
A History of the Controversy 
(Comments and explanations of the Consistory in blue italics) 

I. The Original Protest 
A. On July 7, 2015, Rev. Overway preached a sermon on John 14:6 entitles “The Way to the 

Father”. This sermon contained the following statements that were protested by Elder Neil 
Meyer. 

1. “The way unto the Father includes obedience.” 
2. “The way of a holy life matters. It is the way unto the Father.” 
3. “…He is the way, your way unto me, through the truth which he works in your hearts, 

through a godly life…” 
B. Elder Neil Meyer protested this sermon as introducing conditions into the covenant. 

1. Mr. Meyer: “Christ’s gracious and meritorious work of salvation for us including his 
obedience and holiness is the only way of salvation and covenant communion with 
God…so much so that nothing more, no conditions of our obedience or our holiness as 
our activity need to be fulfilled, that God depends on, in order for the elect to be in or 
remain in God’s covenant.” 

C. Hope’s Consistory maintained that the sermon on John 14:6 was reformed and doctrinally 
solid. Hope’s Consistory also made the countercharge of antinomianism against Elder Neil 
Meyer. 

1. According to Hope’s Consistory, the sermon was “…fully in harmony with the orthodox 
Reformed faith as defined by the Three Forms of Unity, and as distinctively maintained 
by the PRCA, and therefore in no way the preaching of a conditional theology or that of 
a conditional covenant.” 

2. Regarding the protest of Neil Meyer, “…the protest fails to prove its assertion that Rev. 
Overway either maintains or teaches a conditional theology, a conditional covenant, 
works righteousness, or any other form of the doctrine of Arminianism.” 

II. Classis East January 2016. 
A. The protest was not sustained. 

1. One of the grounds was that Mr. Meyer lifted the statements from their context.  
2. Classis also attempted to explain Rev. Overway’s statements as being orthodox. 

a. “The statements… teach that man’s obedience is the way to experience 
fellowship with the Father.” 

b. “Rev. Overway was speaking of ‘the way’ as the way of experiencing God’s 
fellowship and not the way of obtaining or meriting that fellowship.” 

c. Eventually, at Synod 2018, Rev. Overway’s statements were found to be 
doctrinally in error. (See discussion below on Synod 2018) The charge of 
antinomianism was also proved to be false as well, and the charge was dropped. 

B. This decision was appealed to Synod 2016. 
III. Synod 2016 

A. Synod took a decision to not uphold Mr. Meyer’s protest. This decision speaks to the 
protested statements and claims that they “were not stated to set forth conditions unto 
salvation.” 



1. From the grounds for Art. 36, B, 2 of Synod 2016 (decision to not sustain Mr. Meyer’s 
protest), “From the sermon, it is clear that Rev. Overway’s position on the covenant is 
not conditional. He preaches that our covenant fellowship with God does not depend 
on the fulfillment, by man, of the conditions, either of faith or obedience.” 

2. “The specific statements to which Mr. Meyer objects were not stated to set forth 
conditions unto salvation.” (Synod 2016, Art. 36, B, 2) 

B. However, Synod 2016 also stated that the sermon “contains statements concerning the way 
to the Father that are confusing and apparently contradictory.”  

C. However, Synod 2016 also stated that “the sermon left open the possibility of 
misunderstanding by defining our obedience, alongside the work of Christ, as the way to the 
Father.” 

1. In the words of another consistory,1 “The issue here is that the statements were not 
confusing or apparently contradictory, but clearly made obedience part of the way to 
the Father in John 14:6” (page 3). And later on, “the statement that the obedience that 
Christ works in the believer is the way to the Father is not unclear. It clearly states that 
the regenerated believer’s obedience is part of the way to the Father along with Christ 
and that corrupts the gospel of the text” (page 3) 

IV. Synod 2017 
A. The decision of Synod 2016 (the exoneration of Rev. Overway’s sermon) was protested by five 

individuals – Prof. Engelsma, Rev. A. Lanning, Rev. Spronk, Mr. Neil Meyer and Mr. Chuck 
Doezema.  

1. Prof. Engelsma protested the decision by stating that the sermon “falsifies the text and 
perverts the gospel of Jesus Christ alone and grace alone” and that “the sermon did not 
merely leave open the possibility of misunderstanding regarding the matter, but 
declared that our obedience is in part the way to the Father with Christ.” (emphasis in 
original) (Synod 2017, Art. 87, A, 3, a, 2, a, page 80) 

2. Rev. Spronk protested the decision and asks Synod to overturn the decision of Synod 
2016. The grounds provided are that Synod 2016’s “decision and its grounds do not 
demonstrate that Mr. Meyer’s charge of false doctrine is invalid. Synod’s three grounds 
are simply declarations, without proof, that the sermon and the three statements in 
question ‘do not teach a conditional covenant.’” Rev. Spronk further states that “Mr. 
Meyer’s arguments actually demonstrate that the sermon teaches false doctrine. The 
sermon errs by giving the works of believers a place in salvation that is not in harmony 
with the teaching of Scripture and the Reformed creeds.” (Synod 2017, Art. 87, A, 3, a, 
4, page 87) 

a. It is important to note that the idea of false doctrine is equated (and rightly so) 
with not being in harmony with Scripture and the Reformed Creeds. Any doctrine 
not in harmony with Scripture is false doctrine and ought to be condemned as 
such. 

 
1 This is from the consistory of Crete PRC. The quoted statements are from a 24-page document explaining the 
history of the controversy beginning in 2015 and ending at Synod. This document (to be referred to as Crete’s 
letter later in this document) was written to “give instruction to the congregation on what occurred in our 
churches leading up to Synod 2018 and what occurred at Synod 2018. Also, to give instruction on what truths were 
corrupted because of this doctrinal error.” We have also found this document to be a great help. 



3. Mr. Neil Meyer protested the decision stating “the specific statements set forth our 
obedience as the effective way unto the Father.” Mr. Meyer also states that “the 
sermon as a whole teaches that the covenant is a covenant of works by which we merit 
fellowship with the Father.” (Synod 2017, Art. 87, A, 3, a, 3, Pages 86-87) 

4. Mr. Chuck Doezema protested the decision and the specific statement, “obedience is 
necessary for the experience of fellowship with the Father.” 

5. Rev. Andy Lanning protested the decision of Synod 2016 and “contends that synod 
erred in not sustaining the appeal of Mr. Meyer, and that synod’s criticism of Rev. 
Overway’s sermon on John 14:6 was inadequate. He asks synod to rescind its relevant 
decisions and uphold the appeal of Mr. Neil Meyer.” (Acts of Synod 2017, Article 23, A, 
5, Page 21) 

a. This protest was declared not legally present as Rev. A. Lanning was not a 
member of the PRC at that time (he was serving as a minister-on-loan to the 
CERCS at the time.) As such, it was also not published in the Acts. 

B. Synod 2017 sustained three of the above protests (Prof. Engelsma, Rev. Spronk, Mr. Neil 
Meyer). There were three main points to this decision. (Synod 2017, Art. 87, B, 2, Pages 82-
83) 

1. “These three statements [statements of Rev. Overway, see I, A above] make the 
believer’s good works part of the way of salvation, which way John 14:6 declares to be 
Christ alone.” Synod also stated that “adding our good works to Jesus Christ as the way 
to the Father contradicts the plain teaching of the text that Christ alone is the way, 
which is the gospel of salvation by grace alone through Christ alone.” (Emphasis 
added) 

a. To add our good works to the way of salvation is to make our salvation 
dependent upon our good works. This is conditional theology. 

2. “That John 14:6 teaches ‘way’ as referring to Jesus alone as the only savior, apart from 
our good works, is creedally Reformed. This is the teaching of Article 26 of the Belgic 
Confession. The article begins, ‘We believe that we have no other access unto God but 
alone through the only Mediator and Advocate, Jesus Christ the righteous, who 
therefore became man, having united in one person the divine and human natures, 
that we men might have access to the divine majesty, which access would otherwise be 
barred against us.’ Later the article refers specifically to John 14:6 as proof of the above 
statement…’ To introduce good works and obedience into the text as part of the way 
with Jesus is to make ourselves in part our own mediator and advocate…” Synod 2017 
also states “Other Reformed confessions do not use John 14:6 to prove or explain a life 
of good works or obedience as part of the way to the Father. Rather they reference 
John 14:6 to emphasize the exclusivity of Jesus as the truth, as the only way to the 
Father, and as the only way of salvation.” 

3. In sustaining the protest of Rev. Spronk, Synod 2017 stated that Synod 2016 erred in its 
position that the three statements were confusing but still could be justified in a 
sermon on John 14:6. 

a. In reality, Rev. Overway’s statements were false doctrine and taught a 
conditional covenant. They were confusing only because of the attempt made to 
wrench these erroneous statements into a doctrinally sound form.  



C. These decisions bring to light a couple of things of note regarding statements made by some in 
the PRC today. 

1. The controversy in general is not something that the creeds and confessions do not 
cover. The creeds and confessions do show us that the only way to the Father is Christ, 
and does not include our good works in any way. This controversy is not over some new 
concept that has never been clearly defined.  

2. Both Synod 2016 and Classis East prior to Synod 2017 defended false doctrine to some 
extent.  

a. January 2016 Classis East concluded that Rev. Overway’s statements “teach that 
man’s obedience is the way to experience fellowship with the Father” and that 
“in the context of the statements to which (Mr. Meyer) objects, Rev. Overway 
was speaking of ‘the way’ as the way of experiencing God’s fellowship and not 
the way of obtaining or meriting that fellowship.”  

b. Synod 2016 stated that the statements of Rev. Overway “do not teach a 
conditional covenant” and that “it is clear that Rev. Overway’s position on the 
covenant is not conditional.” These are clear defenses of these statements and 
the doctrinal understandings behind them.  

c. Synod 2017 sustained Rev. Spronk’s protest in which it was stated that “Mr. 
Meyer’s arguments actually demonstrate that the sermon teaches false doctrine. 
The sermon errs by giving the works of believers a place in salvation that is not in 
harmony with the teaching of Scripture and the Reformed creeds.” 

V. Classis East, January 10, 2018 
A. Mrs. Connie Meyer protested 17 separate sermons preached by Rev. Overway to Hope’s 

Consistory. The consistory considered Rev. Overway’s preaching to be doctrinally sound and 
denied the existence of the doctrinal error (conditions unto salvation) that Mrs. Meyer 
brought out. 

1. Hope’s Consistory denied that Rev. Overway’s teachings “set forth conditions unto 
covenant fellowship, but rather teach… the ‘necessary way of the covenant.’” 

2. Mrs. Meyer maintained that “the main teaching of Rev. Overway… is the concept that 
our obedience is a condition that we must perform in order to experience the 
fellowship of God.” (Acts of Synod 2018, Art. 62, A. 3., pg. 56)  

B. This protest was rejected – “That Classis reject the appeal of Mrs. Connie Meyer concerning ‘a 
doctrinal position [she] contends represents a denial of the truth of the unconditional 
covenant of grace and therefore a denial of justification by faith alone…taught and upheld by 
the pastor and elders of Hope PRC, Walker, MI’ namely, ‘the concept that our obedience is a 
condition that we must perform in order to experience the fellowship of God’” (Minutes of 
Classis East, January 10, 2018, Art. 41/43) There were six grounds for this decision, listed 
below. These grounds are found in the Acts of Synod 2018 on page 58, Article 62, A. 8. 

a. This decision was later overturned at Synod 2018. The pastor and the elders of 
Hope PRC were in fact found to be defending the concept that our obedience is a 
condition that we must perform in order to experience the fellowship of God. 

1. “Mrs. Connie Meyer does not prove her accusation… Rather, Mrs. Meyer assumes what 
she must prove.” 



2. “By arbitrarily imposing her own heretical meaning on these statements, Mrs. Meyer 
necessarily condemns as heretical all P.R. ministers and spiritual fathers who have used 
the exact same language in the same context” 

3. “Mrs. Meyer errs in her conclusion that ‘in the way of obedience’ means ‘obedience is 
the way [instrument] by which’ we experience blessings; and therefore, is a ‘condition’ 
and ‘another instrument than faith alone.’” 

4. “Mrs. Meyer errs in her understanding of what constitutes a condition in the covenant. 
This error largely explains why Mrs. Meyer impugns many statements as conditions, 
that are in fact not conditions at all.” 

5. “Mrs. Meyer errs in ignoring the important implication that the statements in question 
all refer to an elect regenerated, justified, child of God, who is already a member of the 
covenant and enjoying its blessings.” 

6. “Mrs. Meyer errs in her inference that since we are justified by faith alone without 
works, the activity and fruits of faith, and sanctification are excluded from the 
experience and enjoyment of fellowship with God.” 

