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 It is moved to amend by eliding “either” and replacing “or” with 
“and.”  The committee then would be Revs. Slopsema and VanOverloop, 
and Mr. Gary Kaptein and Mr. Larry Meulenberg. Carried.

 Synod votes on the main motion as once amended. Carried.

 7. Regarding Hope’s request to publish the sermon in the printed 
Acts, the committee has no recommendation.

 It is moved to grant Hope’s request to publish the sermon. Carried.

 Rev. Key brings appropriate petitions to God in prayer.

 It is moved to meet this evening from 6:30 to 9:00. Carried.

WEDNESDAY EVENING, JUNE 21, 2017

 Elder Miedema leads in devotions.  Synod sings 241.  Elder Miedema 
reads Revelation 5:6-14. 
 Silent roll call reveals all delegates present.

Article 88
 Synod treats the protest of Prof. Cammenga against the decision 
of Synod 2016, Article 38.
A. Information
 1. Synod 2016, in Article 38, sustained the appeal of Mr. Meyer 

against the charge of Hope’s consistory, and the decision of Classis 
East, that he “maintains and teaches antinomianism.”  Synod based 
its decision on the following grounds:
� D�� :KLOH�GH¿QLQJ�antinomianism LV�PRUH�GLI¿FXOW�WKDQ�SRLQWLQJ�

to the etymological meaning of the word, i.e., against the law, 
0U��0H\HU�GRHV�QRW�¿W�FODVVLFDO�DQG�5HIRUPHG�GHVFULSWLRQV�RI�
an antinomian.

 b. Mr. Meyer’s views are not accurately represented by Hope’s 
consistory.

 c. Classis East, in its support of Hope’s charge of antinomi-
anism against Mr. Meyer, asserts that Mr. Meyer is antinomian 
without interacting with the material of his defense in order to 
demonstrate this charge.

 d. Mr. Meyer is misunderstood in important respects in his 
“rejection of the law.”

 2. Prof. Cammenga protests to Synod 2017 this decision which 

Articles 87, 88
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exonerated Mr. Meyer of the charge of antinomianism.  He believes 
that “Synod 2016 erred in not condemning certain statements made 
by Mr. Meyer in his protest, statements that at the very least are not 
in harmony with our Reformed confessions, and statements at worst 
that betray the antinomian error.”  He gives examples to demonstrate 
his contention.

B. Recommendations
 1. That synod acknowledge that, as Prof. Cammenga points out, 

some of Mr. Meyer’s statements, taken at face value, are contrary to 
Scripture and the Reformed confessions.  Several examples are found 
in the Agenda, pages 168-169:
 a. Mr. Meyer said, “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 
GRQH�LQ�&KULVW�IRU�XV�DQG�LQ�XV��IXO¿OOLQJ�WKH�ODZ�´��%XW�SURSHUO\�
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 
(Rom. 1:16; Heidelberg Catechism Q&A 65).

 b. Mr. Meyer said, “I maintain that God does require thankful 
obedience, and provides it....”  God does not provide our obedi-
HQFH��UDWKHU��+H�UHJHQHUDWHV�RXU�KHDUW�DQG�VDQFWL¿HV�XV�VR�WKDW�
we bring forth the good works which He has before ordained 
that we should bring forth (Eph. 2:10, Phil. 2:13).  Heidelberg 
Catechism Lord’s Day 32 teaches that “we must still do good 
works.”

 c. Mr. Meyer said, “To say that...after Adam and Eve fell ‘the 
way is barred’ for them as fallen sinners is to make the covenant 
conditioned on obedience.”  Not only is it a historical fact that 
they were barred from the tree of life, but Isaiah 59:2 teaches 
that sins in which God’s covenant people persist do separate us 
from God so that He will not hear our prayers.  Canons of Dordt 
5.5 states:  “By such enormous sins, however, they very highly 
offend God, incur a deadly guilt, grieve the Holy Spirit, interrupt 
the exercise of faith, very grievously wound their consciences, 
and sometimes lose the sense of God’s favor for a time, until on 
their returning into the right way of serious repentance, the light 
of God’s fatherly countenance again shines upon them.”

 It is moved to amend the last sentence of “example a” by inserting 
“an essential aspect of” between “is” and “the preaching of the gospel,” 
so that it reads, “The preaching of the law is an essential aspect of the 
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preaching of the gospel, and the preaching of the gospel is....” Defeated.

 Synod votes on the main motion.   Carried.

 2. That synod not sustain the protest of Prof. Cammenga to overturn 
Article 38.
  Grounds:
 a. To overturn Article 38, a protestant must prove conclusively 

that Mr. Meyer maintains and teaches antinomianism.  This 
Prof. Cammenga does not do.  He alleges that these statements 
are “indications of antinomianism,” “indicative of antinomian 
leanings,” “sweeping statements,” and examples of “typical 
antinomian reasoning.”  However, these do not conclusively 
FRQ¿UP�WKH�FKDUJH�RI�PDLQWDLQLQJ�DQG�WHDFKLQJ�DQWLQRPLDQLVP�

 b. Maintaining and teaching antinomianism implies that Mr. 
Meyer embraces some coherent and consistent form of the heresy, 
which can be demonstrated to be contrary to the confessions.  
Prof. Cammenga has not so demonstrated.

 c. Although Prof. Cammenga challenges a few unrelated and 
unorthodox statements of Mr. Meyer, this challenge does not 
attain the level of certainty required to classify him as an anti-
nomian and overturn Article 38. Carried.

 Synod having concluded its treatment of this matter, the chairman 
urges Mr. Meyer to work with the consistory and the appointed committee.  
He also expresses the prayers of synod for a measure of reconciliation, to 
God’s glory.

Article 89
 Synod treats the expenses of this meeting (Supplement 19, p. 209).
A. Information
 1. The janitor’s stipend has been $65/day since 2009.
 2. The expenses of this meeting total $10,249.48.
B. Recommendations
 1. That we increase the janitor’s stipend to $80 per day, effective 

this year. Carried.
 2. That we approve the expenses of $10,249.48. Carried.

