no matter how 
grounded in Reformed tradition—as troublemaking behavior motivated by a "religious heart." 
E.g., treating my tagging a couple of friends in a blog post (who had already been thinking 
through that topic with me) as "advertising" my views to church members; treating my seeking 
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counsel about your schismatic attitude with trusted men as sowing division and slander; 
shunning myself and Sarah like excommunicants when no process of discipline has been 
followed as mandated by Matthew 18. Yet now:

You, having for years proven yourself unable and unwilling to discharge this duty of pastoral 
care, demand that I submit to it, even saying that you deeply desire it and would love to do it. 
You thus condemn yourself, that:

You are dishonest, for if you deeply desired it you would have done it—and even more after we 
encouraged and even demanded it of you (October 18, 2019). You have treated me dishonestly 
not just on this one issue, and not just in your false charges, but also in your repeated habit of 
evasion: refusing to either admit error, or to argue your case when your error is made clear. I 
won't rehearse these discussions here, but I can document them easily: e.g., wine in the Lord's 
supper, general equity theonomy, the Reformed distinction between right and way of salvation, 
and most recently your quotation of Jonathan Haidt on Eastern meditation as if he were 
speaking of biblical meditation. Your dishonesty on this last issue was especially clear, in that 
you not only dismissed the proof I provided from Haidt himself, but then later (March 21) 
reposted your article in which you quote him, ignoring my Facebook chat asking to understand 
how this was not bearing false witness.

Your sin is hurting my family. It has made at least two wives in your own congregation cry, if that is 
indeed a relevant yardstick. For a pastor to act like this is wicked; as it is for another to allow it. I 
must confront it.

Faithfully,

Bnonn

Ryan responded with an email that tried to establish the "reasonableness" of his charges. In the 
baffled words of Sam Hight, "the response from Ryan and Greg seems to be a complete denial of any 
wrongdoing."

While I was deliberating on how to proceed, Ryan sent another email with screenshots of some of 
the tweets quoted in the PDF of charges. "We’ve had the attached brought to our attention. These 
are online exchanges that have taken place since our last email. We would like to include these in 
our upcoming discussion." I wonder who brought these to Ryan's attention? There are some well-
known feminist busybodies online, claiming the name of Christ, who try to get people fired from 
their jobs and excommunicated from their churches by finding out their employers and pastors, and 
exposing them as politically incorrect. Sadly, many pastors go along with it.

Since I had tried to confront Ryan's wicked behavior and been rebuffed, and was at this point 
exhausted at dealing with such an unreasonable and malicious man, I decided to wait until he 
contacted me again. On May 12 he asked to meet, including Sarah in the invitation.  I replied, 
suggesting the first week of June, since I was busy with work, and noting that both Sarah and also 
David would attend.

Ryan responded to ask in what capacity David would attend. I told him he would speak as he sees 
fit. David has been a witness to the difficulties with Ryan since at least the time that I involved him 
by asking his opinion on my Reformed Pedigree document.

Ryan then attempted more divide-and-conquer tactics, contacting David privately to convince him 
not to attend. I, in turn, reminded David privately that he was a witness—i.e., someone who could 
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testify to what had actually happened—and that I needed him to testify to my charges. He agreed to 
come after all.

On May 23, Ryan sent the PDF of charges, and told me that if he didn't hear back within 24 hours, 
the elders would assume that I wished to take further steps that involved others. Once again, this 
was obviously a bully tactic, this time to scare me into accepting their terms for meeting (he clearly 
did not want David to attend—I wonder why). Not inclined to be pushed around, I emailed him 
within 24 hours to tell him that I would reply the next week.

On May 25 I emailed Ryan to advise him that David and Michael Foster would be attending the 
meeting. Michael, as a pastor, has experience with ugly situations like this, and was directly 
involved by Ryan himself, when Ryan accused our blog of being a platform for slander, false 
teaching, and division. It seemed quite fair that Michael should face his accuser. I suggested June 2 
for the date. Ryan responded by asking why other people would be coming, saying that he thought 
we were at step 1 of Matthew 18! 

⚠ From this point onward, Ryan suddenly started to evince great concern for the 
procedure of Matthew 18, despite having ignored it completely for over two years, 
along with my attempts at mediation. Moreover, his concern was openly hypocritical in 
that he intended to bring Greg with him as part of step 1, when Jesus says "go to your 
brother alone."

