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Those of our readers who are acquainted with the history of our denomination will know 

that, although the Synod of 1924 adopted the three points of common grace, this Synod did not 

pass a motion which would require the discipline of those who opposed the doctrine. In fact, the 

Synod specifically rejected a motion to discipline. The result was that Revs. Hoeksema and 

Danhof continued to write and speak concerning their views on the whole matter of common 

grace. They publicly voiced their opposition to this doctrine. 

There were many in the Christian Reformed Church who were not happy with this state 

of affairs; and the result was that the matter of the discipline of Rev. Hoeksema came to Classis 

Grand Rapids East in the latter part of the year. This Classis deposed Rev. Hoeksema and his 

consistory from office — an act which was the beginning of the Protestant Reformed Churches. 

Classis Grand Rapids West met in January of 1925. This was the Classis which deposed 

Revs. Danhof and Ophoff along with their Consistories. 

A reading of the minutes of Classis Grand Rapids West cannot help but give one certain 

definite impression concerning these proceedings. For one thing, it is completely obvious that the 

delegates to Classis Grand Rapids West were following closely and consciously what Classis 

Grand Rapids East had already done. The latter had paved the way; the former was following the 

blazed trail. For another thing, there seems no doubt about it that there was collusion between the 

two Classis — or, at least, between various members of the two Classes. There was a determined 

effort on the part of the majority in both Classes to solve the common grace controversy once 

and for all and to get rid of all opposition to the doctrine. One more impression is left. Classis 

Grand Rapids West was guilty of what can only be called “steam-roller tactics.” The outcome of 

the Classis meeting was a foregone conclusion before the first day of classical business was 

finished. The Classis would tolerate no delay, no argument, no opposition to its fixed plan. It had 

its goal clearly in mind, and it pushed towards this goal relentlessly. Rev. Hoeksema was correct 

when he wrote in "The History of the Protestant Reformed Churches”. 

“Classis Grand Rapids West was more clearly conscious of its hierarchical 

power and ecclesiastical authority over consistories and congregations with their 

pastors; and it expressed this sense of authority more boldly and proudly. 

It attributes to itself the right at any time to pick up a quarrel with a local 

consistory or pastor or both, though there be no accusation against either of them; and 

in the course of that quarrel to depose the officebearers, if they presume to disagree 

with its authority! 

It brooks no opposition or contradiction! When its commanding voice is 

heard, the consistories and ministers had better hasten to obey! 

And its vengeance is swift as lightning! 

Even though Church Orders and Formulas of Subscription speak of 

suspension of ministers before they shall be deposed, Classis Grand Rapids West 

imposes the supreme penalty at once!” 

It is not our purpose to enter into all the proceedings of Classis Grand Rapids West, in 

which the congregation of Rev. Ophoff resided. Nor is it our purpose to examine in detail all the 

church political implications of Classis’ action. Nevertheless, we do want to get some of the 

decisions in these articles, and we want to give our readers some idea of what transpired at 



Classis which resulted in the deposition of Rev. Ophoff and his Consistory. Our readers must 

bear in mind that this same Classis also dealt with the deposition of Rev. H. Danhof, minister of 

Kalamazoo Christian Reformed Church, and an opponent of common grace; and the candidacy 

of Mr. B. Danhof, called to be minister of Coopersville Christian Reformed Church, and a man 

who also expressed opposition to common grace. The latter’s candidacy was refused by Classis. 

But we are concerned here with what transpired on Classis in the Ophoff case. 

Classis began its meetings Tuesday morning, January 13, 1925, in the La Grave Ave. 

Christian Reformed Church. It did not actually get to the problem of Rev. Ophoff until Friday 

morning. The problem came to Classis by way of overtures from eight Christian Reformed 

consistories, six of which requested Classis to deal with Ophoffs teachings on common grace, 

and two of which requested Classis not to do this. It is striking that the six overtures asking 

Classis to deal with Rev. Ophoff were, apart from incidentals, almost identical in content — even 

to the very wording which was employed. This certainly was more than coincidence. We quote 

here one overture to give our readers an idea of what they were like. 

”The consistory of — requests the classis to ask the consistories of Hope and 

Kalamazoo I whether they have asked their respective ministers to declare themselves 

in agreement yes or no with the “three points” of the Synod of Kalamazoo. 

In case this has not been done the consistory requests classis to require of the 

two aforesaid consistories that they require such a declaration of their respective 

ministers and requests classis to take all further steps as conditions may demand, that 

shall guarantee unity of doctrine in our classis and proper submission to the doctrinal 

deliverance of Synod. 

Grounds: 

1) Ample justification for such a request to minister or consistory is found in 

the Formula of Subscription. 

2) The “three points” of Synod are automatically binding on all the ministers 

of our churches. See Art. 31 of our Church Order. 

3) The editorial policy of the Standard Bearer is that of plain and open 

insubordination to Synodical authority. 

4) The peace and unity of the church demand decisive action in this matter.” 

All these overtures were given into the hands of a committee to serve Classis with advice. 

The report which was submitted by this committee is rather lengthy, and so we quote only part of 

the advice itself. 

“Your committee advises classis to request the consistory of Hope to inform 

classis whether it has required of its minister that he declare himself unequivocally 

whether he is in full agreement, yes or no, with the three points of the Synod of 

Kalamazoo.” 

It becomes evident from the grounds that the main argument of Classis was the writings 

of the Standard Bearer. Apparently when the overtures were prepared, only one issue of the 

Standard Bearer had appeared in which Rev. Ophoff had written nothing. But his name appeared 

on the masthead, and the classis was advised to hold him responsible for what was written, and 

therefore, responsible also for the opposition to common grace expressed by Revs. Hoeksema 

and Danhof. In this assumption they were altogether correct. 

This advice was adopted and Article 63 of the minutes reads: 

“The chair now asks the delegates of the consistory of the Hope church 

whether or not they have ever asked their pastor if he agrees with the three points 



adopted by the Synod of 1924 in re the Common Grace question. 

Elder DeJong of the Hope church is unable to answer this question since he 

has been a member of this consistory for but a short time. Rev. Ophoff, however, 

states that this question has never been asked him by said consistory.” 

As a result of this answer of Rev. Ophoff, a letter was sent to the consistory of Hope 

which read: 

“Dear Brethren, 

The Classis Grand Rapids West hereby requires you to require of your minister: 

1) That he declare himself unequivocally whether he is in full agreement, yes 

or no, with the three points of the Synod of Kalamazoo. 

2) An unconditional promise that in the matter of the three points he will 

submit (with the right of appeal) to the Confessional Standards of the Church as 

interpreted by the Synod 1924 i.e. neither publicly nor privately propose, teach or 

defend either by preaching or writing any sentiment contrary to the Confessional 

Standards of the Church as interpreted by the Synod of 1924 and in case of an appeal 

that he in the interim will acquiesce in the judgment already passed by the Synod of 

1924. 

The Classis further requests you to furnish the Classis by 10:00 A.M., 

Wednesday morning, Jan. 21, 1925, with a definite written answer of your pastor to 

the two-fold requirement of the Consistory. 

Fraternally yours.” 

The Consistory presented its answer in time, and Rev. Ophoff read the answer of the 

Consistory; but it is not included in the minutes. 
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