Article 90
 Script minutes of the day are read.  It is moved to adopt. Carried.
 It is moved to adjourn. Carried.
 The vice-president, Rev. Bruinsma, expresses to Rev. Key, and ul-

Articles 88-90
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brother demonstrates competent knowledge of the Hebrew language and 
ability to exegete the Old Testament Scriptures.  His exegesis is soundly 
Reformed, and he expounds the passage in a way that would glorify God 
and be spiritually edifying for God’s people.
 We recommend that synod approve the Old Testament translation 
and exegesis of Mr. Regnerus.

Rev. J. Laning
Rev. Clay Spronk

Old Testament Translation and Exegesis of
Mr. Justin Smidstra

Brethren of Synod,
 We have reviewed the translation and parsing of Psalm 130 by Semi-
narian Justin Smidstra, and his written exegesis of Psalm 130:1-3.  The 
brother demonstrates competent knowledge of the Hebrew language and 
ability to exegete the Old Testament Scriptures.  His exegesis is soundly 
Reformed, and he expounds the passage in a way that would glorify God 
and be spiritually edifying for God’s people.
 We recommend that synod approve the Old Testament translation 
and exegesis of Mr. Smidstra.

Rev. J. Laning
Rev. Clay Spronk

SUPPLEMENT 23
Protest of Prof. Ronald Cammenga

Synod of the Protestant Reformed Churches
to convene June 13, 2017
in Hudsonville Protestant Reformed Church, Hudsonville, Michigan

Dear Brothers of Synod,
 Greetings in the name of Christ Jesus our Lord, “Who gave himself 
for us, that he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto himself 
a peculiar people, zealous of good works,” Titus 2:14.
� $OWKRXJK�ORDWK�WR�GR�VR��,�¿QG�P\VHOI�FRQVWUDLQHG�WR�SURWHVW�GHFLVLRQV�
taken, or not taken, as the case may be, by the Synod of 2016.  These deci-
sions pertain to the appeal brought before the synod by Mr. Neil Meyer 
against the decisions of Classis East of the Protestant Reformed Churches 
in America.  
� 0\�SURWHVW�LV�PRWLYDWHG�E\�WZR�FRQFHUQV���7KH�¿UVW�LV�WKDW�HUURU�ZDV�QRW�
condemned, as I believe it ought to have been condemned.  In this regard 

22/23:  Praeparatoir/Protest
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the warning of the apostle Paul weighs heavily on me that “a little leaven 
leaveneth the whole lump” (I Cor. 5:6 and Gal. 5:9).  At our assemblies, 
we must be perceptive and discerning, not allowing any inroads of error 
or departure from the truth according to Scripture and our Reformed stan-
dards.  Second, I am concerned over the name of the Protestant Reformed 
Churches.  Too often we are slanderously accused of antinomianism and 
hyper-Calvinism.  This is an evil slander against us.  But I do not want to 
JLYH�DQ\�UHDVRQ�WKDW�WKHVH�ODEHOV�DUH�MXVWL¿DEO\�DSSOLHG�WR�RXU�FKXUFKHV���
I want us to be sure that as vigorously as we maintain the doctrines of 
sovereign, particular grace, we also repudiate the abuse of free grace by 
those who veer in the direction of antinomianism and hyper-Calvinism.  
We must beware the ditch on either side of the truth of sovereign grace: 
the ditch of legalism and works-righteousness, on the one hand, and the 
ditch of antinomianism and hyper-Calvinism, on the other hand.  
 My protest falls into three parts.  First, I raise a protest from a church 
political point of view.  Second, I raise a protest in which I call attention to 
what I believe was a failure on the part of Synod 2016.  I believe that the 
synod ought to have handled this case in a certain way, the way prescribed 
by the Formula of Subscription.  This way was not even considered by the 
Synod of 2016, as it ought to have been.  And, third, I protest Mr. Meyer’s 
H[RQHUDWLRQ�E\�WKH�V\QRG�RI�WKH�FKDUJH�RI�DQWLQRPLDQLVP���,�¿QG�LQ�FHUWDLQ�
statements by Mr. Meyer in the documents that were before Synod 2016 
GH¿QLWH�LQGLFDWLRQV�RI�WKH�DQWLQRPLDQLVP�ZLWK�ZKLFK�KH�KDG�EHHQ�FKDUJHG�
by his consistory, at the very least, expressions regarding good works and 
VDQFWL¿FDWLRQ�WKDW�DUH�QRW�LQ�KDUPRQ\�ZLWK�RXU�5HIRUPHG�FRQIHVVLRQV�

I. First, I protest that elder John VanBaren’s vote on the Meyer appeal 
was taken away from him after his vote was cast.  In doing so, synod erred.
 I confess to be concerned that by apparently one vote the decisions of 
a consistory, of a neighboring consistory, and of a classis were set aside.  
I certainly want our assemblies to right any wrong that may have been 
done to an appellant by a lower assembly.  I have witnessed in my years in 
the ministry the relief and rescue of beleaguered brethren by our broader 
assemblies.  But I must say that I have never yet witnessed the overturn of 
the decisions taken by a consistory, supported by a neighboring consistory, 
DQG�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�D�FODVVLV�E\�D�VLQJOH�YRWH�DW�V\QRG���$QG�ZKLOH�,�JUDQW�
that this is possible, it ought to be a very rare thing in the church.  This 
has made me very uncomfortable with the decision from the time it was 
made by Synod 2016.  
� %XW�RI�JUHDWHU�FRQFHUQ�ZDV�WKH�ZD\�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�¿QDO�YRWH�ZDV�WDO-
lied.  After the vote was taken and the president ruled the motion of the 
committee of pre-advice to have carried, that was challenged from the 