C. Mrs. Meyer appealed this decision to Synod 2018. 
VI. Synod 2018 

A. Regarding the preaching of Rev. Overway and the subsequent defense by Hope’s Consistory 
and Classis East. (Appeal of Classis East Art. 41/43) 

1. Article 62, B. 1. (page 61) – “That synod sustain Mrs. Meyer in her appeal of Classis East 
Art. 41/43 (decision to reject her appeal). Ground: Classis failed to deal with doctrinal 
error contained in sermons Mrs. Meyer protested to Hope’s Consistory. The doctrinal 
error is that the believers’ good works are given a place and function that is out of 
harmony with the Reformed confessions.” (This advice was carried, as found on page 
79) 

a. “Quotations from sermons preached by Rev. Overway and defended by Hope’s 
Consistory indicate that the believer’s good works were given a place and 
function out of harmony with the Reformed Confessions.” (Synod 2018) 

i. In a sermon preached by Rev. Overway on LD 32, synod highlights the 
following teaching from the sermon: “We do good works so that we can 
have our prayers answered. That’s true. Walk unrepentantly in sin and 
then pray to God, and expect your prayer to be answered? It will not. That 
is not the way God works. We walk in good works and we pray while we 
walk in good works, and then we can be assured God hears our prayer and 
his ears are open to our cry and the doors and windows of heaven are not 
slammed shut. And he answers.” Additionally, Rev. Overway also stated in 
the same sermon, “We do good works so that we can receive God’s grace 
and Holy Spirit in our consciousness. So that we can consciously and with 
awareness receive the grace and Holy Spirit of God.” (pages 61-62) 

a) We do not do good works in order to have our prayers answered or 
in order to receive grace. LD 45 states that though “we are unworthy 
of it, [God] will for the sake of Christ our Lord, certainly hear our 
prayers, as He has promised in his word.” There is no prerequisite of 



good works here. God hears our prayers on the basis of and for the 
sake of Christ our Lord. 

b) Good works are always the inevitable and infallible fruits of the faith 
of Jesus Christ and ought always to be presented as such. From LD 
24, “…for it is impossible that those who are implanted into Christ by 
a true faith should not bring forth fruits of thankfulness.” And also 
from John 15:5, “I am the vine, ye are the branches: He that abideth 
in me, and I in him, the same bringeth forth much fruit: for without 
me ye can do nothing.” 

ii. In a sermon preached on LD 45, synod highlights the following: “When the 
Catechism mentions requisites or requirements, it’s talking about 
obedience. I must obey. It’s required of God. God requires it of me. God 
requires certain obedience from me. Obedience is required here, 
obedience that I must perform in order to enjoy fellowship with 
God...There’s requisites to fellowship, as we said, for the child of God, to 
the one who’s justified in Jesus Christ, the one for whom Jesus has died 
and atoned and satisfied for his sins. There are requirements for him to 
fellowship, to approaching unto God, coming to the Father.” From the 
same sermon it was declared, “Godliness, on the other hand, is required 
according to Scripture for our prayers to be heard by God.” (pages 64-66, 
emphasis added) 

iii. From the same LD 45 sermon, Rev. Overway taught “What do the creeds 
say about the relationship between obedience and fellowship? That there 
are requirements. That there is obedience required in order that we may 
have that fellowship, prayerful fellowship with God…The Catechism says, 
Come to God that way, meeting those requirements, meeting those 
demands of God for a proper prayer, and you can be assured you will 
enjoy the fellowship of God.”  

iv. Rev. Overway went on to say “Well, how much, how little ought I meet 
these requirements?...The answer really is very simple. Very simple. If we 
meet these requirements a little bit, by the grace of God, of course, and by 
God’s grace working them in us, if we meet these requirements but a 
little, then we will enjoy a little of God’s fellowship. That’s the truth. If we 
meet these requirements a lot, then we will enjoy much of God’s 
fellowship…And if we had perfect godliness, and we came to God perfectly 
meeting the requisites of prayer, then we would have perfect fellowship 
with God…Approach unto the Father, come to the Father meeting the 
requirements that he set out for you. Come to him in that way to receive 
of his grace and his Holy Spirit.” 

a) As summarized by Crete’s Letter, “It is not true that when the 
Catechism mentions requisites or requirements that it is speaking of 
obedience or godliness. The Catechism is explaining what prayer in 
true faith resting on the perfect satisfaction of Jesus Christ alone 
means… Belgic Confession, Article 26 states, ‘We believe that we 



have access unto God but alone through the only Mediator and 
Advocate, Jesus Christ the righteous…What more can be required, 
since Christ himself saith, ‘I am the way, and the truth, and the life; 
no man cometh unto the Father but by me?’” (Crete’s Letter, p. 7) 

b) Synod stated, “It is erroneous to teach that the way to the 
enjoyment of fellowship with God, the way of approach unto God, 
the way to the Father is a way of requirements that God sets out for 
us and that the believer must meet by his obedience or godliness... 
Giving to our obedience the place that these statements do strongly 
suggests that our obedience is a condition for covenant fellowship.” 

c) As Crete’s Letter stated, “Another thought not included in the 
analysis of synod, but a legitimate conclusion from the preaching on 
that text is that Lord’s Day 45 calls repentance and faith 
requirements and that sermon makes these our work and act 
because of which we are received of God, which is the conditional 
theology of DeWolf, ‘our act of conversion is a prerequisite to enter 
the kingdom.’” (Crete’s Letter, Page 8) 

1) To make repentance and faith our works that we do as a 
requirement to be received of God is conditional theology. 
Conditional theology is an error for which ministers have been 
deposed, and which tore the denomination of the PRCA in half 
in 1953.  

2. Synod also made statements regarding the sermons of Rev. Overway in general. 
a. “The orthodox statements in the broad context of these sermons cannot be used 

to justify these erroneous statements, but rather the orthodox statements are 
compromised by the erroneous statements.” (Synod 2018, Page 69)  

b. “The doctrinal error of the sermons then compromises the gospel of Jesus 
Christ, for when our good works are given a place and function they do not have, 
the perfect work of Christ is displaced. Necessarily then, the doctrines of the 
unconditional covenant (fellowship with God) and justification by faith alone are 
compromised.” (Synod 2018, Page 70, emphasis added) 

B. Regarding the Doctrinal Statement (Appeal of Classis East Art. 42) 
1. During the discussions between Mrs. Meyer and Hope’s Consistory regarding the 

preaching of Rev. Overway, the Doctrinal Statement was drafted by the Special 
Committee assigned to help Hope’s Consistory. This committee consisted of Rev. Eriks, 
Rev. Haak, Rev. VanOverloop and Rev. Slopsema along with a few elders. 

a. The purpose of this document was to bring clarity to the issues that were being 
discussed and to clearly state the doctrinal “truths” that Rev. Overway and 
Hope’s Consistory were defending. However, the doctrinal error was found in this 
document as well, and only served to show how deep the doctrinal error runs in 
the denomination (the doctrinal statement was written by the committee to 
assist Hope PRC which included four pastors – pastors who have yet to publicly 
condemn the doctrinal statement or publicly apologize for their promotion of the 
heresy found therein.) 



2. From the Doctrinal Statement, “God calls his people to holy living in order to live with 
them in covenant fellowship” (Doctrinal Statement, I, C, 3, b, 3) “Furthermore Scripture 
and the confessions also emphasize the necessity of the exercise of faith in a holy life of 
obedience to enjoy the intimacy of the Father’s fellowship.” (Doctrinal Statement, I, C) 

a. The issue here is that obedience and a holy life are taught to be the way to the 
Father. Obedience is now something that must be done in order to experience 
the intimacy of the Father’s fellowship, and this fellowship is dependent upon our 
obedience. 

b. In the words of Mrs. Meyer, “It is true that a holy God can and will live in intimate 
covenant fellowship only with those that are holy as he is holy. It is also true that 
for this reason the holy God in the establishment and maintenance of his 
covenant justifies his elect people in Jesus Christ. I agree as well that God also 
sanctifies his elect people unto a life of good works. But I deny that this life of 
good works that God sanctifies his people unto is of any account toward their 
fellowship with God.”  

c. In the words of Synod 2018, “It is true that we enjoy the intimacy of the Father’s 
fellowship in the way of a holy life of obedience. It is not true that we enjoy the 
intimacy of the Father’s fellowship because of our holy life of obedience.” (Acts 
of Synod 2018, Art 62, B, 2, b, 1, Page 80) 

3. From the Doctrinal Statement, “When the Scriptures, therefore, emphasize the need 
for a holy life of obedience to experience the fellowship of God it does so to emphasize 
the necessity of a living, sanctifying faith for such fellowship. Once can have fellowship 
with the holy God only through a sanctifying faith.” (Doctrinal Statement, I, C, 4, c) 

a. Synod 2018 states the following about this portion of the Doctrinal Statement: 
“The Statement errs when it concludes (I, C, 4, c) [quoted above]. A ‘sanctifying 
faith’ is an obedient faith that produces good works. It is not in harmony with the 
creeds to teach that we have fellowship with God through a sanctifying faith. Our 
good works are never an instrument by which we obtain fellowship with God. 
We have fellowship with God only through faith in Christ and His perfect 
righteousness, and in the enjoyment of that fellowship with our holy God we 
must and do walk in good works of gratitude which are the fruits of our faith.” 
(Acts of Synod 2018, Art. 62, B, 2, d, Page 81-82). 

VII. Classis East, after Synod 2018 
A. Regarding the Doctrinal Statement 

1. Two protests (Chuck Doezema and Matt Overway) were brough to Classis East, 
September 2018 and were upheld. These protests were to declare that Classis East 
erred in its decision to rescind the doctrinal statement, and that Classis East ought to 
have rejected the doctrinal statement. “That Classis sustain the protests of Mr. C. 
Doezema and Mr. M. Overway and declare that Classis East erred in its decision of 
February 28, 2018, Article 42” (the decision to advise Hope Consistory to rescind its 
November 21 2017 decision to adopt the doctrinal statement) on the grounds that “the 
decision of Synod 2018, Art. 62.B.2.: ‘That synod sustain Mrs. Meyer in her appeal of 
Classis East Art. 42 (decision to advise Hope Consistory to rescind adoption of the 
doctrinal statement). Ground: Classis erred in advising “Hope consistory to rescind its 



November 21, 2017 decision to adoption ‘The Doctrinal Statement: RE Experiencing 
Fellowship with the Father.’ Classis should have advised Hope to reject the Doctrinal 
Statement because it contains ambiguous statements and the similar doctrinal error of 
giving to our good works a place and function out of harmony with the Reformed 
confessions.’”  

a. Classis East upheld the protests, but in doing so only declared that Classis East 
erred in only rescinding the doctrinal statement. It is one thing to admit error and 
quite another thing to admit error and reject it. 

b. Up to this point, the doctrinal statement still has not been rejected by Classis 
East, nor have the authors of the doctrinal statement been called to account for 
their promotion of error. Classis East has now formally acknowledged its error in 
only rescinding the statement, but has not yet actually rejected the statement. 
No decision to reject the statement has been taken yet. A decision was made to 
say it should have been rejected, but this is not actually rejecting it. 

c. Classis East later tries to claim that admitting past error is at the same time 
rejecting, but only asserts without proof that this is the case. On its face, the 
claim that admission of error is equal to repentance for it and rejection of it is 
absurd. In effect, this minimized the sin of false doctrine and deflected from our 
calling to repent.  

2. An overture regarding the Doctrinal Statement was brought to the May 8, 2019 
meeting of Classis East. “I overture Classis East to reject the Doctrinal Statement, which 
it approved as part of the work of its Special Committee Appointed to Help Hope. That 
approval of the work of the Committee is recorded in Article 14 of the minutes of 
Classis East held January 10, 2018.” 

a. The reason for this overture was to have Classis East officially reject the doctrinal 
statement. Prior to this meeting, Classis East (and Hope’s consistory) only 
rescinded the doctrinal statement. (See Article 62, Acts of Synod 2018, A, 8 and 
9, pages 58 to 60 for a history of the doctrinal statement in the broader 
assemblies) 

i. The importance of rejecting a matter versus rescinding a matter are the 
root of the issue here. To rescind a decision is to merely take it back, or to 
make it as if the decision never happened. To reject a decision is to clearly 
state the original decision was in error, and needs to be corrected or 
removed entirely. 

a) When decisions are made, when sermons are preached, or when 
documents are created that contain doctrinal error, the only proper 
and effectual way to correct the error is to come out and admit 
wrong (this is not admitting a lack of clarity, or an admission of 
misspeaking), to clearly explain why the decision/sermon/document 
is wrong, to admit responsibility, and to repent and seek forgiveness 
of God. To do this is to reject and repudiate the original doctrinal 
errors, to take up the sword even against oneself. When this isn’t 
done, it only adds confusion as to what is error and what is not, 
which places a stumbling block to all those who hear. This allows a 



convenient place for the doctrinal error to fester and grow, and for 
obstinance in sin to remain. 

ii. Rescinding can be merely to remove a decision without any discussion on 
whether or not the decision was in error. The grounds for rescinding can be 
formal rather than substantive (the decision is unclear or unnecessary), 
leaving room for others to make the judgment for themselves.  

iii. Rejecting is to take a decision and to make a judgement regarding the 
validity or correctness of the decision. Rejecting an ecclesiastical decision 
can only be done with solid, substantive grounds (grounds that must be 
based in God’s Word) and makes a clear proclamation stating the rejected 
decision is erroneous ought not have been taken. This leaves no room for 
this error to be made in the future and provides guidance for future 
deliberations, as well. 

b. The overture was declared not legally before classis on two grounds. First, it was 
argued that Synod 2018 already “rejected the Doctrinal Statement with a ‘settled 
and binding’ decision,” so to enter into this decision would be a violation of 
Article 31 of the Church Order. The second ground was that Classis East already 
rejected the statement in September of 2018 as per the sustaining of two 
protests declaring “that Classis East erred in its decision of February 28, 2018, 
Article 42” (the decision of Classis to advise Hope Consistory to rescind its 
decision to adopt the Doctrinal Statement.) 

i. The argument of Classis in the first ground fails to recognize that while one 
cannot enter into the decision of a broader assembly to change it, one can 
confirm the decisions of a broader assembly. It would have been simple for 
Classis to make a formal decision to reject the Doctrinal Statement on the 
grounds that Synod declared it to contain doctrinal error. This need not be 
an entering into the decision, but rather, need only be a thorough approval 
and confirmation of the decision. The benefits of this would be to conclude 
the matter once and for all, leaving no room for misinterpretation. It would 
show to all that Classis East clearly sees the error and rejects it as an error. 
It would give opportunity to demonstrate Classis’ appreciation of the error 
in its spiritual nature, as an affront to God and his Word, and to make 
public Classis’ confession and plea for forgiveness.  

ii. In times of doctrinal controversy, it is essential to clearly reject the 
doctrinal errors, and to clearly explain what the error is. Classis East did 
not take the opportunity to do so here and made the decision to merely 
silently acquiesce to the decision.  

iii. The argument of Classis in the second ground fails to recognize that 
sustaining these protests only states that it was wrong to advise Hope’s 
Consistory to rescind the doctrinal statement. This decision does not de 
facto reject the doctrinal statement, but only states that Classis should 
have advised Hope Consistory to reject the Doctrinal Statement. Saying 
another should have undertaken an activity is not the same as actually 
undertaking the activity in question. 



