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The synod met on June 18, 1924. We should bear in mind a few things regarding a 

denominations broader gatherings before continuing. The Synod is a broader gathering than the classis. 

Likewise, the classis is a broader gathering than the consistory. It is composed of delegates from the 

consistories of a certain geographic area. In 1924 there were thirteen classes in the Christian Reformed 

Church. The synod in turn, is an assembly of delegates from the various classes. In this case there were 

six delegates from each classis, making a total of seventy eight delegates. The professors of the 

seminary also attended these meetings with an advisory vote. 

It should be understood that according to Reformed church polity the classis and the synod do 

not have judiciary power. A classis or synod is not a superior court or higher gathering within the 

church, but a broader gathering. They have advisory power. Christ’s authority rests with the consistory. 

The consistory, with the advice of the congregation, calls a minister, chooses office bearers, and with 

the advice of classis, the office bearers and congregation, disciplines. All judicial power rests with the 

consistory. Therefore consistories can present their problems to the classis, and, if necessary, to synod. 

These broader gatherings can advise the consistory as to the proper procedure. If the consistory refuses 

to carry out this advice, the synod can declare that consistory outside of the denomination, but cannot 

depose either the minister or the consistory. This is sound church polity to avoid hierarchy. 

The Synod of 1924 would go down in history as having made one of the most vital decisions 

ever made, which would bear its weighty consequences in the Christian Reformed Church for years to 

come, as well as being the occasion for the birth of the Protestant Reformed Churches. 

There are at least four factors that must be borne in mind as we discuss the decisions of the 

Synod of 1924. 

First, the work was not finished in the smaller gatherings. As has been remarked before, the 

protests from Classis East were sent to synod before Eastern Avenue CRC consistory or classis had 

finished their work. The same applies to the consistory of Kalamazoo and Classis West, regarding Rev. 

Danhof. 

Secondly, as a result of the haste with which the issue was treated by both classes, the material 

did not appear on the agenda and the delegates had no opportunity to study the matter. As a result, 

many of the delegates, especially the elder delegates, did not understand the issue nor how weighty the 

matter really was. One elder informed me later that he had been delegate to this synod and had voted 

for the Three Points of Common Grace simply because he thought this was an official doctrine of the 

church. 

Thirdly is the appointment of Prof. Berkhof to the committee of pre-advice. For readers 

unfamiliar with procedure at a synod, it is customary for synod to appoint committees of pre-advice, 

who study the material entrusted to them and give a formal report and recommendation to the synod. 

On the committee that deals with doctrinal matters the professor of theology is customarily appointed 

as the advisor. In this case that would have been Prof. F. Ten Hoor. But instead of Prof. Ten Hoor, Prof. 

L. Berkhof was appointed for this duty. It must be remembered that Prof. Berkhof was a strong 

defender of the theory of common grace. Later he wrote a brochure entitled, “De Drie Punten in Alle 

Deelen Gereformeerd”, that is, “The Three Points from Every Aspect Reformed.” In speaking of Prof. 

Ten Hoer, it is interesting to note that during the discussions on the floor of this synod, Rev. Danhof, 

who was a delegate, made the remark that he was a spiritual son of Prof. Ten Hoor. There upon, the 

professor arose and remarked that he did not know that he had ever produced a spiritual son. 



The fourth factor to be borne in mind is the decided attempt to ignore Rev. Hoeksema. It should 

be remarked that in such broader gatherings the person involved in the protests is often called upon to 

enlighten the committee of pre-advice and is also allowed to speak as often as necessary on the floor of 

the synod. This is only proper and just. Rev. Hoeksema, who was not a delegate, was not even once 

called before the committee of pre-advice even though they labored for almost two weeks before they 

were ready to report. When the Synod met, Rev. Hoeksema was not allowed to speak on the floor of 

synod. Repeatedly he asked for the floor, but was always refused. Finally, in desperation he offered that 

if just once he were given time to speak his mind, he would not ask for the floor again. He was given an 

hour and a half in an evening session. After that he was held to his promise, which he should never 

have been compelled to make. 

The committee of pre-advice eliminated everything from the protests and overtures which were 

brought except three matters: common grace, the restraint of sin, and civil good that the wicked 

perform. The committee then formulated the well-known Three Points of common grace and advised 

synod to give the two ministers a most severe tongue lashing, advising them not to agitate in the 

churches in the future and warning that if they did continue to agitate, the synod would be compelled to 

make their case pending with their consistories. This reminds one of the admonition that the Sanhedrin 

gave to Peter and John soon after Pentecost. 

Days of wrangling and discussion followed. It is important to note one particular motion which 

failed to be adopted. At one point, Rev. Manni made the motion that: 
 

Synod having duly considered the advice of the com- 

mittee of pre-advice in the matter of protests and ob- 

jections against the views of the Reverends H. Danhof 

and H. Hoeksema, decides to drop the common grace 

case for the present, with the earnest admonition that 

thorough study be made of this matter, in the spirit of 

brotherly and mutual appreciation. 

In order to execute this thorough study synod decides 

to appoint a large committee in which also the breth- 

ren Danhof and Hoeksema shall be members, which 

shall serve the next synod with more light on this se- 

rious problem. 

Finally, synod declares that the protestants (whose 

good intentions synod appreciates) must be satisfied 

with this decision and abide by it, considering that 

the synod is of the opinion that the time is not ripe for 

a more definite expression of the problem before 

which it was placed by the protestants.” 
 

This motion pointed out the way that this synod should have gone. But the motion was defeated. 

The outcome was that the three points of common grace were adopted. It should not escape us 

though, that the synod had no intention of declaring these brethren Danhof and Hoeksema heretical and 

certainly did not advise discipline. That becomes evident from a declaration that the synod made which 

virtually contradicted the decision regarding common grace. But we shall look at all this more in detail 

next time. ❖ 
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