23:  Protest-RLC
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ÀRRU�DQG�D�VKRZ�RI�KDQGV�ZDV�UHTXHVWHG�1  Hands were raised and were 
counted.  The president declared the vote to have passed, which was again 
FKDOOHQJHG�IURP�WKH�ÀRRU�E\�VRPHRQH�ZKR�YRLFHG�WKDW�KH�KDG�FRXQWHG�WHQ�
votes in favor of the motion, which would have meant ten votes against 
the motion.  The result would have been that the motion failed, due to 
a tie vote.  The president indicated that he had counted eleven votes in 
IDYRU�RI�WKH�PRWLRQ��WR�ZKLFK�WKH�¿UVW�FOHUN�VDLG��³7HQ�YRWHV�FDUULHV�WKH�
motion anyway because [elder] John [Van Baren] may not vote.”  “Oh 
yes,” responded the president and the motion was declared to have passed.  
This all happened so fast and in such a bizarre way that, I am afraid, no 
one had the time to think it through and challenge the ruling of the chair, 
if they were so inclined.  Brother Van Baren himself was taken completely 
E\�VXUSULVH�WKDW�KLV�YRWH�RQ�WKH�0H\HU�DSSHDO�ZDV�GLVTXDOL¿HG�
� +HUH�LV�P\�GLI¿FXOW\���,�FDQ�XQGHUVWDQG�WKDW�&KXUFK�2UGHU��$UWLFOH����
would be applied in this case, taking away the right of elder Van Baren to 
YRWH�RQ�WKH�0H\HU�DSSHDO�EHFDXVH�LW�IDOOV�LQWR�WKH�FDWHJRU\�RI�³PDWWHUV�«�
[that] particularly concern their [own] persons or churches.”  Mr. Meyer 
LV� D�PHPEHU�RI�+RSH�35&�DQG�HOGHU�9DQ�%DUHQ�KROGV�RI¿FH� LQ�+RSH�
35&���(YHQ�WKHQ��WZR�WKLQJV�RXJKW�WR�EH�ERUQ�LQ�PLQG���7KH�¿UVW�LV�WKDW�
the appeal of brother Meyer, strictly speaking, was against Classis East, 
not any longer against the Hope consistory.  And, second, the precedent 
on this matter is divided.  In my own experience, I know that there were 
times, under similar circumstances, when elder and minister delegates 
were permitted, at least not forbidden, to vote at the broader assemblies 
(classis and synod).  Still, I can understand that Article 33 would be applied 
in this case.  But it ought not to have been applied in the way in which 
it was applied.  For elder Van Baren had already been permitted to vote 
on the legality of the Meyer appeal when synod deliberated on whether 
or not the Meyer appeal was legally before it.  Nothing about elder Van 
Baren’s right to vote was raised at that time.  Further, he was permitted 
fully to be involved in the discussion of the advice that was presented 
by the committee of pre-advice on this matter, not as a representative of 
Hope’s consistory, but as an elder delegate to synod.  If the synod was of 
a mind to invoke Article 33 and take away elder Van Baren’s right to vote, 
1  I am relying here on my own memory of how the vote on the Meyer appeal 
SURFHHGHG�� � ,� KDYH�YHUL¿HG� WKLV�ZLWK�RWKHU�GHOHJDWHV�ZKR�ZHUH� LQ� DWWHQGDQFH���
There was, of course, no audio or video record of the proceedings.  I have been 
informed, however, that there is a strong suspicion by some that at least some of the 
proceedings were recorded without synod being aware that this was happening.  It 
would be good, in the future, that before taking up deliberations on important cases 
such as this was that the president remind all in attendance that the proceedings may 
be witnessed, but they are not to be recorded by anyone.  The exception, of course, 
would be that synod itself decides that the proceedings should be recorded. 

23:  Protest-RLC
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it should have done so, not after he had actually cast his vote, but at the 
beginning of the treatment of the case.  Then the synod would also have 
had the opportunity to consider whether it would have been advantageous 
for elder Van Baren to secure the services of his alternate so that synod 
could be accorded a full slate of delegates to vote on the important issues 
raised in the Meyer appeal.  Good order and decency in our assemblies 
would dictate that the application of Article 33 not take place after the 
actual vote has occurred, but at the outset of the synod’s consideration 
of the matter.  This error in procedure should be recognized, and in the 
future this sort of thing should be avoided.

II. Second, I protest what I believe to have been a serious failure on 
the part of Synod 2016.  This was the failure to implement the require-
ment of the Formula of Subscription.  The requirement of the Formula 
to which I refer is the requirement that “if at any time the consistory, 
FODVVLV��RU�V\QRG��XSRQ�VXI¿FLHQW�JURXQGV�RI�VXVSLFLRQ�DQG�WR�SUHVHUYH�
the uniformity and purity of doctrine, may deem it proper to require of us 
a further explanation of our sentiments respecting any particular article 
of the [Belgic] Confession of Faith, the [Heidelberg] Catechism, or the 
explanation of the National Synod [of Dordt], we do hereby promise to 
EH�DOZD\V�ZLOOLQJ�DQG�UHDG\�WR�FRPSO\�ZLWK�VXFK�UHTXLVLWLRQ«�´2

 Synod 2016 should have made provision for the “further explanation” 
of the sentiments of Mr. Meyer, an elder who had signed the Formula of 
Subscription.  It was said more than once that the delegates were bound 
to what was black-on-white in the documents of the appeal.  That simply 
LV�QRW�VR�LQ�WKH�FDVH�RI�DQ�RI¿FHEHDUHU�ZKRVH�YLHZV�DUH�LQ�TXHVWLRQ���7R�
begin with, he ought to be held accountable for, besides what he has written 
LQ�WKH�PDWHULDO�RI�KLV�DSSHDO��KLV�UHPDUNV�RQ�WKH�ÀRRU�RI�WKH�DVVHPEOLHV��
in this case the synod.  On at least one occasion Mr. Meyer’s answer to 
a question put to him by a delegate was evasive.  And when the question 
was redirected, the same evasive answer was given.  That answer should 
have been pressed.  And more than that, synod should have appointed a 
committee to conduct a thorough investigation of the brother’s views, with 
follow-up to any of his answers by the delegates of the synod.  More than 
once in her history our mother church, the Christian Reformed Church, 
has done this.  It has appointed committees to conduct examinations of 
RI¿FHEHDUHUV� XQGHU� VXVSLFLRQ� FRQFHUQLQJ� WKHLU� YLHZV� RQ� ELEOLFDO� DQG�
creedal matters.  Such a committee (a seminary professor and a minister) 
was appointed by the CRC Synod of 1937, for example, to examine Dr. 
F. H. Wezeman, particularly in regard to his views on revelation.  This 