3. In brief, the history of the Doctrinal Statement is as follows: 
a. An elder discovered doctrinal error in Rev. Overway’s preaching and protested. 
b. The Doctrinal Statement was created to help resolve the doctrinal discussions 

regarding Rev. Overway’s preaching. 
c. A protestant showed that the same doctrinal error was present in the Statement. 
d. This discussion was then brought to Classis East by means of protest. 
e. The protest against the Doctrinal Statement was not sustained (declaring that no 

error was found in the Statement, or the preaching of Rev. Overway). 
f. The Doctrinal Statement was then rescinded at the same meeting of Classis East 

for reasons of lacking clarity and being unnecessary. 
g. The Doctrinal Statement was then found to be doctrinally in error by Synod 2018 

by means of an appeal. Synod then rejected the Statement. Synod also stated the 
preaching of Rev. Overway was doctrinally erroneous. 

h. Two protests were brought to Classis East after Synod, requesting that Classis 
East acknowledge the error of only rescinding the doctrinal statement. These 
protests were upheld, and Classis East admitted her error, but didn’t reject the 
statement. 

i. An overture was brought to Classis East later requesting the doctrinal statement 
be rejected. This was not sustained on the grounds that admitting error in 
rescinding constituted a rejection of the doctrinal statement. 

j. To date, no official decision has been taken to actually reject the doctrinal 
statement. There have only been assertions that due to this or that reason it is 
effectively already rejected by Classis East. 

k. Classis treated the matter as a matter of legality and formality, when it was a 
matter of doctrinal sin – the sin of teaching, promoting, and defending false 
doctrine. It was a matter of sin in judgment – judgment of wickedness as 
righteousness and righteousness as wickedness is perversion of judgment. 
Repentance is the calling of any and all who have engaged in these sins, a point 
that ought not need to be made. Because of God’s work to turn us, repentance is 
a beautiful and delightful thing to the Christian. That it was so arduously avoided 
by Classis East is highly disturbing.  

B. At the meeting of January 2020 Classis East, three separate protests were brought regarding 
the preaching of Rev. Overway in a sermon entitled “Reward of Grace” (2018-12-23). 

1. The protests were brought against the following statements of Rev. Overway (along 
with others) during the sermon. 

a. “First of all, we can use the word ‘as,’ such as this, as we do good works, we are 
rewarded, and we can even add to be sure that it’s clear, we are rewarded 
graciously. As we do good works, we are rewarded. Synod 2018 spoke that 
way…”  

b. “Additionally, we are rewarded according to imperfect obedience. Not perfect 
obedience. We are rewarded in the way of imperfect obedience…  

i. The objection to this is succinctly found on page 19 of the January 2020 
Classis East agenda – “The reason I object is that, when does Christ say ‘we 
are rewarded according to imperfect obedience Not perfect 



obedience…We are rewarded in the way of imperfect obedience.’ If we 
are rewarded for imperfect obedience and Christ still demands perfection, 
how much obedience then must I do? ...”  

ii. Luke 17:10 “So likewise ye, when ye shall have done all those things which 
are commanded you, say, We are unprofitable servants: we have done 
that which was our duty to do.” 

c. “When Scripture speaks again of ‘according to,’ it means there is some 
correlation between good works and the reward.” Rev Overway later states, 
“There can be no equality there. We do little. God rewards greatly and yet there 
is a correlation so that we understand the less of a good work, or the less good 
that a good work is, the less or smaller the reward.” Then later, “The same thing 
is true, of course, with regard to punishment. Those who sin greater are 
punished more greatly. The same, too, also with regard to the reward of grace…“ 

d. "Good works are rewarded in this life often, graciously, and in a multitude of 
different ways ... The reward is something that follows the good work. In the way 
of a good work or a life of obedience, one enjoys blessings of salvation." 

i. Belgic Confession, Art. 24 “Therefore we do good works, but not to merit 
by them (for what can we merit?) nay, we are beholden to God for the 
good works we do, and not He to us, since it is He that worketh in us both 
to will and to do of His good pleasure (Philippians 2:13)… In the meantime 
we do not deny that God rewards our good works, but it is through His 
grace that He crowns His gifts. Moreover, though we do good works, we 
do not found our salvation upon them; for we can do no work but what is 
polluted by our flesh, and also punishable… Thus, then, we would always 
be in doubt, tossed to and fro without any certainty, and our poor 
consciences continually vexed, if they relied not on the merits of the 
suffering and death of our Savior.” (emphasis added) 

ii. The issue with these statements (c. and d.) is that our good works are 
given a place and function that is not in harmony with the confessions and 
Scripture. Good works cannot merit anything, as even the best works of the 
holiest men are as filthy rags. (Isaiah 64:6 “But we are all as an unclean 
thing, and all our righteousnesses are as filthy rags”) Here good works are 
made to be meritorious – according to the error we are rewarded based on 
our good works, even to a degree corresponding to the degree of goodness 
of the good work. This reward for our good works is then equated with the 
blessings of salvation, making the enjoyment of the blessings of salvation 
dependent upon our works, not upon Christ. 

iii. The proper understanding of the phrase “in the way of a good work… one 
enjoys blessings of salvation” would be that good works come as a fruit of 
salvation, and by no means contribute anything to the receiving of 
salvation. When one performs a good work, one does so out of 
thankfulness for what Christ has first done (as a fruit of Christ’s work) in a 
proper attitude towards God and His law. This is done through faith, which 
is Christ’s work in us by His Spirit, which work always and inevitably brings 



forth the fruit of good works. These good works are performed by believers 
who yet have an old, totally depraved flesh, so that even these good works 
are but a beginning of the new obedience and must be sanctified in the 
blood of Christ our high priest, as even our best works are as filthy rags 
before the transcendentally holy God. 

2. Classis East made the decision to not sustain two of these protests, and to not sustain 
parts of the third protest. The following is part of the grounds to not sustain one of the 
protests: “Though there is similarity in language between Rev. Overway’s sermon and 
the fundamental difference between the decision of Synod 2018, Rev. Overway’s 
sermon does not constitute militating against the decisions of synod. The fundamental 
difference between Rev. Overway’s statements and the decision of synod is that Synod 
2018 spoke of the meeting of certain requirements for fellowship, which makes 
obedience meritorious. Synod 2018 objected to the idea that “if we meet these 
requirements but a little, then we will enjoy a little of God’s fellowship” and “if we 
meet these requirements a lot, then we will enjoy much of God’s fellowship.” (2018 
Acts, p.66). Rev. Overway’s statements here, though lacking clarity, do not speak of 
meeting certain requirements for fellowship with God, and therefore, are not a 
militating against the decision of synod.” (Article 31, 2 - January 2020 Classis East). 

a. The issue here is that Rev. Overway’s statements do make obedience meritorious. 
(See also discussion below on Synod 2020.) 

3. Classis East in January of 2020 made decisions to sustain portions of a protest regarding 
some statements of Rev. Overway as well. 

a. From Article 24, II, B – “That classis sustain objections #2 and #6 of Mr. 
Bleyenberg’s protest, namely, that Rev. Overway’s statement in his sermon that 
“we are rewarded according to imperfect obedience” is not the teaching of 
Christ (objection #2) and that Rev. Overway’s 12-30-18 announcement that “the 
truth that God in grace rewards our imperfect works” is in error (objection #6). 
Grounds: (1) Rev. Overway’s statement is erroneous when compared to Scripture 
and the Confessions “ 

b. From Article 25, C – “That classis sustain objection #3 of Mr. Bleyenberg that Rev. 
Overway’s presentation of the degrees of reward leaves his sermon susceptible 
to the interpretation that the believer is left with no comfort or assurance of 
grace.” 

i. “When Rev. Overway preached these words, he left the impression that 
the believer’s works are meritorious.” (Art. 25, C, 3, a) 

ii. “For Rev. Overway to make this comparison in the way that he does 
implies that the reward is earned, which in turn leaves the believer with 
no assurance.” (Art. 25, C, 3, b) 

C. Regarding Rev. Overway’s release via Article 12 of the Church Order 
1. Rev. Overway requested release from the ministry under Article 12. This was brought 

before Classis East on March 17, 2020. “On January 28, 2020, Rev. Overway requested 
to Hope PRC council that he ‘be released from the ministry in the Protestant Reformed 
Churches and be allowed to enter upon a secular vocation for the following weighty 
reasons:’” (Minutes of Classis East, 03-17-2020, Article 13, I. A., page 4) 



a. “This is the advice given to me from my council and from the church visitors. I 
believe I must submit to this advice.”  

b. “I have made statements in my preaching that have lacked clarity, and made 
errors in statements in which I have failed to explain truths accurately. These 
demonstrate a certain lack of ability to communicate clearly to all the Truths of 
God’s Word that I have always, and still do, believe and love in my heart. I also 
apologize once more for my erroneous statements and lack of clarity.” 

i. This speaks to the continued denial of the seriousness of the false doctrine 
that was preached and defended off the pulpit and excused on the floor of 
Classis East. The perfect work of Christ was displaced and doctrinal error 
(heresy) was introduced and promoted in the denomination on a Classical 
level. Yet, this heresy is labeled by Overway as only “a certain lack of ability 
to communicate to all the Truths of God’s Word.” The decision to approve 
David Overway’s release according to Article 12 as per his request aids in 
minimizing the controversy as a matter of mere misunderstandings or 
misspeakings. 

c. “Under the present circumstances in our congregation and in our churches, and 
with my limited gifts and abilities, I can no longer serve effectively and conduct a 
ministry that is not surrounded by controversy and is richly profitable for God’s 
people.” 

d. “It is my prayer that the Lord may use my leaving the ministry to help bring 
greater peace and unity to our congregation and denomination.” 

2. This decision was approved by Hope’s consistory with the ground that “the material he 
has presented in his request is in harmony with the stipulation of Article 12 of the 
Church Order” (Minutes of Classis East, 03-17-2020, Art. 13 I. B., Page 4).  

3. Article 12 of the church order states, “Inasmuch as a Minister of the Word, once 
lawfully called as described above, is bound to the service of the Church for life, he is 
not allowed to enter upon a secular vocation except for such weighty reasons as shall 
receive the approval of Classis.” 

a. Van Dellen and Monsma2 discuss what would be considered an unworthy and 
insufficient reason to seek release. “As unworthy and insufficient reasons for 
leaving the ministry we note the following: seeking to escape the burden of the 
work of the ministry; aggravated by troubles in the Consistory or church, or 
both; desiring greater financial income and luxuries of life; craving for greater 
honor and social prestige; seeking to escape confession, etc., after one has fallen 
into sin and abuse of office.” (emphasis added) 

VIII. Synod 2020 
A. An appeal came from Mr. Chuck Doezema, (appealing the January 2020 Classis East decision) 

contending that Rev. Overway militated against the decisions of Synod 2018 when he stated 
in a sermon entitled The Reward of Grace, “We do little. God rewards greatly. And yet there is 
a correlation so that we understand the less of a good work, or the less good that a good 
work is, the less of smaller the reward. The less number of works, the less of a reward one 

 
2 The Church Order Commentary (Third Edition) by Idzerd Van Dellen and Martin Monsma. Further quotes from this 
book will be referenced using the acronym VDM. 



receives. So too with regard to the more. The more that one walks in good works, the more of 
a reward is received…” 

B. This appeal was not sustained. “Ground: Rev. Overway’s statement does not constitute 
militating against the decisions of synod. There are fundamental differences between Rev. 
Overway’s statement and the decision of Synod 2018. 

1. “Synod 2018 objected to the idea that ‘if we meet these requirements but a little, then 
we will enjoy a little of God’s fellowship’ and ‘if we meet these requirements a lot, then 
we will enjoy much of God’s fellowship’ (Acts of Synod 2018, p. 66) 

2. “Although Synod 2020 does not render judgment on the correctness of Rev. Overway’s 
statement, the statement does not constitute militating against Synod 2018 because it 
does not speak of meeting requirements (a little, or a lot) in order to enjoy degrees of 
fellowship with God, but of receiving degrees of reward according to the quality and 
number of good works.” (Acts of Synod 2020, p. 88) 

C. The point here is not that there is or is not fundamental differences between Synod 2018’s 
specific statements on requirements. The point here (that both Synod 2020 and Classis East 
failed to see) is that this teaching (“So too with regard to the more. The more that one walk in 
good works, the more of a reward is received…”) once again makes good works meritorious, 
and places good works in a place that is contrary to the confessions and to Scripture. This is 
persistence in error. 

1. Synod 2018 – “(a) Obedience – the obedience God requires and the obedience we 
gratefully give in a life of good works according to the power of His Spirit working in us 
– is never a prerequisite of, or a condition unto, or the basis for, or an 
instrument/means unto or the way unto, but always a fruit in the covenant 
relationship, and as we walk in the way of obedience we experience covenant 
fellowship with God. (b) Obedience never gains us or obtains anything in the covenant 
of God…” (Italic emphasis in original, Bold emphasis added) 

2. Heidelberg Catechism, LD 24, Q&A 62 thru 64 – “62. But why cannot our good works be 
the whole or part of our righteousness before God? Because that the righteousness 
which can be approved of before the tribunal of God must be absolutely perfect, and in 
all respects conformable to the divine law; and also, that our best works in this life are 
all imperfect and defiled with sin. 63. What! Do not our good works merit, which yet 
God will reward in this and in a future life? This reward is not of merit, but of grace. 64. 
But doth not this doctrine make men careless and profane? By no means; for it is 
impossible that those who are implanted into Christ by a true faith should not bring 
forth fruits of thankfulness.” 