I replied explaining how Matthew 18 actually applies to our situation, reminding him that he had 
given me absolutely no biblical evidence for his charges while I had provided plenty that they were 
false, and stating that I therefore rejected them out of hand. 

He responded by saying that he would need to involve others. I spent the next 16 days wondering 
who these others would be, since the only qualified witnesses to our dispute—i.e., people who 
actually knew what had happened—were of the opinion that it was he who had acted wickedly. 
However, I was glad for a break from the stress, so I let it go. 

May-June 2020: Ryan recruits the deacons as "shadow elders"
During this time, Ryan was convincing the deacons that I needed to be removed from the church. Not a 
single one of them apparently recognized that they were not elected to do this kind of work—they are 
not elders. Not a single one of them talked to me about it. Not a single one of them had the discernment 
or courage to refuse to go along with an obviously unbiblical and out-of-order railroading procedure.

In their defense, I have experienced first-hand how manipulative Ryan is, and how he relies on your 
respect for his office to get you to go along with things that you have qualms about. For example, two of 
his first moves to establish himself as the sole real power in the church were to have me step down from 
chairing business meetings, and to have David Marshall step down from the eldership. We both had 
qualms about this, but acquiesced because we wanted to respect his position. In hindsight, we should 
have resisted then—if we had, none of this would be happening now.

On June 19, Ryan sent an email to arrange an evening meeting for the following week, between me, the 
elders, and the deacons. I replied, and my reply and the responses are important:

Email from Bnonn to Ryan

Hi Ryan,
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You said that you wanted to follow Matthew 18. Since we both agree that we're past step 1, step 2 
involves bringing other witnesses. None of our church's deacons have any involvement in this 
matter, so how can they be witnesses?

Your unwillingness to meet unless I am alone or outnumbered is obvious. But I will meet with you 
under biblical and reasonable conditions.

You yourself named It's Good To Be A Man in your accusations, so your efforts to exclude Michael 
from these proposed meetings are hypocritical. He is my partner and the managing director of our 
ministry. Moreover, he emailed you four weeks ago to ask on what theological and pastoral grounds 
you justified your demand that I stop contributing to It's Good To Be A Man, and he laid out the 
seriousness of your accusations along with the standard of evidence required to prove them. You 
have not yet responded to him.

David will certainly be attending any meeting since he is the only member of our church qualified 
to impartially consider your heresy charges.

Sarah will be attending since she is my wife, and supports my theological work.

Sincerely,

Bnonn

Response from Ryan

Hi Bnonn,

Again we wish to follow a biblical process (Matthew 18:15-17, Titus 3:10, 1 Corinthians 5). 
However given that you (in keeping with your previous responses):

Seem to desire a different process (“David will certainly be attending any meeting since he is 
the only member of our church qualified to impartially consider your heresy charges...Sarah will 
be attending since she is my wife, and supports my theological work”)

Bring another counter charge (“your efforts to exclude Michael from these proposed meetings 
are hypocritical”)

it is clear we may:

1. again be unable to reach mutually agreeable terms on which to meet; and therefore

2. need to look at further action

We will be in touch to later regarding this.

Ryan & Greg

Response back to Ryan

Ryan,

It seems you find Matthew 18 as disagreeable now, as you did when you avoided following it for 
two years previously.

Once again, I have to demand it of you.

I am willing to meet with relevant witnesses. That is what the Lord Jesus requires. This includes my 
wife, who is uniquely privy to my beliefs and behavior. It includes David, who is the only church 
member formally qualified to assess your claim that my views are non-confessional. And it includes 
Michael, who is not only a witness to my beliefs and teaching, but who you yourself directly 
involved in this matter by extending your accusations to his ministry. It is right and proper that he 
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face his accuser, and he has contacted you in an effort to deal with the situation -- yet you have 
ignored him.

These people have all been directly involved in this matter for years, and are thus highly qualified 
witnesses to the truth or falsehood of your accusations. If my sins are truly as you say, such 
witnesses should condemn me. On the other hand, if they themselves are complicit in my sin, you 
should bring your accusations against them also.

Either way, why would you try to exclude them from this meeting?

Yet, you not only try to exclude them, but then produce no one else qualified to testify against me 
as Matthew 18 requires. Instead, you try to involve unrelated men -- in a transparent effort to 
intimidate me by numbers.

Explain to me how your approach here is biblical, and mine not.