2 &KXUFK�2UGHU�RI�WKH�3URWHVWDQW�5HIRUPHG�&KXUFKHV, 2010 edition (Grandville:  
Protestant Reformed Churches in America, 2010), 137-8.
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is what the Formula of Subscription binds upon the churches when an 
RI¿FHEHDUHU�KDV�UDLVHG�VXVSLFLRQ�DERXW�KLV�YLHZV���
� 7KDW�WKHUH�ZHUH�³VXI¿FLHQW�JURXQGV�RI�VXVSLFLRQ´�RXJKW�WR�EH�SODLQ���
Two consistories and an entire classis had condemned Mr. Meyer’s views.  
Add to that the very close vote on his appeal to synod.  Clearly, if ever an 
examination as prescribed by the Formula of Subscription was in order, 
it was in order in this case.  Serious doctrinal concerns had been raised.  
Charges had been made of holding to heretical views.  Add to this the 
fact that what betrays an antinomian is often not what he says, but what 
he does not say and what he refuses to say unless pressed, and such an 
examination was all the more necessary.  In his recently published book 
$QWLQRPLDQLVP��5HIRUPHG�7KHRORJ\¶V�8QZHOFRPH�*XHVW" Mark Jones 
writes that “the orthodox faced an almost insuperable problem” at times 
in dealing with antinomians and that is the ambiguity that often character-
ized what they said and what they wrote.  Antinomians often “spoke out 
RI�ERWK�VLGHV�RI�WKHLU�PRXWKV���$�FORVH�UHDGLQJ�RI�DQWLQRPLDQ�ZULWLQJV«�
shows that they were not always clear.  Ambiguity was a hallmark of their 
XWWHUDQFHV�RQ�WKH�ODZ«�´3  He goes on to say: “So when pressed on the 
issue, many antinomian theologians did not utterly reject any use of the 
moral law.  But the accent in their preaching and writing was decidedly 
negative when speaking about the law’s role in the life of the believer.”4  
In the case of the antinomian, or one who has antinomian leanings, it is 
HVSHFLDOO\�LPSRUWDQW�WR�JHW�DQVZHUV�WR�VRPH�YHU\�VSHFL¿F�TXHVWLRQV���7KLV�
should have been done by the Synod of 2016.  And if we are serious about 
upholding the important place of the Formula of Subscription in the life 
of our churches, this is a requirement of the Formula that we ought to be 
UHDG\�WR�LPSOHPHQW�LQ�WKH�IXWXUH���2I¿FHEHDUHUV�PXVW�EH�KHOG�DFFRXQWDEOH�
for their signing of the Formula of Subscription.  Whether or not such 
an examination can yet be conducted, is a question.  But at least it ought 
to be recognized that last year’s synod erred by not conducting such an 
examination and we ought to be committed to do so in similar cases in 
the future.

III. Third, I believe that Synod 2016 erred in not condemning certain 
statements made by Mr. Meyer in his protest, statements that at the very 
least are not in harmony with our Reformed confessions, and statements 
at worst that betray the antinomian error.  Beyond the need for a thorough 
examination of Mr. Meyer’s views, there are statements that he makes in 
his appeal that ought not to go unchallenged.  A number of these statements 

3 Mark Jones, $QWLQRPLDQLVP��5HIRUPHG� 7KHRORJ\¶V�8QZHOFRPH�*XHVW"� 
Foreword by J. I. Packer (Phillipsburg:  P & R Publishing, 2013), 33.
4 Jones, $QWLQRPLDQLVP, 34.

23:  Protest-RLC
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were pointed out in the course of the discussion on Mr. Meyer’s appeal.  
Sadly, I did not hear any satisfactory responses given when these matters 
were raised in the discussion.  
 The church must ever be on her guard against the error of antino-
mianism.  It is commonly agreed that there are clear indications in the 
New Testament Scriptures that the error of antinomianism was a threat 
already in the apostolic age.  It is that danger that the apostle Paul had 
in view when he warned the Galatian churches: “Stand fast therefore 
in the liberty wherewith Christ hath made us free, and be not entangled 
again with the yoke of bondage.”  In I Peter 2:16 the apostle Peter warns 
against those who use their “liberty for a cloak of maliciousness.”  And 
Jude warns against “certain men crept in unawares, who were before of 
old ordained to this condemnation, ungodly men, turning the grace of our 
God into lasciviousness, and denying the only Lord God, and our Lord 
Jesus Christ.”  Those who turn grace into lasciviousness are antinomians.  
In their view free grace is an excuse to loose living (licentiousness).  The 
main reason on account of which Martin Luther came out of hiding in 
the Wartburg castle was to deal with the antinomians that were exerting 
WKHLU�LQÀXHQFH�LQ�WKH�FKXUFK�LQ�:LWWHQEHUJ���,W�ZDV�HVSHFLDOO\�RQH�RI�KLV�
most zealous supporters, Johann Agricola (1494-1566), who perverted 
/XWKHU¶V� �6FULSWXUH¶V�� WHDFKLQJ�RI� MXVWL¿FDWLRQ�E\� IDLWK� DORQH�ZLWK� WKH�
error of antinomianism.  The result was that Luther wrote his treatise 
$JDLQVW� WKH�$QWLQRPLDQV (1539).  Puritanism, both in England and in 
New England, had its antinomian controversies.  In the history of both 
the Dutch and German Reformed churches there have been those who 
promoted the errors of the antinomians.  The extreme antinomianism of 
dispensationalism is well documented.  Dispensationalism distinguishes 
different ways of salvation in different ages (dispensations).  To the Old 
Testament belongs, according to their view, the dispensation of the law, 
in which dispensation obedience to the law was the basis for salvation.  
Whereas the New Testament is the age of grace, in which dispensation 
salvation is by faith in Jesus Christ.  In the New Testament dispensation, 
the law is not binding on Christians.  
 Our own Protestant Reformed Churches have battled the antinomian 
error, not only at the local level, but also at our broader assemblies.  One 
of our congregations, the Loveland PRC, began after a number of her 
founding members were put out of a church that had embraced the error of 
antinomianism.  In every congregation in which I have served, I have had 
to deal with (that is, patiently instruct) those who had antinomian tenden-
cies.  At times it was a concern that warnings and calls to repentance in 
the preaching implied the natural ability of man to do good works and to 
repent.  At other times, it was the view that the purpose of the preaching of 
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the law was only to impress upon Christians the greatness of their sin and 
to drive them to Christ.  I remember once preaching a preparatory sermon 
on Proverbs 28:13, “He that covereth his sins shall not prosper: but whoso 
confesseth and forsaketh them shall have mercy.”  I said in the sermon 
that we must confess our sins and that begins with taking responsibility 
for our sins, as David did in Psalm 32:5, “I acknowledged my sin unto 
thee, and mine iniquity have I not hid.”  We must take responsibility for 
our sins and sinful nature and confess them before God.  After the sermon 
I was approached by a member who objected to my saying that we are 
responsible before God for our sins.  I am not responsible for my sins, 
he insisted; Christ has assumed responsibility for my sins.  Therefore I 
DP�QRW�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�P\�VLQV���1RW�ORQJ�DJR��LQ�SUHDFKLQJ�RQ�WKH�¿IWK�
petition of the Lord’s Prayer, “Forgive us our debts, as we forgive our 
debtors,” I said that if someone dies impenitent in the sin of refusing to 
forgive a brother or sister, they are lost eternally.  A brother questioned 
PH�DIWHU�WKH�VHUPRQ�RQ�WKLV�VWDWHPHQW��ZRQGHULQJ�LI�LW�GLG�QRW�FRQÀLFW�
with the preservation of the saints and make our eternal salvation de-
pendent on our works.  The point I want to make is that the error of 
antinomianism is real and is a real threat that our Protestant Reformed 
Churches must be aware of and warn against in our public preaching, 
teaching, and writing.  It was the American Presbyterian theologian 
James Henley Thornwell who said: 