3. We do not do good works in order that we may receive a better reward, or more of a 
reward in this life or a life to come. We do good works out of thankfulness for what 
Christ has done for us purely out of grace. We do good works because we are new 
creatures in Christ, and he works in us by His Spirit to perform them.  

IX. Recently there have been ministers and even professors making the claim that Classis East and 
Hope’s Consistory did not defend or promote doctrinal errors prior to Synod 2018.  

A. The statements above from Synod 2018 prove that it is indeed true that Rev. Overway, Hope’s 
Consistory, and Classis East defended (and by necessity, promoted) doctrinal error prior to 
Synod 2018.  



1. Sermons containing doctrinal error were preached by Rev. Overway and defended by 
Hope’s Consistory (as clearly stated above). Classis East functioned as a shield to the 
doctrinal error by rejecting the protests and appeals of Mr. Neil Meyer and Mrs. Connie 
Meyer.  

2. Additionally, Synod 2018 states the following: “However, [Mrs. Connie Meyer] does 
prove by the sermons she cites that Hope’s Consistory is defending preaching that 
contains doctrinal errors which compromise the unconditional covenant and 
justification by faith alone. Regardless of exactly how the error is labeled, there is 
doctrinal error and Classis failed to recognize it.” 

B. Not only is this true, but it was defended multiple times at every level. Multiple sermons (three 
in particular are quoted by Synod 2018) taught false doctrine and were all defended by both 
Rev. Overway and Hope’s Consistory. Both Neil Meyer and Connie Meyer protested different 
sermons, which Hope’s Consistory defended again and again. These consistory decisions were 
protested to Classis East by both Neil Meyer and Connie Meyer and were rejected along with 
the subsequent appeals.  

C. In addition to this, at least four other ministers promoted doctrinal errors through the drafting 
of the Doctrinal Statement, an action condoned by Classis East who refused to reject the 
doctrinal statement.  

X. Regarding the Standard Bearer. 
A. A pre-synodical editorial spoke about the upcoming meeting of Synod 2018. “Also at Synod 

[2018] are four protests of statements or actions of the Synod of 2017, and an appeal of a 
decision of a classis. These protests make up 264 pages of the 427-page agenda. Synod may 
be forced to appoint a study committee to address the problem of ballooning protests and 
appeals. There is no good reason that protests or appeals should number in the scores, much 
less hundreds of pages. All consistories are willing in good faith to assist members so that they 
can bring the clearest, most precise protest/appeal with all the supporting documents 
needed. It is positively detrimental to overload the ecclesiastical assemblies with a mountain 
of documents.“ (Page 367, SB, Volume 94, No. 16) 

1. The only mention of the material brought to Synod that would reveal a gospel-
compromising doctrinal error that displaced the perfect work of Christ is found here in 
this editorial immediately preceding Synod. And here the protests/appeals are only 
brought up to complain about their length. There is no mention of how important these 
protests/appeals are with regards to the doctrines of salvation through Christ alone. 
The work of minimizing and confusing the issue was already begun. 

2. Prior to Synod 2018, there was a notable lack of articles and editorials published 
regarding the doctrinal controversy. This controversy was not something new, for this 
controversy that had been working its way through the deliberative assemblies for the 
past 2 or 3 years (from when Rev. Overway first preached the sermon on John 14:6 in 
2015). The editors of the SB were given a wonderful opportunity to clear the waters on 
what was true and what was false, to clearly explain the doctrines involved, but they 
chose to be silent on the issue at a time when a “standard bearer” of the truth was 
sorely needed.  

B. The following was published in the July 1, 2018 Issue (right after Synod 2018): “Therein lies 
the problem. Synod judged that statements in a minister’s sermons were wrong because they 



gave to the believer’s good works ‘a place and function that is out of harmony with the 
Reformed confessions.’ Synod added, ‘Necessarily then, the doctrines of the unconditional 
covenant (fellowship with God) and justification by faith alone are compromised by this 
error.’ Those synodical declarations demonstrate the significance of the error, and the reason 
that synod determined that the minister be examined by synod to remove any suspicion 
concerning his understanding and convictions. However, synod did not declare this error to 
be heresy. Synod did not state that this teaching denies the unconditional covenant or 
justification by faith alone. The minister will be examined, but he is not suspended. Let this be 
clear. Anyone who, from this date on, concerning the minister, consistory, committee to assist 
the consistory, or Classis East, anyone, I say, who alleges that those individuals or 
ecclesiastical bodies taught heresy, or justification by faith and works, or Federal Vision, or a 
conditional covenant, is guilty of slander.” 

1. This brings up an important question: How can something compromise the doctrines of 
the unconditional covenant (fellowship with God) and justification by faith alone, yet 
not be heresy? How can something be “out of harmony with the Reformed 
confessions” and yet not be heresy? “Heresy is that doctrine or teaching judged by an 
ecclesiastical assembly to be contrary to that system of truth upheld and maintained by 
that ecclesiastical assembly… a doctrine or teaching cannot be half heresy or 
nearly heresy. It is heresy or it is not heresy” (Not all Pious and Ecclesiastical, The H-
Word (2) posted on May 29, 2020) Doctrinal issues are binary – either the teaching is 
true, or it is false. There cannot be a space between, where it is ‘error’ but not justifiably 
to be called heresy in common speech. To insist on such a space only provides a 
convenient place for heresy to hide in and fester, and for repentance to be stubbornly 
resisted.  

2. Regardless of whether or not this error can be labelled as heresy, doctrinal error ought 
to hold the same weight and ought to be similarly abhorrent to the Christian and to the 
Church. As article 80 of the church order states, “Furthermore among the gross sins, 
which are worthy of being punished with suspension or deposition from office, these 
are the principle ones: false doctrine or heresy…” (emphasis added) 

3. This article in the SB clearly states that the controversy was a doctrinal controversy (see 
pages 414 to 415, SB Volume 94, No. 18 – “Yet, there was controversy. Objections were 
brought… The issue was doctrinal, and it was significant…” “Those synodical 
declarations demonstrate the significance of the error…” “Painful as controversy is, God 
can use it to clarify His truth…”). Nonetheless, this controversy was minimized at the 
same time in a rebuke against declaring doctrinal error to be heresy, and a threat 
against those who would call it as such, a threat that such should even be put out of the 
church if need be. 

C. Another article appeared shortly after Synod 2018 (October 1, 2018), this time discussing a 
favored concern of one of the editors – antinomianism. Rev. Koole proclaimed that 
antinomianism was of central concern to the denomination in the wake of Synod 2018.  

1. In a response to Rev. Nathan Langerak, Rev. Koole disregarded the fact that the reason 
for antinomianism’s inclusion in discussion was because it was a false charge made 
against Mr. Neil Meyer, a false charge that was sustained against him resulting in his 
suspension from the office of elder (see point 4 below), and - upon receipt of the 



concurrence of a neighboring consistory (Rev. Koole’s consistory) - his deposition from 
office, as well. Instead, he justified its importance because it was a topic that was being 
discussed, at least in the discussions that he was hearing.   

2. In a letter, Prof. Engelsma criticized him for introducing a red herring into the 
discussion, and also called him to make an apology for calling Hoeksema’s exegesis of 
Acts 16 “nonsense,” which pejorative Rev. Koole employed in his editorial “What Must I 
Do...” and the following responses to the letters of objection that he received. Rev. 
Koole apologized for the pejorative but maintained his insistence that Rev. Hoeksema’s 
exegesis was wrong and that he was right. He also maintained that antinomianism was 
not a red herring.  

D. The charge of antinomianism was first brought against Mr. Neil Meyer when he served on 
Hope’s Consistory in 2015.  

1. His original protest against Rev. Overway’s sermon was filed on July 7, 2015. Only a 
week later, he was charged with antinomianism by his own consistory on the basis of 
the protest. This charge was upheld when Mr. Meyer was suspended from office with 
the concurrence of Grandville PRC’s consistory.  

a. We ought to remember that Mr. Meyer brought the protest against the 
preaching of Rev. Overway that has since been found to be doctrinal error. In this 
preaching, it was determined that “our good works [were] given a place and 
function they do not have, [and] the perfect work of Christ [was] displaced” 
(Synod 2018).  

b. In essence, Mr. Meyer was declared an antinomian because he objected to man’s 
works playing any role in our salvation. Mr. Meyer was not arguing that our good 
works are not necessary, but that our good works are not and cannot be included 
in our way to the Father, which is Christ alone. To conclude that the way of 
salvation and covenant communion with God must not include our works is 
antinomian, is to allow that our works must have some part in our salvation. 
Again, this gives “our good works [a] place and function they do not have” (Synod 
2018) and to make our covenant fellowship conditional. 

2. This matter came to Synod 2016 – “Mr. Meyer does not fit classical and Reformed 
descriptions of an antinomian…He is not against the necessity of preaching the law and 
its demands…He is not against the need for obedience to the law in the life of the child 
of God…He is not against the law in either of its uses as set forth in the Heidelberg 
Catechism, namely, to show us our misery and to direct us in thankful obedience.” 
Synod 2016 also stated “Hope’s consistory misrepresents Mr. Meyer’s position on the 
commandments as a guide to thankfulness…Hope’s consistory overstates Mr. Meyer’s 
position regarding the law…Hope’s consistory prejudices itself against Mr. Meyer 
simply because he disagrees with their pastor’s preaching.” Synod 2016 again, “Classis 
East…asserts that Mr. Meyer is antinomian without interacting with the material…in 
order to demonstrate this charge.” 

a. Here we see that Classis East had joined in condemning Mr. Meyer as an 
antinomian. We see also that Synod 2016 harshly judged the actions of Classis 
East. From the minutes and supplements, Synod 2016 stated that Classis East 
“misrepresents Mr. Meyer’s position,” “overstated Mr. Meyer’s position,” 



“prejudices itself against Mr. Meyer,” and “asserts that Mr. Meyer is antinomian 
without interacting with the material.”  

3. Prof. Cammenga protested this decision to Synod 2017, making the claim that certain 
statements of Mr. Neil Meyer reveal that he is indeed antinomian.  

a. These particular statements of Mr. Meyer were taken out of context of the 
protest and the controversy in general. Mr. Meyer protested the doctrine that the 
way of salvation and covenant communion with God includes our obedience and 
rejected the law in connection with our salvation. The controversy was centered 
on the proper location and place of our good works with regards to fellowship 
with God and the perfect work of Christ: are good works a part of the way unto 
communion, or are they only a fruit out of thankfulness? For Mr. Meyer to argue 
that “there are commands in Scripture and we preach them, but they are not the 
power to save. There is no power of the gospel to save in the preaching of the 
law, for the way is the way of mere grace, which preaches what God has done in 
Christ for us and in us, fulfilling the law,” is not antinomian, but is rather a 
defense of salvation by grace alone.  

b. This protest was not sustained by Synod 2017. This decision not to sustain Prof. 
Cammenga’s protest was further strengthened by Synod 2018. 

i. Synod 2017 concluded (wrongly) that the above statement (“There are 
commands in Scripture…”), if taken at face value, was contrary to Scripture 
and the Reformed confession. In response, Synod 2017 stated “But 
properly done, the preaching of the law is the preaching of the gospel, and 
the preaching of the gospel is the power of God unto salvation.” 

ii. At Synod 2018, several protests were lodged against Synod 2017’s 
statement (“But properly done, the preaching of the law is the preaching 
of the gospel, and the preaching of the gospel is the power of God unto 
salvation”). These protests were upheld, and Synod 2018 rescinded the 
above statement. The statement of Synod 2017 which stated “God does 
not provide our obedience, etc.” was also rescinded. 

iii. From the Canons of Dordt, Head III/IV, Art. 5 “yet as [the law] neither 
points out a remedy nor imparts strength to extricate him from misery, 
and thus, being weak through the flesh, leaves the transgressor under the 
curse, man cannot by this law obtain saving grace.” 

iv. From the Canons of Dordt, Head III/IV, Art. 16 “…the admirable Author of 
every good work wrought in us…” 

v. Regarding the proper place of the law, Heidelberg Catechism, Lord’s Day 2, 
Q&A 3 “Whence knowest thou thy misery? Out of the law of God.” And LD 
44, Q&A 115, “Why will God then have the ten commandments so strictly 
preached, since no man in this life can keep them? First, that all our 
lifetime we may learn more and more to know our sinful nature…” 

vi. Regarding the proper place of good works, Heidelberg Catechism, LD 32, 
Q&A 86, “Since then we are delivered from our miserly merely of grace, 
through Christ, without any merit of ours, why must we still do good 
works? Because Christ, having redeemed and delivered us by His blood, 



also renews us by His Holy Spirit after His own image; that so we may 
testify by the whole of our conduct our gratitude to God for His 
blessings…” 

vii. Belgic Confession, Art. 24 “Therefore we do good works, but not to merit 
by them (for what can we merit?) nay, we are beholden to God for the 
good works we do, and not He to us (I Corinthians 4:7, Isaiah 26:12, 
Galatians 3:5, I Thessalonians 2:13) since it is He ‘that worketh in us both 
to will and to do of His good pleasure’ (Philippians 2:13). Let us therefore 
attend to what is written: ‘When ye shall have done all those things which 
are commanded you, say, we are unprofitable servants; we have done that 
which was our duty to do’ (Like 17:10).” 

4. The whole manner in which antinomianism was inserted into this controversy time and 
again reveals a troubling tendency to impose upon good works the false notion that 
they contribute in some way to our salvation, whether that be through our reception of 
salvation, or through our communion with God. The false charges of antinomianism 
were shown to be red herrings at Synods 2017 and 2018, and now continue to serve as 
a distraction to the controversy while simultaneously strengthening and defending the 
idea of man’s contributions to his salvation.  