Sincerely,

Bnonn

June-July 2020: Ryan tries to convince the church that Matthew 18 presumes 
the guilt of the accused
After this, Ryan's emails began to demonstrate that he thinks Matthew 18 presupposes guilt. In other 
words, in his mind it was already impossible that he could be bringing a false charge. I was guilty by 
definition. Starting Matthew 18 with me proved it! Except…I started Matthew 18 first, as you can see 
from these emails. Wouldn't that mean that Ryan is guilty by definition?

I then sent the following email to the elders and deacons:

Bnonn's email to the elders and deacons

Ryan,

Since you have involved the deacons in this, without copying them in on your latest email, I am 
ccing them now. I believe they should be extremely concerned with what you signed their names to.

You are treating Matthew 18 as a legalistic, paint-by-numbers process (i.e. statutory law). This is 
wrong. Like the Old Testament code, it is common law — involving examples of cases, from which 
we are expected to discern the appropriate application to our own case.

Applying the Lord's instruction to our case requires wisdom, not legalism, because there are major 
differences between his example and our situation.

The whole purpose of church discipline is to seek reconciliation — not to seek your own way. This 
means seeking understanding through frank dialogue, and then if a sin has been committed, 
repentance (cf. Leviticus 19:17-18). Jesus presupposes in Matthew 18 that a sin has been 
committed. But needless to say, you can claim that your brother has sinned against you, yet be 
wrong — as I maintain you are.

Compare seeking reconciliation, to your description of the purpose of Matthew 18:

Each step is an opportunity for the subject of church discipline to listen and 
repent... It is not an opportunity for the subject of it to make their case...

In other words, you think church discipline presupposes the subject's guilt in order to coerce a 
confession.
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What happened to the presumption of innocence?

What happened to reasoning together?

What you are describing is a kangaroo court like the one used to condemn the Lord Jesus.

The Bible strictly condemns such partiality (Dt 1:16-17; 16:19 etc). God requires those judging a 
matter to inquire diligently into it (Dt 13:14 etc).

Why would I appear before a board of men when you have openly said that my guilt is a foregone 
conclusion, and my only option is to "listen and repent"? What is this, Soviet Russia? This is leftist 
cancel-culture tactics. If I cave and apologize, it "proves" I am guilty. If I refuse to cave and 
apologize, it "proves" I am guilty.

I will now speak directly to the deacons:

"Does our law judge a man without first giving him a hearing and learning what he does?" (John 
7:51).

I know all you men, that you are men of integrity. Ryan has signed your names to his previous email 
(below) — but I do not believe you would knowingly involve yourself in the kind of unbiblical and 
ungodly process that he is trying to force here.

I'm not writing to convince you of my innocence. I am writing to exhort you not to allow the abuse 
of authority that Ryan is trying to maneuver here.

Instead of allowing for freedom of conscience and open dialog, instead of honestly engaging my 
arguments and refuting them, he is trying to railroad me out of the only church I've ever attended — 
a church I have served faithfully for longer than he has — without proving any error or giving me the 
chance to defend myself. And he is trying to enlist you to help him.

If he were to succeed, it would have a terrible effect not just on my family, but on the whole church. 
This kind of abuse never stops with one family.

I have grave doubts that you have been presented with even a fraction of the facts you would need 
to make an informed judgment on this dispute — or to even know how to start inquiring diligently 
into it. I assume you have been given the PDF which Ryan drew up. This contains quotes from me 
with no context, no links to their sources, and no background information.

How could you be expected to assess these fairly?

In the interest of helping you understand the full picture, I have put together a document 
answering Ryan's PDF, here:

Bnonn's response to Ryan's charges [note: this has been superseded by My response to the 
charges against me]

As you will see, the amount of information in it is substantial. I cannot see how you could be 
expected to consider and digest the full breadth of this matter in a few days. I am happy to meet and 
discuss this situation with you informally, but I would encourage you men to seriously consider, in 
light of this document, whether you qualify as witnesses in a formal church discipline process.

Ryan says that:

It is not the subject of church discipline who brings the witnesses. It is the 
individual initiating it.

https://www.notion.so/Bnonn-s-response-to-Ryan-s-charges-05d12d5a1989451286e9de98f8f340e1
https://www.notion.so/My-response-to-the-charges-against-me-66ef4549d15640b595a2e7dedf13ac5c
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That is what should happen. But the word witness does not mean "someone Ryan convinced." It 
means "someone who actually knows what happened." So why is Ryan refusing to include the people 
who actually know what happened?