The natural vibration of the mind is from the extreme of legalism to 
WKDW�RI�OLFHQWLRXVQHVV��DQG�QRWKLQJ�EXW�WKH�JUDFH�RI�*RG�FDQ�¿[�LW�LQ�WKH�
proper medium of Divine truth. The Gospel, like its blessed Master, is 
DOZD\V�FUXFL¿HG�EHWZHHQ�WZR�WKLHYHV²OHJDOLVWV�RI�DOO�VRUWV�RQ�WKH�RQH�
hand and Antinomians on the other; the former robbing the Savior of 
the glory of his work for us, and the other robbing him of the glory of 
his work within us.5

7KHUH�DUH�YDULRXV�GH¿QLWLRQV�DQG�GHVFULSWLRQV�RI�DQWLQRPLDQLVP��MXVW�DV�
there are various forms of the error.  This is not surprising since down 
through history there have been different forms of the error of legalism 
as well, from blatant free-will theology to the teaching of the well-meant 
gospel offer.  Herman Hoeksema, in a chapter entitled “The Preaching of 
the Perfect Law,” says about the antinomian:

The antinomian claims that the preaching of the law is dangerous be-
FDXVH��DFFRUGLQJ�WR�KLP��LW�WHQGV�WR�FUHDWH�D�FHUWDLQ�VXSHU¿FLDO�LGHD�RI�

5 James Henley Thornwell, “Antinomianism,” in 7KH�&ROOHFWHG�:ULWLQJV�RI�
-DPHV�+HQOH\�7KRUQZHOO (Richmond:  Presbyterian Committee of Publication, 
1871), 386.
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righteousness, and must inevitably leave the impression with the people 
of God that they can keep the law perfectly.6

And a bit later he says that

«�LW�FDQQRW�EH�GHQLHG�WKDW�$QWLQRPLDQV�RI�HYHU\�VKDGH�DUH�LQFOLQHG�WR�
PLQLPL]H��WR�VD\�WKH�OHDVW��WKH�VLJQL¿FDQFH�RI�WKH�ODZ�RI�*RG�IRU�WKH�
&KULVWLDQ��DQG�WKH�FDOOLQJ�RI�WKH�SHRSOH�RI�*RG�WR�ZDON�LQ�VDQFWL¿FDWLRQ�
of life.7

The Dutch Reformed theologian Herman Bavinck addresses the error 
of antinomianism in volume 3 of his Reformed Dogmatics.  He writes:

Antinomianism, generally speaking, is the trend that reduces the ap-
plication of salvation to its acquisition and almost completely equates 
the two.  On this view, Christ has accomplished everything.  He has 
taken over from us not only the guilt of sin but even its pollution.  He 
has acquired for us not only righteousness but also regeneration and 
VDQFWL¿FDWLRQ���+HQFH��IRU�KXPDQV�WKHUH�LV�QRWKLQJ�OHIW�WR�GR���&RQWULWLRQ��
conversion, repentance, prayer for forgiveness, doing good works—it 
is all unnecessary, bears a legalistic character, and fails to do justice to 
WKH�SHUIHFWLRQ�RI�&KULVW¶V�VDFUL¿FH���3HRSOH�QHHG�RQO\�WR�EHOLHYH��WKDW�
LV��WKH\�QHHG�RQO\�WR�DUULYH�DW�WKH�LQVLJKW�WKDW�WKH\�DUH�MXVWL¿HG��ERUQ�
DJDLQ��VDQFWL¿HG��WKDW�WKH\�DUH�SHUIHFW�LQ�&KULVW��IUHHG�IURP�WKH�ODZ��DQG�
now glory in grace.”8

He goes on to say that “[a]ll the Reformers rejected this antinomianism 
DV�UHVROXWHO\�DV�SRVVLEOH«���,Q�IDFW��EHWZHHQ�WKH�5HIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�DQWL-
nomianism, there is a fundamental difference.”9  Though perhaps with a 
slightly different emphasis, Luther and Calvin, and the other Reformers 
as well, were in fundamental agreement on the place of the law in the life 
of the Christian.  Bavinck had already emphasized the important place 
the law has in the life of the believer on account of his election and his 
place in God’s covenant.