5. From 2018 on, the Standard Bearer become a hotbed of conditional theology as 
evidenced in many of the quotations provided below.  

XI. Since it is a common refrain amongst those who deny the persistence of the doctrinal controversy of 
the PRC (a denial foundational to the deposition of Rev. Andy Lanning) that continued minimization, 
misdirection, and obstinate persistence in error are nowhere to be found in the PRC, we enumerate 
the following examples. From these examples, it should be obvious to all that the controversy 
continues unabated. Sadly, and predictably, mere acknowledgment of error did nothing to turn the 
PRC and her ministers away from doctrinal ruin. Rather, doctrinal error is racing swiftly through the 
denomination and multiplying as it burns its course. Not all the errors that follow are equally 
egregious. But notice that they consistently build up a pressure that urges the churches towards one 
direction: the exaltation of man, his good works, and what they obtain for him. Man’s works are 
consistently presented as cause rather than effect, so that grace and the blessings of salvation follow 
after man’s performance of works. This is taught emphatically; this is conditional theology. 
Additionally, the red herring of antinomianism looms large, prompting over-corrective and ultimately 
erroneous reactions against the sovereignty of God in salvation. 

A. Rev. Kenneth Koole 
1. Only four months after the historic decisions of Synod 2018, Rev. Koole wrote an article 

in the SB entitled “What Must I Do…” (Page 7, SB Volume 94, No. 1). “But is it 
altogether improper for preachers so much as to suggest that there is that which one 
can do (is able to do)? And then, in the end, to go so far as to declare that if a man 
would be saved, there is that which he must do? ... No, not when those of whom you 
are speaking are the ungodly and unregenerate … But when those of whom one is 
speaking are the born-again, that is, regenerated, living children of God, that is another 
matter entirely. Then there is not only that which one is called to do, but also that 
which one can do as well.” 



a. The main teaching of the series of articles, responses and editorial letters is that if 
one desires to be saved, there is that which must be done to be saved. There is 
an action that a man must do prior to the conscious reception of one’s salvation 
so that one is consciously aware of his salvation. This very much ties into Rev. 
Koole’s current series of articles on the teachings of one Witsius, who attempts to 
make a distinction between one’s right to salvation and one’s reception of 
salvation. 

2. Regarding Herman Witsius 
a. Herman Witsius’ distinction between the basis of one’s right to salvation and 

one’s reception of salvation is abiblical and unreformed. Both right and reception 
of salvation are freely given of God according to election in Jesus Christ. That this 
distinction is being presented as some innocent, even helpful viewpoint for the 
PRC to consider is a shame to the SB. Rather, Witsius’ distinction leads the PRC 
hand-in-hand with Overway, and with those who supported this false theology in 
1953 (they are essentially the same). 

b. Members are encouraged to read Mr. Nathan Lanning’s criticism of Rev. Koole’s 
treatment of Witsius’ teachings, found in the May 2021 Issue of Sword & Shield 
(available online at reformedbelieverspub.org).  

c. Says Rev. Koole (Standard Bearer, December 2020, Vol. 97, No. 6): “And so, out 
of fear of what Rome has done with the doctrine of good works (and, later, what 
conditional covenant views have done), there arises a desire, and even resolve, 
to mute calling the saved with urgency to live a life of holiness; that is, if that 
holiness is defined in terms of doing what God’s precepts require, namely, 
performing deeds of godliness (good works) and in terms of those deeds being 
motivated, in part, by their being of benefit to one’s relationship to God, as well 
as to others. As a result, in the name of misguided piety, an antinomian spirit 
shows itself.” 

d. “Witsius then proceeds to set forth what he is convinced is the Reformed 
perspective: 

i. III. Scripture teaches that something must be done that we may be saved. 
IV. That holiness is the way to life. … 

ii. …XXI. Whence it is, that by how much one is more holy, by so much he is 
the more acceptable to God. (XV, p. 159) 

iii. …We will let the reader reflect upon what Witsius wrote above and 
consider how orthodox one finds these statements to be, how Reformed, 
how scripturally sound.” 

e. Rev. Koole withholds his own views on Witsius, leaving it to the reader to judge 
Witsius’ statements and their implications. This is emphatically opposed to the 
calling of the minister, who is instead to warn against false doctrine. It also 
stands in contrast to the name, function, and history of the magazine called the 
“Standard Bearer.” 

f. And when it comes to awareness of this danger, Rev. Koole is as aware as can be. 
In the February 1, 2013 Issue of Vol. 89 of the Standard Bearer, Rev. Koole 
conceded, somewhat reluctantly that “it is true that Witsius went in the direction 



of a conditional covenant” (Herman Witsius, Baptism, and Covenant Seed (1)). A 
controversy of conditional theology grips the PRCA, and now is the time to go 
back for insight to a man who “went in the direction of a conditional covenant,” 
according to Rev. Koole.  

3. Sermon preached November 15, 2020 “Manna Sent from Heaven” 
a. “And in order to live in accordance with God’s word, beloved, we must seek the 

grace that is available to us. I don’t know how that strikes your ears. Grace 
available to us? Aren’t we saved by grace? Yeah, you’re saved by grace. But you 
and I better be seeking the grace that is available to us. I’m talking about not the 
grace of regeneration, newness of life, which is irresistible. I’m talking about the 
grace to withstand temptation, beloved, and to walk through the tests and trials 
of this life without falling into temptation and sinning in the way of temptation. 
To withstand temptation day by day, you and I need grace. And what does the 
catechism say? He will give His grace, that kind of grace, to those only who on a 
daily basis sincerely ask Him for them, His grace and Holy Spirit.” 

b. It is especially in Rev. Koole’s presentation of grace as being “available to us” that 
his teaching betrays itself as conditional theology. Note the conditional formula 
“in order to enjoy [insert blessing of salvation], we must [insert activity of man].” 
The implication is that God’s grace is some objective thing that is sitting there, 
waiting for those who seek it to come and get it. And then prayer is the necessary 
activity by which said grace is to be obtained. But this misrepresents the 
Catechism: the necessity of prayer is not our motivation to pray, as if we by some 
logical syllogism decide it is in our best interests to pray. This teaching makes of 
prayer a mere outward activity, not the yearning need of the regenerated heart.  

i. The necessity of prayer is two-fold. First, prayer is “the chief part of 
thankfulness which God requires of us.” Objectively, the necessity of our 
calling to prayer that the Catechism sets forth is that God makes his people 
to be a thankful people – we are called to pray in expression of our 
thankfulness to God; we are commanded to be thankful. But even that 
thankfulness God works in us, and that thankfulness is expressed chiefly in 
prayer. Subjectively, the reason that prayer is a necessity for the believer is 
that God makes his people a God-dependent people. He will have his 
people seek all things from him and from him alone, and so he has given 
the believer a heart that needs to pray and that seeks all things from 
Jehovah alone. In this way, prayer is a beautiful fruit of faith insofar as it is 
a repudiation of self, an emptying out of self-dependence and self-
satisfaction, and a seeking of all things from the hand of our sovereign God 
through Christ Jesus.  

ii. As to the objective necessity of prayer: “True gratitude is never motivated 
by the desire to recompense, to requite, to remunerate, or to do 
something in return for benefits received from God. If this were true, it 
would be foolish to say that prayer is the chief part of thankfulness, for 
then the emphasis would fall on good works. It is forever impossible to 
recompense God or to do anything whatever for him. Do you approach 



the fountain to refill it after you have drunk from its delicious 
refreshment?” (Rev. Herman Hoeksema, The Perfect Prayer, pg 9.)  

a) Thus Rev. Koole’s portrayal of “grace available” contradicts the first 
part of the catechism’s answer.  

iii. As to the subjective necessity of prayer: “The grace of God and the Holy 
Spirit that God will give to those who ask him for them are the continually 
flowing fountain of grace from which the Christian lives and must live, and 
without which he cannot live. It refers to the continual indwelling and 
influx of the Holy Spirit whereby grace is wrought constantly in the 
believer’s heart.” (Rev. Herman Hoeksema, The Perfect Prayer, pg 11.)  

a) According to this necessity, the believer goes to God in prayer. But 
Rev. Koole presents the necessity of prayer as some appeal of the 
Heidelberg Catechism to the will of man, cajoling him, by hook or 
crook, into prayer. The whole doctrine of prayer is thrown into 
disarray by Rev. Koole’s “available grace.” 

c. Is there a danger that we might conceive of prayer in some Arminian, conditional 
sense? Rev. Hoeksema warns: “Let us never imagine that at any time in the 
process of salvation we are first. The opposite is true. God creates in us the need. 
He creates in us the hunger and thirst after righteousness by his Holy Spirit and 
grace. He causes us to pray, to ask, to seek, and to knock. While we consciously 
seek and ask and pray to the God of our salvation, he answers our prayers, fulfills 
our needs, and forevermore fills us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly places 
in Christ.” (Rev. Herman Hoeksema, The Perfect Prayer, pg 13.)  

B. Rev. Rodney Kleyn 
1. Reformed Witness Hour radio message, aired March 15, 2020 “Forgive Us Our Debts” 

a. “We cannot know the grace of forgiveness in our lives, we cannot experience the 
joy of being forgiven, unless we show forgiveness to others.” 

b. Rev. Kleyn puts man first, throwing into disarray the petition for forgiveness so 
that God must lag behind. Thus, our forgiving others becomes the prerequisite for 
our being forgiven of God in our consciousness. Such teaching is clearly 
conditional.  

c. The orthodox teaching of the petition would be, “We cannot show forgiveness to 
others, unless we know the grace of forgiveness in our lives, and have 
experienced the joy of being forgiven. Knowing and experiencing this forgiveness 
of God gives us the firm resolution to forgive the brother that sins against us.” 

i. This is first of all the clear teaching of the Heidelberg Catechism: “And 
forgive us our debts, as we forgive our debtors; that is, be pleased for the 
sake of Christ’s blood, not to impute to us poor sinners our transgressions, 
nor that depravity which always cleaves to us; even as we feel this 
evidence of Thy grace in us, that it is our firm resolution from the heart to 
forgive our neighbor.” 

ii. Rev. Herman Hoeksema demonstrates this truth: “The parable [of the 
unmerciful servant] instructs us in the truth that God is merciful to those 
who show mercy. He forgives the sins of those who forgive the sins of 



their brethren, not as a condition or a ground on which the Lord forgives 
them their sins, but as an inevitable fruit and a manifestation in life of 
those whose sins are forgiven and who taste the mercy of God. Those who 
taste the mercy of forgiveness surely will show mercy in forgiving one 
another their trespasses. On the contrary, those who shut up the bowels 
of compassion to the brethren who implore them for forgiveness have 
never tasted the mercy of God.” (Rev. Herman Hoeksema, The Perfect 
Prayer, pg. 168-69.) 

C. Rev. Ron VanOverloop 
1. Sermon preached June 23, 2019 “The Church of Christ at Laodicea.”  

a. In this sermon, Rev. VanOverloop taught blatant conditional theology.  
i. “The first statement [the statement below in D, 1, b] is in error because 

it… does constitute the error of the heresy of the conditional covenant 
theology.” (Art. 41, II, C, 1, Minutes of Classis East, January 2021, p. 33 - 
34, as amended. Emphasis added.) 

b. “…He’s not establishing, of course, a condition. There are none. But he is talking 
about not the condition to establish a union but he is establishing a condition 
that deals with communion. Not union, that’s grace, it’s all grace, only grace. But 
communion, fellowship.” 

c. It should be noted that in the absence of a sound rejection of its own past errors, 
as opposed to a mere acknowledgement that they were indeed errors, Classis 
East bears some of the blame for the continued persistence of its ministers in 
teaching the false doctrine of conditional fellowship in the covenant. 

2. Classis East ultimately ruled on the statements, judging them to be heretical, but not 
that Rev. VanOverloop was guilty of preaching heresy. What was the statement if not 
heresy? Misspeaking, according to the Classis.  

i. From Article 41, II, C of Classis East’s minutes (as amended), “That Classis 
sustain the contention of “Ground 1” of the Courtneys’ appeal (p. 35 
[Classis East agenda]), namely, that the statement is in fact the error of 
the heresy of the conditional covenant theology. Grounds: 1. The first 
statement is in error because it explicitly states that there is a “condition 
that deals with communion” in the covenant, and thus the statement as 
such, does constitute the error of the heresy of the conditional covenant 
theology.” (Emphasis added) 

i. From Article 41, II, D of Classis East’s minutes, “That Classis not sustain the 
allegation of “Ground 2” of the Courtney’s appeal (p. 36 [Classis East 
Agenda]), namely that Rev. VanOverloop and Grace’s consistory are 
persistent in the error. Ground: The error was a case of misspeaking, and 
both Rev. Van Overloop and Grace’s consistory have acknowledged the 
error and have not persisted in it.” (Emphasis added) 

b. What ought to be done about this case of “misspeaking?” Classis instructed 
Grace PRC to advise Rev. VanOverloop to provide a public apology for the 
misspeaking.  



i. Classis East, January 2021, Article 45, II, E, “That Classis advise Grace’s 
consistory to have Rev. Van Overloop apologize publicly in such a manner 
as they shall deem conducive to the edification of the church. Ground: A 
public apology is necessary due to the public nature of the error, the 
manner of which is left up to the judgment of the consistory.” 

ii. And yet, it is also noted in the minutes that “The chairman, on behalf of 
classis, assures Rev. VanOverloop that classis does not question his 
orthodoxy and that our prayers are with him going forward.” (page 38) 
How can a minister’s orthodoxy not be called into question when he 
preaches a clear conditional covenant off the pulpit? 

c. Was it misspeaking? False doctrine was clearly and emphatically taught from a 
Protestant Reformed pulpit. A clear and decisive teaching was presented - “...he 
is establishing a condition that deals with communion. Not union, that’s grace, 
it’s all grace, only grace. But communion, fellowship.” Misspeaking? That is a 
rather articulate teaching for one to advance through misspeaking. And even if 
we should grant such a charitable judgment, it is still the case that in his 
misspeaking Rev. VanOverloop taught heresy. How is this wrong to be righted, 
without a clear condemnation of the false doctrine that was taught? Why is clear 
and public confession of this sin, even if it be a case of misspeaking, to be 
avoided? And again, we are forced to wonder, why is repentance such a thing to 
be so arduously avoided by Classis East, its own repentance and that of those it 
highly esteems?  

d. Apparently without investigation, Classis East claimed that Rev. VanOverloop had 
not persisted in the heresy of conditional theology. But was this claim true? 