Sarah, David, and Michael are those people. The reason Ryan does not want them is not because 
they are partial. If they would agree with his pre-determined guilty verdict, he would be very happy 
to have them along, as evidenced by his earlier desire to include Sarah (e.g., "If she’s okay with it 
it’d be helpful to include Sarah," May 12, and wanting to give "Sarah the opportunity to converse 
with us about this difficult situation," May 28).

He also knows David and Sarah aren't my yes-men. They have never been slow to criticize me when 
they think I am wrong. David one time removed me from the pulpit when he had reason to think I 
might stray from the text, another time opposed me to my face on the very matter of justification 
that so concerns Ryan, and a third time strongly condemned my angelology, as Ryan himself well 
knows. And Sarah came to Ryan last year because she had concerns at that time about my 
patriarchal views. The very people who are willing to sharply criticize me still believe that Ryan's 
charges are scandalously false—because they actually know what happened.

As regards Michael, his membership in our church is irrelevant. "Witness" does not mean "church 
member" either. Again, Michael is one of the few people in a position to actually know much at all 
about some of my supposed sins.

Since you men have become embroiled in this, I ask you to seriously, patiently, and impartially 
consider what is going on here.

Faithfully,

Bnonn

Ryan then responded to say that since I hadn't confirmed a date for a meeting, he would be bringing the 
matter before the church. He followed this up by preaching a sermon (July 5) in which he claimed that 
Matthew 18 does not include any presumption of innocence. This completely ignores the background of 
Deuteronomy 19 (more on this below). He then immediately announced a church discipline meeting. 
This was so obviously self-serving and unjust that I felt compelled to point out right then that he was 
twisting the Scripture, and that no church member should be involved in a process that presumes the 
guilt of the accused without giving him the right to defend himself.

Ryan colludes with the deacons to unlawfully keep Johann from attending the 
church discipline meeting
The current leg of this dispute started in February when Johann du Toit was told to stop sharing my 
book at Crosspoint Church in Palmerston North. He has been a witness to how Ryan has handled the 
dispute since this time, as well as to how things were handled at Crosspoint.

Although Johann has been living in Palmerston North, he has not yet transferred his TRBC membership 
to another church. The transfer is pending; he is still technically a member of Trinity, and therefore 
permitted to attend meetings and vote.

On July 12 he spoke to Ryan about coming to the church discipline meeting. He messaged me that 
afternoon to say:

Johann: 
Ryan was very against me attending, and might still veto it 
Definitely not allowed to vote
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On Tuesday, Johann emailed Ryan and Greg to say that he was willing to attend the meeting purely as a 
witness, without any voting ability. In any case, as he said to me, "It would seem very strange if 
Saturday is not just a meeting to let everyone know, it would be very concerning if a vote is pushed in 
the same meeting." (As you now know, a vote certainly was planned at that meeting—it was on the 
agenda.) Ryan said he would talk to Greg, the deacons, and the congregation to see if special 
consideration could be made for Johann to attend the meeting.

On Friday, Johann received word that the elders and deacons had voted that no non-members could 
attend the meeting. 

⚠ The elders and deacons have no authority to make this decision. We are a congregationally-
governed church. The elders only have the authority to bring the question to the congregation, 
as per our longstanding practice at business meetings. The deacons have no authority at all—
they were not elected to do anything like this! Ryan seems to be treating article 15 of our 
constitution, which allows the elders to consult with the deacons on creating bylaws, as free 
reign to use the deacons as a "shadow eldership" for anything he likes. How else can I 
interpret this decision, other than trying to stack the deck against me by excluding a witness 
who can testify on my behalf? Whether or not Johann is a member of Trinity (and technically 
he still is), he is a witness to the dispute and should have been present so that he could 
testify.

Where we are now
After several years of me trying to establish what Ryan's concerns were, reason with him about them, 
and hold him accountable for following church discipline if he really believed I was a heretic, he was 
finally forced to bring charges against me. He did this in the most unjust and unbiblical way. Even 
though I have sadly come to a very low opinion of his honesty, I would not have believed how he 
twisted my words in the meeting of July 18, if I had not seen it with my own eyes. The only way I can 
describe how that meeting felt to me was as a show-trial. I am very grateful to the people who spoke up 
and forced the elders to give me the chance to defend myself.