But in virtue of that election and on the basis of that covenant, that 
people is also obligated now, on pain of the law’s curse (Deut. 27:26), 
to walk before God’s face with integrity and to keep his commandments 

6 Herman Hoeksema, “The Preaching of the Perfect Law,” Triple Knowledge 
(Grandville:  Reformed Free Publishing Association, 1990), 3:443.
7 Hoeksema, Triple Knowledge, 3:447.
8 Herman Bavinck, 5HIRUPHG�'RJPDWLFV��6LQ�DQG�6DOYDWLRQ�LQ�&KULVW, ed. John 
Bolt, trans. John Vriend, four volumes (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006), 
3:530.
9 Bavinck, 5HIRUPHG�'RJPDWLFV, 3:531.
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(Gen. 17:1; Exod. 20; Deut. 10:15-16; etc.).  The covenant relation did 
not depend on the observance of that law as antecedent condition; it 
was not a covenant of works, but rested solely in God’s electing love.  
It must, however, receive its proof and seal in conduct according to the 
Lord’s law.10

 In his book 7KH�/DZ�DQG�WKH�*RVSHO� Ernest C. Reisinger lists twenty 
forms or characteristics of antinomianism.  Among them are the following:

��� 7KH�ODZ�LV�PDGH�YRLG�E\�JUDFH���-XVWL¿FDWLRQ�E\�IDLWK�DORQH�UHQGHUV�
good works unnecessary.  2. Since good works are unnecessary, obedi-
HQFH�WR�WKH�ODZ�LV�QRW�UHTXLUHG�RI�MXVWL¿HG�SHUVRQV������*RG�VHHV�QR�VLQ�LQ�
WKH�MXVWL¿HG��ZKR�DUH�QR�ORQJHU�ERXQG�E\�WKH�ODZ��DQG�LV�QRW�GLVSOHDVHG�
with them if they sin.  7. Christians need not repent in order to receive 
SDUGRQ�RI�VLQ������1RU�QHHG�KH�PRUWLI\�VLQ��&KULVW�KDV�PRUWL¿HG�VLQ�IRU�
him.  13. Their sin was imputed to Christ so as not to be theirs, and His 
KROLQHVV�LV�LPSXWHG�WR�WKHP�DV�WKHLU�VDQFWL¿FDWLRQ�������5HSHQWDQFH�LV�
produced not by the law, but by the gospel only.  19. Unless the Spirit 
works holiness in the soul, there is no obligation to be holy or to strive 
toward that end.  20. All externals are useless or indifferent, since the 
Spirit alone gives life.11

 In his highly regarded work 7KH�*UDFH�RI�/DZ��$�6WXG\�LQ�3XULWDQ�
Theology, Ernest Kevan examines the antinomianism of certain theolo-
gians in England and in New England, who were opposed by the orthodox 
among the Puritans primarily in the seventeenth century.  In his book he 
UHFRJQL]HV�WKH�GLI¿FXOW\�LQ�GH¿QLQJ�DQWLQRPLDQLVP�SUHFLVHO\���$OWKRXJK�
there were those who held to an “extreme” position, “who maintained that 
the believer was completely free from all obligation to the Law, and who 
held that any concession to legal duty was an infringement of free grace,” 
many did not take such an extreme position.12  Although there were those 
who went so far as to say “that a believer has no more to do with the law 
of Moses than an Englishman has with the ‘Laws of Turkey,’” the majority 
did not go to this extreme.13   At the same time, he demonstrates that the 
antinomian party was made up of many more than only those who took 
the extreme position rejecting altogether the place of the law in the life of 
the redeemed Christian.  Many antinomians were much more moderate 
in their views, but were antinomian for all that. 

10 Bavinck, 5HIRUPHG�'RJPDWLFV, 3:494.mn
11 Ernest C. Reisinger, 7KH�/DZ�DQG�WKH�*RVSHO (Phillipsburg:  P & R Publishing 
Company, 1997), 62-3.
12 Ernest F. Kevan, 7KH�*UDFH�RI�/DZ��$�6WXG\�LQ�3XULWDQ�7KHRORJ\ (Ligonier:  
Soli Deo Gloria Publications, repr. 1993), 22.
13 Kevan, *UDFH�RI�/DZ, 147.

23:  Protest-RLC



273

Acts of Synod 2017 Supplements

 In his book $QWLQRPLDQLVP��5HIRUPHG�7KHRORJ\¶V�8QZHOFRPH�*XHVW"� 
0DUN�-RQHV�GHDOV�VSHFL¿FDOO\�ZLWK�WKH�DQWLQRPLDQ�WKUHDW�WR�WKH�5HIRUPHG�
faith.  He demonstrates that the antinomians “blur the distinction between 
impetration [Christ’s work for us] and application [Christ’s work in us], 
and so make Christ totally responsible, not only for our imputed righteous-
ness, but also for our imparted righteousness.  On the surface, such a view 
appears to honor Christ.  But on closer inspection, this view obliterates 
human responsibility to the point that antinomianism ends up becoming 
a form of hyper-Calvinism.”14  He goes on to say that “many antinomian 
theologians did not utterly reject any use of the moral law.  But the accent 
in their preaching and writing was decidedly negative when speaking 
about the law’s role in the life of the believer.”15  He further expresses 
the concern “that most people understand antinomianism etymologically 
as being simply ‘against the law,’ without appreciating its full theologi-
FDO�VLJQL¿FDQFH«�´16  And he makes plain that antinomianism manifests 
itself in a number of very subtle ways: “There is no short and easy way 
WR�GH¿QH�DQWLQRPLDQLVP��XQOHVV�RQH�UHJDUGV�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�>EURDGO\@�
DV�D�UHMHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�WKLUG�XVH�RI�WKH�ODZ���%XW�WKDW�GH¿QLWLRQ�WHQGV�WR�PLVV�
the more subtle ways in which antinomians expressed themselves in the 
past and still do today.”17  He says, further, that 

   Antinomianism must not be confused with the etymological meaning 
of antinomian (i.e., “against the law”).  There is some overlap, of course, 
EXW�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�GHEDWHV�IRFXVHG�RQ�PRUH�VSHFL¿F�DUHDV�RI�WKH�&KULVWLDQ�
OLIH���7KXV��LQ�DWWHPSWLQJ�WR�DUULYH�DW�D�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�DQWLQRPLDQLVP��ZH�
have not understood the debate if we simply identify antinomians as 
WKRVH�ZKR�ÀDWO\�UHMHFW�WKH�XVH�DQG�QHFHVVLW\�RI�WKH�PRUDO�ODZ�LQ�WKH�OLIH�
of the Christian.18

 The following statements and assertions made by Mr. Meyer in the 
course of his protest are of concern to me.  They are, at the very least, 
statements that are not in harmony with the language of our Reformed 
confessions.  But more than that, I believe that they are indicative of 
antinomian leanings, this despite Mr. Meyer’s claims to love the law and 
its preaching, as most antinomians throughout history have claimed.  
 1. First, I remain unconvinced by the contention of Synod 2016 
that “[w]hen Mr. Meyer rejects the law in connection with salvation, he 
is not rejecting the preaching of the law altogether.  Instead he is rejecting 