3. Sermon preached November 29, 2020 “Calling Toward Canaanites” 
a. “God’s sovereignty. Man’s responsibility. God’s gifts and Christ’s merits does not 

exclude God’s use of means. Does not exclude God’s gift of the use of the means 
of our obedience.”  

b. “And yet, God commanded. I performed a duty. Two rails. They go side by side. 
In the wisdom of God: His sovereignty, our responsibility. And it’s all grace. And 
nothing but grace.” 

c. “Labor to enter into the rest, lest ye fall in unbelief, Hebrews 4 verse 11. And that 
labor is what we identified in Deuteronomy 10:12: keep his commandments.” 

d. This is the clear teaching of a two-track theology, a clear mark of conditional 
theology. 

i. “There are others, however, who call themselves Reformed, and think that 
they belong to the Reformed churches, that conceive of God and the 
responsibility and moral freedom of man as two parallel lines, — a double 
track, two parallel lines that never meet as far as eye can see. I say they 
are the double track theologians. And that double track theology we as 
Protestant Reformed Churches have rejected in 1924, and still we must 
have nothing of it. The real and Scriptural conception of the relation 
between man’s responsibility and man’s freedom, on the one hand, and 
the sovereign counsel of God, on the other hand, is this, that the freedom 



and the responsibility of man are hemmed in from every side by the 
counsel of God. Have before your mind a circle, representing the counsel 
of God. In that counsel of God stands the morally free and responsible 
creature that is called man; and that counsel of God hems him in on every 
side. It is not so, therefore, that there are two parallel lines, but so that 
man in his moral relation to God is dependent even as a moral creature. 
Even in his moral thoughts he is dependent upon God. He is not 
sovereignly free. Man can never be sovereignly free. God only is 
sovereignly free! And man is forevermore dependent, even as a moral 
creature, upon God! Further, man is not only dependent upon God in His 
counsel; but he is dependent upon God, as a moral creature he is 
dependent upon God in His almighty providence. It is not only so that God 
abstractly determines the moral freedom and responsibility of man, while 
in actuality man stands independent. God in His providence rules and 
governs man’s every act, his every thought, his every desire. The king’s 
heart is in the hand of God as the river of waters: He turneth it 
whithersoever He wills.” (Rev. Herman Hoeksema, Man’s Freedom and 
Responsibility, Standard Bearer Vol. 29, No. 18, July 1, 1953) 

e. The teaching of two-track theology was central to the split of 1953:  
i. “There are those who claim that after all the Christian Reformed Churches 

in 1924 were probably correct when they said that I and the Reverend 
Danhof, who were both cast out at that time, were one-sided. And that 
the one-sidedness consisted in this, that they laid too much emphasis on 
God, and not sufficient emphasis on man. In other words, we refused, —
and we still refuse, by the way, — to subscribe to a double track theology: 
Man and God, each running his own track. I am afraid that there are signs 
of a real split in our churches, — and God forbid that it be true, and that it 
be realized, — because of the very determined opposition against such a 
thoroughly Reformed and Protestant Reformed document as the 
Declaration of Principles. I am afraid that there is a split in our churches 
when I hear sounds that speak of and emphasize responsibility of man, 
and a moral choice; which claim that our preaching has been too passive, 
and that we must be active, and that our preaching must stimulate 
activity.” (Rev. Herman Hoeksema, Man’s Freedom and Responsibility, 
Standard Bearer Vol. 29, No. 18, July 1, 1953) 

D. Rev. James Slopsema 
1. In a meditation in the September 15, 2020 Issue of the Standard Bearer, Rev. James 

Slopsema taught the following, employing an increasingly familiar construction to 
describe the relationship between good works and the enjoyment of blessings: 

a. “In fact, the more faithful the saints are to God’s law in the grace of Jesus Christ, 
the more they prosper in the great blessings of the covenant. They prosper in 
their marriages, in their family life, and in their church life. Above all, they 
prosper in the enjoyment of God’s covenant fellowship.” 



b. This is no less than the teaching of Overway, one of the false doctrines 
supposedly “dealt with by Synod,” that our obedience, however imperfect, merits 
us a reward with God. Man’s activity secures God’s blessings of salvation – the 
conditional formula.  

2. In another meditation in the February 1, 2021 issue of the Standard Bearer, Rev. James 
Slopsema uses Psalm 90:12 to teach that we number our days in order to gain wisdom, 
and in turn, to then “escape God’s wrath on our sins and enjoy the riches of His gracious 
blessing.” He makes escaping God’s wrath and enjoying the riches of His covenant 
fellowship dependent upon our own wisdom and not God’s own grace. First, we must be 
busy in the good work of gaining wisdom by numbering our days, and only after we 
have this wisdom, only after we have completed this good work are we able to enjoy 
the blessings of the covenant.  

a. From the meditation, “We must number our days that we may apply our hearts 
unto wisdom. Wisdom is the ability to act according to reality so that we 
prosper… wisdom is to live in daily repentance, turning from sin unto God in 
Jesus Christ. This repentance involves a humble recognition… a godly sorrow 
over sin…a confession of sin to God…a life of grateful obedience to God in the 
power of Jesus Christ. This is wisdom… This is the only way to escape God’s 
wrath on our sins and enjoy the riches of His gracious blessing.” (Page 196, SB, 
Volume 97, Issue No. 9) Man must first number his days and see God’s wrath on 
sin, and then must act accordingly to gain wisdom in order to receive on the basis 
of this wisdom, the riches of covenant fellowship. Man’s wisdom and working 
gains the riches of covenant fellowship. 

b. Again from the meditation, “Moses speaks of applying our hearts unto wisdom. 
More literally he speaks of having or obtaining a heart of wisdom. A heart of 
wisdom is a wise heart, a heart full of wisdom. Such a heart leads one to act 
wisely, turning from sin unto God in Jesus Christ. Do you have such a heart of 
wisdom? The purpose of numbering our days is to obtain such a heart of 
wisdom.” Note again: A wise heart leads one to turn unto God in Jesus Christ. A 
wise heart is obtained by man because of (on the basis of) the action of 
numbering our days. 

c. Alternatively, “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of 
yourselves: it is the gift of God: Not of works, lest any man should boast.” 
(Ephesians 2:8, 9) 

d. Also, “we believe that this true faith, being wrought in man by the hearing of the 
Word of God and the operation of the Holy Ghost, doth regenerate and make 
him a new man, causing him to live a new life, and freeing him from the bondage 
of sin” (Belgic Confession, Article 24). It is true faith worked in us by the Holy 
Spirit, not our own wisdom, that turns us from sin and unto God in Jesus Christ. 

e. Also, “Jesus answered and said unto them, This is the work of God, that ye 
believe on him whom he hath sent” (John 6:29, emphasis added). Turning from 
our sins and unto God in Jesus Christ is the work of God. No amount of man’s 
wisdom can bring one to repent. No effort at all of man can bring one to repent 
or to acquire for himself a regenerated heart. Later in the chapter, Jesus states 



“No man can come to me, except the Father which hath sent me draw him” 
(John 6:44) 

f. Also, “How art thou righteous before God? Only by a true faith in Jesus Christ; so 
that, though my conscience accuse me that I have grossly transgressed all the 
commandments of God, and kept none of them, and am still inclined to all evil; 
notwithstanding, God, without any merit of mine, by only of mere grace, grants 
and imputes to me the perfect satisfaction, righteousness, and holiness of 
Christ…” (Heidelberg Catechism, LD 23, Q&A 60). 

E. Rev. Cory Griess 
1. SB Article, Standard Bearer, April 2021, Vol. 97, No. 13 

a. “We are blessed of God. We were blessed of God before we were given faith. We 
are blessed of God before we perform any work of obedience. Yet, God enters 
into a relationship with us that moves through time and develops. There are 
blessings that He grants, or grants a richer measure of, after some God-worked 
obedience, and connects the obedience to the blessing this way. Those blessings 
only come through the instrument of faith! Because some come through that 
instrument after our obedience, Scripture calls us to that obedience and tells us 
we will know that blessing in that way.” 

b. Rev. Griess continues in a pattern that has come to mark the manner in which PR 
ministers discuss good works: do this, get this. His emphasis is that, without the 
obedience, the blessing is not able to be granted. The blessing is conditioned on 
the obedience. "Because some come through that instrument after our 
obedience...” is still conditional theology. 

i. “The term condition always implies that man must do something in order 
to receive something from God. Hence, the term condition, also as it is 
used in theology, always means “that which is requisite in order that 
something else should take effect.” This implies that a condition is 
prerequisite, i.e. “something previously required, or necessary to an end 
or effect proposed.”” (Herman Hoeksema, The Promise and Conditions 
According to Scripture, Standard Bearer, March 1953, Vol. 29, No. 12) 

ii. One must ask the question, does the believer have all things in Christ or 
doesn’t he? Is there still some earning that needs to take place? Is there 
still some work that remains for me to do? Or do I have all things in Christ? 
And does he powerfully provide me with all things necessary for my 
salvation? “He that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us all, 
how shall he not also with him freely give us all things?” Rom. 8:32. 

c. Furthermore, we need not fear that the faith we are given of God will be 
fruitless, but are assured by Scripture that it will (and indeed is) by its very nature 
fruitful, because it is God’s work in us.  

i. “I am the vine, ye are the branches: He that abideth in me, and I in him, 
the same bringeth forth much fruit: for without me ye can do nothing.” 
John 15:5 



ii. “But he that received seed into the good ground is he that heareth the 
word, and understandeth it; which also beareth fruit, and bringeth forth, 
some an hundredfold, some sixty, some thirty.” Matthew 13:23 

iii. “Being confident of this very thing, that he which hath begun a good work 
in you will perform it until the day of Jesus Christ...” Phil. 1:6 

iv. “Faith is therefore to be considered as the gift of God, not on account of 
its being offered by God to man, to be accepted or rejected at his 
pleasure; but because it is in reality conferred, breathed, and infused into 
him; or even because God bestows the power or ability to believe, and 
then expects that man should by the exercise of his own free will, consent 
to the terms of that salvation, and actually believe in Christ; but because 
he who works in man both to will and to do, and indeed all things in all, 
produces both the will to believe, and the act of believing also.” Canons 
III/IV, Art. 14. 

F. Rev. Clayton Spronk 
1. Sermon preached September 13, 2020 

a. “And that’s why we can also say, beloved, that the more you live a life of 
conversion, the more that you walk in good works, the more you will experience 
God’s love and fellowship, the more you will experience the blessing of salvation. 
And that does not mean at all that the more you do good works, the more you 
earn or make yourself worthy of God’s love and the experience of salvation. Not 
at all. Let me try to explain it this way. Think of a small child who delights in 
loving his mother. He delights in loving his mother and enjoying her love by 
embracing and hugging her, and that’s a wonderful thing. 

b. “Now some of the older young people in the congregation might think I’ve 
outgrown that, but let’s all agree that that’s a beautiful thing. A little child sitting 
on his mother’s lap, hugging her and enjoying that. That little child doesn’t think 
to himself, now the more that I embrace my mother and hug her, the more I’ll 
earn this fellowship with her. But he understands it’s in hugging her that I’m 
enjoying fellowship with her. And he understands the more I do this, the more I 
hug and embrace her, the more I will enjoy her embrace and fellowship as well. 
Well, so it is with the life of conversion and good works. If the life of good works 
is the life of living, enjoying fellowship with God, then you understand the more 
you do that, the more that joy and fellowship you will have. 

c. “It really is something like this: the more you fellowship with God, the more you 
enjoy fellowship with God. And because the life of turning from sin and living in 
obedience to God is the life of fellowship with Him, the more you do that, the 
more you will enjoy the love of God your Father for Jesus’ sake.” 

d. Again we find the conditional formula favored in the PRC and must ask the 
question: who is first? Rev. Spronk’s teaching is that man is first in the matter of 
his fellowship with God, inasmuch as the more he obeys, the more fellowship he 
enjoys. This is clear conditional theology of the Overway brand, pressed into 
service over and over by PR ministers throughout this controversy.  

G. Prof. Ron Cammenga 



1. Sermon preached March 14, 2021 “Saving Faith as Assurance.” 
a. “If these fruits and evidences of election and of faith are present in your life, be 

assured, confirmed in your assurance that you are an elect child of God.” 
b. “Although God works the assurance of faith under the preaching of his word, we 

are active in this whole matter of the assurance of faith. God does not drop 
assurance out of the sky on us and now we have it forever and it can never be 
taken away from us and we have nothing to worry about as regards this matter 
of the assurance of our faith.” 

c. “That’s how we make our calling and election sure. What he is describing is the 
Christian life – the living of the Christian life.“ 

d. “What he is describing is a life lived in obedience to God’s ten commandments. 
God uses that in order to confirm in us the assurance of our election and 
salvation.” 

e. Prof. Cammenga’s first error is that he presents good works as a ground upon 
which our assurance can rest. To emphasize that man is active in a life of good 
works in the matter of assurance is one thing. To contrast it with God dropping 
“assurance out of the sky on us” is quite another, for it threatens to replace the 
true ground of our assurance (God’s work) with a false one (our Christian walk). 
The true ground of our assurance is that salvation is, all of it, the work of God. It 
is because our salvation is through and through the work of God, and because 
that is our experience in the Christian life, that we are assured of our salvation. 
God will have his people fight the fight of faith, and they do, in part because God 
wills for them to learn the certainty of their salvation in Christ through the 
conscious and daily dependance upon him for salvation that God works in his 
people as he daily sanctifies them.  

i. Rev. Herman Hoeksema explains it thus: From this [Romans 8:12-16] it is 
very plain that the testimony of the Holy Spirit, and therefore the 
assurance of faith, cannot possibly be our experience, unless we walk in 
the way of sanctification, not living after the flesh, but mortifying the 
deeds of the body. This, of course, may never be understood in the sense 
of an Arminian, or even of the Synergists, as if we walk in the way of 
sanctification and then receive the testimony of the Holy Spirit that we 
are the children of God. But it must rather be understood thus, that both 
faith and sanctification are the work of the Holy Spirit. He makes us walk in 
the way of God’s precepts, and we walk. He gives us the faith, and we 
believe. God works within us to will and to do of His good pleasure; and as 
the fruit of His work we work out our salvation with fear and trembling. He 
gives us the strength to fight, and we fight. It is all of God, nothing of us. 
The Spirit is the author of our faith. He is also the author of the fruits of 
our faith, though we bear those fruits. And thus He is the author of the 
assurance of our faith in the way of sanctification. Christ is the vine, and by 
faith we are engrafted into Christ by His Holy Spirit. It is Christ that bears 
the fruit in us and through us. And when He does bear that fruit, we may 
glorify and praise the God of our salvation in thankfulness of heart that we 



may walk in the way of sanctification and that thus we may be assured of 
our faith in Christ Jesus our Lord.” (Rev. Herman Hoeksema, Part 3—Of 
Thankfulness, Lord’s Day 32. Chapter 4: The Fruits of Good Works, SB, Vol. 
28, Issue 21.)  

ii. Belgic Confession Article 24, Of Man’s Sanctification and Good Works: 
“Moreover, though we do good works, we do not found our salvation 
upon them; for we do no work but what is polluted by our flesh, and also 
punishable; and although we could perform such works, still the 
remembrance of one sin is sufficient to make God reject them. Thus then 
we would always be in doubt, tossed to and fro without any certainty, and 
our poor consciences continually vexed, if they relied not on the merits of 
the suffering and death of our Savior.” 

iii. Belgic Confession Article 23. Of Justification: “We believe that our 
salvation consists in the remission of our sins for Jesus Christ's sake, and 
that therein our righteousness before God is implied: as David and Paul 
teach us, declaring this to be the happiness of man, that God imputes 
righteousness to him without works. And the same apostle saith, that we 
are justified freely by his grace, through the redemption which is in Jesus 
Christ. And therefore we always hold fast this foundation, ascribing all the 
glory to God, humbling ourselves before him, and acknowledging 
ourselves to be such as we really are, without presuming to trust in any 
thing in ourselves, or in any merit of ours, relying and resting upon the 
obedience of Christ crucified alone, which becomes ours, when we believe 
in him. This is sufficient to cover our iniquities, and to give us confidence in 
approaching to God; freeing the conscience of fear, terror and dread, 
without following the example of our first father, Adam, who, trembling, 
attempted to cover himself with fig-leaves. And verily if we should appear 
before God, relying on ourselves, or on any other creature, though ever so 
little, we should, alas! be consumed. And therefore every one must pray 
with David: O Lord, enter not into judgment with thy servant: for in thy 
sight shall no man living be justified.” 

iv. Our assurance of salvation relies only “on the merits of the suffering and 
death of our Savior.” Any other reliance, looking to any other ground, will 
only leave “our poor consciences continually vexed.” Our relying and 
resting, our confidence in approaching to God, our freedom of conscience 
from fear, terror and dread is the obedience of Christ crucified alone.  

f. In the second place, Prof. Cammenga implies that the assurance of the Christian 
is in his observance of outward fruits, such as “a life lived in obedience to God’s 
ten commandments” and the activity of the Christian life. But outward adherence 
to the ten commandments is not in itself proof of anything – an unbeliever can 
perform outwardly “good” actions, as well. But the fruits of faith that believers 
observe in themselves, whereby they are assured of their sonship are primarily 
inward, as Canons I, art 12 teaches, “such as a true faith in Christ, filial fear, a 
godly sorrow for sin, a hungering and thirsting after righteousness.”  



g. The inward nature of these fruits is crucial in maintaining the organic and 
spontaneous nature of the believer’s assurance. The believer is assured by the 
efficacious work of the Holy Spirit to change him on a spiritually essential level, so 
that he knows himself to be in Christ, not merely to act as a Christian ought.  

i. Rev. Hoeksema: “And therefore, although the outward manifestation of 
the Christian must certainly show the fruits of faith, these fruits must 
nevertheless first of all be inward. They are the fruits of filial fear, a godly 
sorrow for sin, a hungering and thirsting after righteousness, a true love of 
the brethren, an attending constantly to the Word of God and to the 
preaching of the gospel, a willingness to suffer for Christ’s sake and to 
bear His reproach. These and similar fruits of faith are the indubitable 
evidence of the fact that we are in Christ. And manifesting these spiritual 
fruits of faith, we spontaneously have the testimony of the Holy Spirit in 
our hearts that we are children of God.” (Rev. Herman Hoeksema, Part 3—
Of Thankfulness, Lord’s Day 32. Chapter 4: The Fruits of Good W, SB, Vol. 
28, Issue 21.) 

2. Sermon preached March 28, 2021 “Shall we Continue in Sin?” 
a. “Antinomianism shows itself in a perverted teaching of total depravity, so that 

the regenerated, Spirit indwelled, believer can do no good, despite what we read 
in Romans 6:4,…” 

i. This is contrary to Scripture which saith in Isaiah 64:6 “But we are all as an 
unclean thing, and all our righteousnesses are as filthy rags.” 

b. “Antinomianism takes the form of supposing that as long as my cause is right, I’m 
standing for truth and right, I can promote that cause in absolutely any way I 
please, whether in speaking or on social media, on a blog post for example. 
Recently, this was defended as freedom. This is freedom that I may say whatever 
I want on a blog post, no matter that it is half-truth, no matter even that it’s 
completely filled with untruth. That’s freedom that I may say absolutely anything 
I want in public.” 

c. In addition to views of antinomianism, total depravity, and regeneration that 
contradict the above Article 24 of the Belgic Confession (which teaches that “we 
do no work but what is polluted by our flesh, and also punishable...”), it should be 
noted that Prof. Cammenga here publicly condemns Rev. VanderWal as an 
antinomian for his blog post “Excursus Into A Strait.” We were reliably informed 
that issuing public charges of sin from the pulpit (a mischaracterization of Rev. 
Lanning’s actions and words in his sermons, to be clear) is a great wrong for 
which a minister must be deposed, posthaste, for it makes him guilty of schism. 
As of yet, Prof. Cammenga retains his office as a minister in good standing in the 
PRC. 

3. Sermon preached May 2, 2021 “His Name is Jesus” 
a. From the sermon, “This is what makes Jesus a controversial Savior. The 

catechism is not teaching here that Jesus accomplishes, Himself personally, every 
aspect of the work of our salvation. He does not. There are other works 



alongside the work of Jesus. And those other works, on behalf of our salvation, 
are the works of the Holy Spirit. The work of sanctification.” 

b. Also from the sermon, “Calvin is emphasizing the fundamental truth that our 
salvation consists of the work of Christ on the cross, justification, and also the 
work of the Holy Spirit in us. For us and in us, that work that we call, and that the 
scriptures call sanctification.” 

c. Prof. Cammenga’s teaching here is in clear disagreement with Belgic Confession 
Art. 22, which teaches: “For it must needs follow, either that all things, which are 
requisite to our salvation, are not in Jesus Christ, or if all things are in him, that 
then those who possess Jesus Christ through faith, have complete salvation in 
him. Therefore, for any to assert, that Christ is not sufficient, but that something 
more is required besides him, would be too gross a blasphemy: for hence it 
would follow, that Christ was but half a Savior.”  

d. Prof. Cammenga’s teaching here is in clear disagreement with Canons II, Art. 8, 
which teaches: “For this was the sovereign counsel, and most gracious will and 
purpose of God the Father, that the quickening and saving efficacy of the most 
precious death of his Son should extend to all the elect, for bestowing upon 
them alone the gift of justifying faith, thereby to bring them infallibly to 
salvation: that is, it was the will of God, that Christ by the blood of the cross, 
whereby he confirmed the new covenant, should effectually redeem out of every 
people, tribe, nation, and language, all those, and those only, who were from 
eternity chosen to salvation, and given to him by the Father; that he should 
confer upon them faith, which together with all the other saving gifts of the Holy 
Spirit, he purchased for them by his death; should purge them from all sin, both 
original and actual, whether committed before or after believing; and having 
faithfully preserved them even to the end, should at last bring them free from 
every spot and blemish to the enjoyment of glory in his own presence forever.” 

e. The clear teaching of Prof. Cammenga is that our sanctification is not to be 
attributed to the work of Christ, and that Jesus does not accomplish every aspect 
of the work of our salvation. The clear teaching of the confessions is that the elect 
have complete salvation in Christ, and that sanctification is indeed the work of 
Christ by the Spirit.  

H. Rev. Wilbur Bruinsma 
1. In a letter to his family, later made public, Rev. Bruinsma echoes Prof. Cammenga’s 

insistence that all things requisite to our salvation are not in Christ. Dissatisfied with 
leaving the error there, Rev. Bruinsma adds to it his own denial of Belgic Confession 
Article 24, especially with respect to total depravity, voicing also a rejection of broader 
or wider regeneration.  

a. “Here is the truth: the regenerated believer is no longer totally depraved. 
Scripture reveals it.” 

b. “It is not Christ who does the good in us. We do good, we live in obedience to 
God’s law because we are no longer totally depraved.” 

i. We do not have the new man in and of ourselves, in separation from 
Christ. It is not as if we can separate our doing from God’s working in us 



and say that it is ours apart from him, and so it is not his working in us. To 
contrast the good that we do, and say it is not Christ who does the good in 
us, is to sever the branch from the vine and to demand that it produce 
fruit.  

ii. This is rejected by Philippians 2:13: “For it is God which worketh in you 
both to will and to do of his good pleasure.” 

c. Furthermore, the clear biblical emphasis when it comes to good works is that of 
“I, yet not I...” 

i. “But by the grace of God I am what I am: and his grace which was 
bestowed upon me was not in vain; but I laboured more abundantly than 
they all: yet not I, but the grace of God which was with me.” I Cor 15:10 

ii. “I am crucified with Christ: nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in 
me: and the life which I now live in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of 
God, who loved me, and gave himself for me.” Galatians 2:20 

2. Sermon preached March 14, 2021 “Justified or Condemned By Your Words” 
a. “But Jesus does teach us that by means of, by our words, by means of our words 

we will be justified. That is, by means of the words that we speak we will be 
declared righteous in that day of judgment.” 

i. Scripture abounds with the teaching that we are justified by faith alone. 
There is then only one sense in which it is correct to say our works (or 
words) justify us, as we learn in the epistle of James. Explains Calvin, “That 
we may not then fall into that false reasoning which has deceived the 
Sophists, we must take notice of the two fold meaning, of the word 
justified. Paul means by it the gratuitous imputation of righteousness 
before the tribunal of God; and James, the manifestation of righteousness 
by the conduct, and that before men, as we may gather from the preceding 
words, “Shew to me thy faith,” etc.” 

ii. Similarly, here Christ’s reference to justification by words is not that 
justification in the judgment of God, which Rev. Bruinsma asserts. The rest 
of Scripture forbids that interpretation. In presenting it as such, Rev. 
Bruinsma offers up another means for our justification in God’s sight, 
namely our words, which is false doctrine.  

I. Rev. Erik Guichelaar 
1. Sermon preached February 21, 2021 “Except We Are Regenerated” 

a. “And then second, if we are regenerated by the Holy Spirit then we are not 
totally depraved.” 

b. “And the point I am making is this, if a person is regenerated, then that person 
should not make the blanket statement: I am totally depraved. That is not proper 
and really it’s a refusal to recognize God’s transforming work of regeneration, 
and then you are on the path to becoming an antinomian. Let us sin, because we 
can’t keep the law anyway.” 

i. Notice that Rev. Guichelaar rules out the historically reformed statement “I 
am totally depraved” as “a refusal to recognize God’s transforming work of 
regeneration” and “on the path to becoming an antinomian.” Here, 



confession of total depravity is made tantamount to denial of regeneration 
and adoption of some kind of incipient antinomianism.  

c. What then of Paul, and the Holy Spirit? “For I know that in me (that is, in my 
flesh,) dwelleth no good thing: for to will is present with me; but how to perform 
that which is good I find not. For the good that I would I do not: but the evil 
which I would not, that I do.” Romans 7:18-19. This Paul writes as a regenerated 
child of God.  

d. According to our flesh, we are totally depraved. But we have a new, regenerated 
heart in Christ. We are no longer under the dominion of sin, yet sin touches all 
that we do, since our new, regenerated heart is in an old, sinful body. Often, the 
statement “I am totally depraved” is made in admission of the persistent 
depravity of the flesh. The use of the phrase to excuse sin is, of course, a 
damnworthy perversion.   

i. Prof. Herman Hanko expresses the importance of the doctrine of total 
depravity to the elect: “But when the shining light of God's holiness and 
the sovereign power of grace penetrates into the heart of God's elect 
child, and he sees himself standing exposed before the face of Him Who 
searches the hearts, then he hears thundering in his ears the awful 
sentence of Scripture. He sees himself as worthless, corrupt, depraved, 
incapable of doing any good. And the words of the saints of all ages ring in 
his own heart: "Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did my mother 
conceive me." "God be merciful to me, a sinner." "Oh, wretched man that I 
am. Who shall deliver me from the body of this death?" This is the living 
confession of the child of God. And when that confession grips his soul and 
he sees himself as he truly is, as God's Word describes him, then, with 
tear-filled eyes, he can also see the cross. Only then. For in the 
consciousness of sin he can see the wonder, the power of the cross; the 
mercy and grace revealed there; the infinite splendor and love of God 
manifested in that blood-spattered tree. And seeing this, he sees the 
wonder of sovereign grace; and from his heart arises a doxology of praise 
and glory to God - the God of his salvation.” (Hanko & Engelsma, The Five 
Points of Calvinism, Total Depravity, III. What is the Importance of this 
Doctrine?) 