14 Jones, $QWLQRPLDQLVP, 29.
15 Jones, $QWLQRPLDQLVP, 34.
16 Jones, $QWLQRPLDQLVP, 111.
17 Jones, $QWLQRPLDQLVP, 128.
18 Jones, $QWLQRPLDQLVP, 124.
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the preaching of obedience to the law as part of the ‘Way’ to God in John 
14:6, that is, as part of the basis for our salvation” (Acts of Synod 2016, 
$UWLFOH�����%�����F��S��������,�GR�QRW�EHOLHYH�WKDW�WKLV�DFFXUDWHO\�UHÀHFWV�0U��
Meyer’s position.  He makes too many sweeping statements throughout 
his appeal.  He says, for example: “There are commands in Scripture and 
we preach them, EXW�WKH\�DUH�QRW�WKH�SRZHU�WR�VDYH�  There is no power of 
the gospel to save in the preaching of the law, for the way is the way of 
mere grace, which preaches what God has done in Christ for us and in us, 
IXO¿OOLQJ�WKH�ODZ´��³1HLO�0H\HU¶V�$SSHDO�WR�&ODVVLV�(DVW�´�S������HPSKDVLV�
added).  I understand Mr. Meyer to be speaking in absolute terms here, 
as indeed he does.  There is no power whatsoever to save in the preach-
ing of the law.  There is no power of the gospel at all in the preaching of 
God’s commandments.  The preaching must proclaim what God has done 
LQ�&KULVW�IRU�XV�DQG�LQ�XV��IXO¿OOLQJ�WKH�ODZ��EXW�WKH�SUHDFKLQJ�PXVW�QRW�
call us to and demand of us obedience to the commandments of God’s 
law.  “That leaves,” he goes on to say, “the commands to be a guide of 
thankfulness to us” (Appeal, p. 15).  The law is a guide to the believer in 
a general sort of way, like a sign along a hiking trail in the mountains, but 
it is not a rule of gratitude that must be strictly preached in the church and 
ZKLFK�WKH�UHGHHPHG�&KULVWLDQ�LV�XQGHU�VWULFW�REOLJDWLRQ�WR�REH\���,�¿QG�WKLV�
YLHZ�OHVV�WKDQ��VLJQL¿FDQWO\�OHVV�WKDQ��WKH�5HIRUPHG�YLHZ�RI�WKH�SODFH�RI�
the law in the life of the saved Christian.  Heidelberg Catechism Lord’s 
Day 44, Q.A. 113 and 115 call for the strict preaching of the law in the 
church, the company of those who are saved, a strict preaching of the law 
that implies the obligation of a strict obedience to the law on the part of 
God’s people.  Canons III/IV.17 teaches that God’s “grace is conferred 
by means of admonitions; and the more readily we perform our duty, the 
more eminent usually is this blessedness of God working in us, and the 
PRUH�GLUHFWO\�LV�KLV�ZRUN�DGYDQFHG«�´��$QG�&DQRQV�9����WHDFKHV�WKDW�
“as it hath pleased God, by the preaching of the gospel, to begin this work 
of grace in us, so he preserves, continues, and perfects it by the hearing 
and reading of his Word, by meditation thereon, and by the exhortations, 
WKUHDWHQLQJV��DQG�SURPLVHV�WKHUHRI«�´��,W�KDV�HYHU�EHHQ�WKH�WHDFKLQJ�RI�
the Reformed that the law serves as an instrument of grace.  As Ernest 
Kevan says, 

$OO�WKDW�H[SUHVVHV�JUDFH�LV�QHFHVVDULO\�LQVWUXPHQWDO�WR�LW�DQG�VR�«�WKH�
intention of God in giving the Mosaic Covenant was that it should be 
subservient to that Covenant of Grace of which it was but a part.  It is 
never to be forgotten that the Law was “added” to the promise, and that 
the old Covenant looked forward to a “new” and a “better” Covenant, 
DQG�VR�VXEVHUYHG�WKDW�ZKLFK�ZDV�JUHDWHU�WKDQ�LWVHOI«���7KH�/DZ�LV�WKXV�
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a schoolmaster, not only dispensationally to the Jews, but also experi-
mentally to all men to lead them to Christ.19

It is characteristic of the antinomian that he denies the value of the preach-
ing of the law as a positive means of grace.  I see Mr. Meyer embracing 
this wrong view.
 2. Second, I object to Mr. Meyer’s statement on the bottom of page 
7 of his appeal: “I maintain that God does require thankful obedience, and 
SURYLGHV�LW«�´��*RG�SURYLGHV�RXU�REHGLHQFH"��&HUWDLQO\��ZH�DUH�³FUHDWHG�
in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God hath before ordained that we 
should walk in them,” Ephesians 2:10.  All our good works are wrought 
in us by God, Isaiah 26:12.  And certainly, God “works in us both to will 
and to do of His good pleasure,” Philippians 2:13.  But God works obedi-
ence and good works in us in such a way that we obey God and we keep 
His commandments.  To say that God “provides” our thankful obedience 
goes beyond the teaching of Scripture and our Reformed creeds.  If God 
provides our thankful obedience, we have nothing to do except perhaps 
to pray that God will provide that thankful obedience for us.  This sort of 
language removes the calling and responsibility that the child of God has 
to live in obedience to God’s law in all good works.
 3. Third, I object to the charge that Mr. Meyer levels against his 
pastor of denying election and teaching a conditional covenant on the 
EDVLV�RI�KLV�VWDWHPHQW�WKDW�WKH�ZD\�LQWR�3DUDGLVH�ZDV�EDUUHG�WR�RXU�¿UVW�
parents as fallen sinners.  This is the charge that he makes: “To say as was 
said in the sermon, that after Adam and Eve fell ‘the way is barred’ for 
them as fallen sinners, is to make the covenant conditioned on obedience” 
(Appeal, p. 13).  This statement by the pastor ought to be defended.  Mr. 
Meyer’s appeal to Belgic Confession, Article 26 is beside the point, since 
the article is not talking about what happened in the Garden of Eden as a 
result of Adam’s sin.  In reality, this is simply a statement of fact.  Adam 
and Eve were barred from access to the tree of life, and that as a result 
of their disobedience.  This is also exactly what Prof. H. C. Hoeksema 
says in volume 1 of Unfolding Covenant History: “He that is unholy and 
XQULJKWHRXV�FDQQRW�DSSURDFK�*RG«���7KHUHIRUH�WKH�ZD\�RI�WKH�WUHH�RI�OLIH�
is barred by God Himself.”20  But beyond an accurate description of the 
facts, to charge against this statement that it is conditional theology is, I 
am convinced, a further evidence of Mr. Meyer’s antinomianism.  The 
consistory was also convinced of this.  The reasoning here is antinomian 
reasoning.  The logic is as follows: to say that Adam and Eve were barred 