J. Rev. Dennis Lee 
1. Sermon preached April 18, 2021 “Noah Building the Ark by Faith” 

a. “Yes, indeed, true faith is not passive; it is active.” 
b. “…that there is nothing pious at all about insisting that God must, so to speak, do 

it all when it comes to these good works, which we have been empowered by 
God to perform, called by God to perform, and saved by God to perform. There is 
nothing God glorifying about that. On the other hand, it deglorifies the God of all 
grace.” 

c. The Scriptures thunder with the insistence that God must “do it all” when it 
comes to every aspect of salvation. He is the cause of every good work of his 
people. God and his grace are always first, and we must insist that the good 



works that we do are but the fruit of God’s working. Far from “deglorifying” God, 
this truth is most glorifying for it leaves no room for man to boast that there was 
yet some good thing for which God was beholden to him in the performance of 
the work.  

d. This is the clear testimony of Scripture: 
i. “For it is God which worketh in you both to will and to do of his good 

pleasure.” (Philippians 2:13) 
ii. “But by the grace of God I am what I am: and his grace which was 

bestowed upon me was not in vain; but I laboured more abundantly than 
they all: yet not I, but the grace of God which was with me.” (I Cor. 15:10) 

iii. “I am crucified with Christ: nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in 
me: and the life which I now live in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of 
God, who loved me, and gave himself for me.” (Galatians 2:20) 

e. This, the confessions also teach: 
i. “We believe that this true faith being wrought in man by the hearing of 

the Word of God, and the operation of the Holy Ghost, doth regenerate 
and make him a new man, causing him to live a new life, and freeing him 
from the bondage of sin. Therefore it is so far from being true, that this 
justifying faith makes men remiss in a pious and holy life, that on the 
contrary without it they would never do anything out of love to God, but 
only out of self-love or fear of damnation. Therefore it is impossible that 
this holy faith can be unfruitful in man: for we do not speak of a vain faith, 
but of such a faith, which is called in Scripture, a faith that worketh by 
love, which excites man to the practice of those works, which God has 
commanded in his Word. Which works, as they proceed from the good 
root of faith, are good and acceptable in the sight of God, forasmuch as 
they are all sanctified by his grace: howbeit they are of no account 
towards our justification. For it is by faith in Christ that we are justified, 
even before we do good works; otherwise they could not be good works, 
any more than the fruit of a tree can be good, before the tree itself is 
good. Therefore we do good works, but not to merit by them, (for what 
can they merit?) nay, we are beholden to God for the good works we do, 
and not he to us, since it is he that worketh in us both to will and to do of 
his good pleasure.” 

XII. Deposition of Rev. Andy Lanning 
A. The clearest/most public demonstration of the PRCA’s descent into respect of persons, godless 

walk, and perversion of judgment is the deposition of Rev. Andy Lanning, though many of the 
same travesties were performed in the deposition of Mr. Neil Meyer.  

1. For more on the godless deposition of Rev. Andy Lanning, the congregation is 
encouraged to read the consistory’s protest of the deposition and also a blog written by 
Mr. Dewey Engelsma (https://www.astraitbetwixttwo.com/blog), exposing the godless 
judgment, actions, and attitudes that brought about Byron Center’s deposition of Rev. 
Lanning.  



a. The consistory’s protest was formally taken up by Synod 2021 of the PRCA. It is 
our judgment that the Synod never substantively entered into our protest, and 
instead pivoted to a new position, abandoning several of the arguments made by 
Classis, Trinity PRC, and BC PRC, and hanging the deposition on an unprotestable 
ground: their mischaracterization of Rev. Lanning’s sermons, which 
mischaracterization they committed to without answering any of the substantive 
arguments brought forward by the many protests against the deposition.  

b. In short, Synod continued in Classis East’s error – asserting what must be 
demonstrated, assuming what must be proven. Our protest continues to stand in 
testimony against the PRCA and their abuse of the key of Christian discipline.  

c. A double standard: Synod and Classis East had been very careful with assertions 
and assumptions in all of their treatment of David Overway, and in their 
treatment of Rev. VanOverloop, demonstrating their awareness of the 
requirements of just judgment. But Rev. Andy Lanning was not given any of the 
same charitable treatment. We can only conclude that Synod willfully ignored the 
substantive arguments of the protests, obstinately remaining committed to 
casting away Christ’s word of rebuke and ridding the denomination of Rev. 
Lanning once and for all.  

d. The persistence of the same doctrinal errors of David Overway in the PRCA today, 
especially considering the vehement support they enjoy from the most 
experienced and influential ministers in the denomination, demonstrates the 
truth of every single one of Rev. Lanning’s claims about minimization and lack of 
repentance in the PRCA. Conditional theology flourishes in false teachings about 
regeneration, assurance, and fellowship. The PRCA has lost her distinctive sound, 
instead openly disparaging sovereign grace as being antinomian and deglorifying 
to God, and openly flirting with two-track theology.  

B. Does the deposition effectively overturn Synod 2018? 
1. It is our conviction that indeed, the deposition of Rev. Lanning, coupled with the 

explosion of conditional theology running rampant through the denomination, 
demonstrates without a doubt that Synod 2018 might as well have never happened.  

2. At Synod 2018, the PRCA adopted a formal position against false doctrine. But in the 
events that followed Synod 2018, the PRCA made clear in its walk and also in its 
doctrine that it remains devoted to the errors that Synod 2018 rejected, and that it 
remains steadfastly opposed to true sorrow for that sin and the warfare that it is called 
to take up against its previous errors.  

3. Rev. Lanning only stated what had already been declared by Synod 2018. The call to 
repentance that issued forth from his pulpit was not of some novel nature – it was the 
consistent out-working of the decisions of Synod 2018. It was also not a platform from 
which he made novel charges of sin against individuals, but rather brought God’s sharp 
word of rebuke to himself, his congregation, and the denomination at large. Providing 
evidence that the denomination was not repentant (using quotations from the unofficial 
denominational magazine) and, and thus could not be united in the truth, he issued 
Christ’s call to repent and repudiate, both the error and the minimization of its 
seriousness. This is the same call to reform that Christ has issued to his church through 



the ages, which calling we even take for our name – Reformed. But, in response to the 
command to reform, the PRCA refused, and so its earlier decisions that could have led to 
reform were proven to be merely formal niceties – empty and meaningless.  

4. There ought to be included here a note about the labors of Rev. Nathan Langerak to 
engage in church reformation through his preaching and his writings in Sword and 
Shield, by which writings he carried out (in part) his calling as a minister to warn, to 
rebuke, to exhort, to admonish and to protect the church from false doctrine. This 
writing of Rev. Nathan Langerak ought to have been commended and promoted by his 
consistory in the midst of our day of battle. Instead, they sought to silence him and to 
take the trumpet from his hand. His suspension was abhorrent, and stands to the 
lasting shame of Crete PRC. We reject it utterly, as we reject the suspension and 
deposition of Rev. Lanning.  

XIII. And so, in light of all the above, we are convinced that reformation by separation is our calling.  
A. “Just as the individual believer is in need of constant conversion, so the church, if she is to 

remain true, must pass through a continuous process of reformation. And what is true of the 
conversion of the individual Christian, that it consists of a putting off of the old, and a putting 
on of the new man, is applicable to the church: she must repent, hate sin and flee from it, but 
also positively grow in grace and in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ. Wherever a 
church reveals even the first tendency to depart from the truth and yield to the influence of 
false doctrine, or to lose her first love and become lax in Christian living, she must repent and 
return to the way of truth and righteousness. But she must also positively increase in the 
knowledge of the truth, become stronger in the faith, more firmly rooted in Christ, and 
abound in love and spiritual discernment, in order that she may approve that which is 
excellent, and be filled with fruits of righteousness. Moreover, she must also constantly adjust 
her position over against and in the midst of a changing world. Fundamentally, the world, in 
its evil sense, and the position of the church over against it, are always the same: the church is 
in the world, but not of the world. Yet, our fathers of the sixteenth century did not face the 
same problems the church of today confronts. Then life was comparatively simple, now it is 
complicated. Then there were but few different churches, now winds of doctrine blow from 
all directions, and there is no end of heresies and sects. Then the church could live in relative 
isolation from the world; now, through modern inventions of steam and electricity, auto and 
airplane, telegraph and telephone and radio, the world is literally on top of her. (And how 
things have changed even since this was written less than 40 years ago! HCH) The problems of 
worldlimindedness, of dancing and theater attendance, of sabbath desecration, of divorce, 
unionism, and the like, were virtually unknown, in their present form at least; today they are 
acute. And with respect to that changing and developing form of the world, the church must 
constantly give herself account of her calling, and determine her position, that is, understand 
the will of her Lord, and keep it. She needs continuous reformation in order to remain 
steadfast, unmovable, and abound in the work of the Lord.  

B. “Hence, the church has the sacred obligation to watch, and to labor with a view to this 
continued reformation.  

C. “Everywhere this calling is emphasized in Scripture. She must grow in the knowledge of the 
Son of God, unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ, that 
her members be no longer children, tossed to and fro, and carried about with every wind of 



doctrine (Eph. 4:13, 14). She must repent and do the former works, Revelation 2:5; be faithful 
unto death, Revelation 2:10; put away false prophets and their doctrine, Revelation 2:15, 16; 
and all fornicators, Revelation 2:20ff.; hold fast that which she has, Revelation 2:25; be 
watchful, and strengthen that which is ready to die, Revelation 3:2. And if she fails to hear the 
Word of her Lord, He will reject her and spew her out of His mouth. This, to be sure, is first of 
all the calling of the institute of the church, of her ministry and overseers, but not so that the 
individual members have no calling and responsibility at all in this respect. They, too, must 
hear the Word of their Lord, watch against intrusion of false teachers and evil men, and raise 
their voice in protest against the church institute, wherever and whenever she departs from 
the truth and becomes unfaithful and corrupt in walk and conversation. Either in cooperation 
with the official institute, or in protest against her, every believer has the calling to labor for 
the constant reformation of the church.  

D. “But what to do, if in the church of which you are member the carnal element begins to 
dominate? What if the institute of the church itself becomes corrupt, the Word of God is 
adulterated, the sacraments are profaned, false teachers and their winds of doctrine are 
tolerated and welcomed, and Christian discipline is no longer exercised? What if the 
officebearers will no longer be servants of Christ, but lord it over the flock? What if they turn 
a deaf ear to all your protests against their evil way? And what if they grow wanton, demand 
that you subscribe to their false doctrine, or corruption in life, or both; and if you will not be 
silent, they employ their official power to persecute you, and cast you out? In that situation, 
the church of which you are a member reveals the marks of the false church; and the only 
way in which you can continue to work for the reformation of the church is by separating 
yourself from the particular institute, and continuing the true church, with its pure preaching 
of the Word of God, its proper administration of the sacraments, and its exercise of Christian 
discipline, in a new organization.  

E. “Such specific reformations, in the form of secession and separation from a certain instituted 
church, have repeatedly occurred in the history of the church of the new dispensation; and 
they still take place: And they are unavoidable, unless the church takes her task of continued 
reformation very seriously. Needless to say, one dare not take this final step lightly. For minor 
reasons or personal prejudices no one may apply this measure. On the other hand, if one 
stands before the alternative of denying the Word of God or leaving a certain institute, if it 
becomes a question of defending and remaining in a certain institute on earth or preserving 
the true church, the purest manifestation of the body of Christ on earth, no true believer may 
hesitate to take that final step. A sad spectacle it is, indeed, to behold the visible church in the 
world split up and divided into many different parts and sects opposing one another. But woe 
unto those corrupters of the truth and of the life of the church who are the cause of this 
offense!  

F. “When the church in the world reverts to the type of that of Laodicea, the Lord Christ Himself 
is expelled from its fellowship. He stands outside, calling to the faithful to open the door, and 
promising them that He will recognize them as the true church if they come out to Him. 
“Behold, I stand at the door, and knock: if any man hear My voice, and open the door, I will 
come in to him, and will sup with him, and he with Me. He that hath an ear, let him hear what 
the Spirit saith unto the churches” (Rev. 3:20, 22).” Rev. Herman Hoeksema, Our Calling as 
Protestant Reformed to be Specific, Vol. 59, Issue 15)  



XIV. Of all these things we call God to be witness and to bring all into judgement in the last day for what 
has been done. We repent of our part in all this evil, for which we are responsible both through sinful 
actions we have undertaken against faithful officebearers in our own consistory, our silence in the 
midst of the early troubles of the doctrinal controversy, and our corporate guilt as members of the 
PRCA. May God have mercy on us, and may he work mightily in producing his wonderful gift of 
repentance in the PRCA. Positively, we go forward in clarity and purity of conscience before him, in 
full assurance of our forgiveness in Christ, rejoicing in the privilege to heed his calling to come out 
and to be separate and to be reformed in his gospel of sovereign grace.  

“Blessing, and honour, and glory, and power, be unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the 
Lamb for ever and ever!” Rev. 5:13b 
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