19 Kevan, 7KH�*UDFH�RI�/DZ, 124-5.
20 Homer C. Hoeksema, Unfolding Covenant History (Grandville: Reformed 
Free Publishing Association, 2000), 1:195-6.
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because of their sin implies positively that it would be because of their good 
works that they would gain access to God.  And this makes the covenant 
conditional.  This is typical antinomian reasoning, that the command, in 
this case a negative command, implies the ability to carry out the command.  
It would be similar to arguing that if one were to say that men go to hell 
because of their sins, which is indeed the truth, that implies that men go 
to heaven on account of their good works, which does not at all follow, 
of course (cf. Canons I.5 and I.15, which deny that God is the author of 
sin).  It is not so much the charge of teaching a conditional covenant that 
is my concern here, as it is the reason for this accusation, which betrays 
Mr. Meyer’s antinomian sentiments.
 4. Fourth, I raise concern over a number of statements by Mr. 
Meyer that are unclear and, in certain instances, mistaken.  At the very 
least, these statements require further explanation in order to determine 
the brother’s precise meaning.  At worst, they are in error.  Mr. Meyer 
says: “Furthermore, the work of Christ in us, that is, His work in us 
of infusing into us faith and producing in us the fruits of faith that are 
good works, is not to be confused with man’s part in the covenant as 
work or conditions to be or to remain in the covenant, but those fruits 
are a consequence of already being incorporated into the covenant by 
the living bond that is faith” (Appeal, p. 8).  The brother states that 
God’s “work of infusing into us faith and producing in us the fruits of 
faith that are good works, is not to be confused with man’s part in the 
FRYHQDQW«�´��*RRG�ZRUNV�DUH�QRW�RXU�³SDUW�LQ�WKH�FRYHQDQW´"��,V�WKLV�
not the clear teaching of our Form for the Administration of Baptism?21  
Another statement by the brother: “The decree of election to salvation 
does not include our works” (Appeal, p. 9).  Election does not include 
our good works?  Is this not precisely the teaching of the apostle in 
Ephesians 1:4 and 2:10?  And again: “Obedience is included here, but 
not as our activity—what we do, but as the perfect obedience and holi-
QHVV�RI�&KULVW� LQ�MXVWL¿FDWLRQ�DQG�VDQFWL¿FDWLRQ�� �$OO�RI�WKHVH�DVSHFWV�
RI�RXU�ZKROH�VDOYDWLRQ��LQFOXGLQJ�VDQFWL¿FDWLRQ��EHFRPH�RXUV�E\�IDLWK�
alone, that is, faith without works (obedience)” (Appeal, p. 10).  Our 
REHGLHQFH�LV�³QRW�«�RXU�DFWLYLW\´"��6DQFWL¿FDWLRQ�GRHV�QRW�LQFOXGH�³RXU�
activity,” but is exclusively the “holiness of Christ”?  To my mind, this 
is a puzzling statement.  Are our good works, the good works wrought 
in us by the Spirit of Christ, not actually our good works?  Or is all our 
holiness only the holiness of Christ reckoned to us by faith in Christ?  
A number of Mr. Meyer’s statements make me wonder if he believes 
that in any sense we may speak of the believer actually performing 

21 The Psalter, Revised PRC 2012 edition (Grand Rapids:  Wm. B. Eerdmans 
Publishing Company, 1927), p. 86 of the back matter.
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good works, so that they are his or her good works.  These statements, 
DW�WKH�YHU\�OHDVW��UHTXLUH�IXUWKHU�FODUL¿FDWLRQ��DQG�DW�ZRUVW�DUH�PLVWDNHQ���
� ,�DP�FRQ¿GHQW�WKDW�V\QRG�ZLOO�JLYH�P\�SURWHVW�FDUHIXO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ���
It is my prayer that the Lord will guide the synod in all its deliberations 
and that all its decisions may carry away His blessing, promote the good 
of our churches, and serve the cause of right and truth.

Yours in Christ,
Prof. Ronald L. Cammenga

SUPPLEMENT 24
Protest of Mr. Charles Doezema

14 April 2017
Synod of the Protestant Reformed Churches
to convene June 13, 2017
in Hudsonville Protestant Reformed Church, Hudsonville, Michigan

Dear Brethren,
 I submit this protest against the second half of one of the decisions 
Synod 2016 made at its June 2016 meeting regarding the case involving 
Mr. Neil Meyer, as I believe it is not a distinctively Reformed statement 
of the truth of God’s Word or the confessions.

Synod 2016 Minutes, Article 36, B, 2, c: “The sermon as a whole does 
not teach that man’s obedience is a condition unto covenant fellowship 
with God, but rather that obedience is necessary for the experience of 
fellowship with the Father.” 

 I hereby protest the second half of Synod 2016’s ground quoted above 
for not sustaining Mr. Neil Meyer’s appeal regarding Rev. Overway’s ser-
mon on John 14:6, namely, “that obedience is necessary for the experience 
of fellowship with the Father.”  I believe that more clarity is required to 
properly express and understand the relationship between “obedience” 
and “the experience of fellowship with the Father” and that Synod 2017 
should render a more distinct statement in this regard.  Whether or not 
the sermon in question “as a whole” teaches the more distinct statement, 
I leave to the judgment of Synod 2017.
 The statement “that obedience is necessary for the experience of fel-
lowship with the Father” is presented as if it were a distinctively Reformed 
statement of the truth of God’s Word and the confessions in contrast to the 
¿UVW�KDOI�RI�V\QRG¶V�VWDWHPHQW��ZKLFK�FRQGHPQV�FRQGLWLRQDO�WKHRORJ\���<HW�
I contend that it is not distinct because stating that obedience “is necessary 
for” the experience of fellowship can be taken to mean that obedience is a 
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