


A new study season lies anead, not only Jor students in
school, college and university, and in the catechism class,
but also for the study societies In our churches. in this article

Pwould like to stress the need for the continuing study of God's
Word and the confassions of the church, bolh si‘:ﬁ*vmuaﬂv
and fzog@thar The LORD shows us the need iQf this study in the

words written above ouy article. They are found In Hoses 4:18.

in the Hosean coniext %h@sa words of cm’%pgaim are part
a? a iawsu' God, who is judge and prosecutor, has a “contro-
ersy,” that is, a lawsull, against His people. He comes with His
uwsaiaon which is al the same time His complaint, My peo-
pie are destroyed for lack of knowledge. The complaint and ac-
cusation in these words comes out with great strength because
they begin with the claim of the Lorp on israsl. He speaks
aboul “My pespief’ itis My people which is being dastroved.

The part io which v.8 belongs is a separate segment with-
in the w%*“f:z & of the chapler and, thus, within the dzv ine law-
suit. We find God's accusation addressad to His psople in

e
the vww.1-2 and 11-18. The vw.4-10 contain an accugation ad-

dressed io the priesis. The fact mai the people arg insucha. ).

terrible condition of not knowing the Lorp is saused by the
untfaithfuiness of the priesis. God's people are degiroved
through lack of the true knowledge of the Lorp, becauss the
priests, the (spiritual) leaders, have rejected this knowledge.
tis aterrible i%’;fng when officebearers refect the knowl-
ﬁ{*g@ of God's Word and, in that manney, degiive God's peo-
plie from knowing the Lorp, a:sem%ng GQ 5 precious pos-

session from Him. The responsibility of allfeaders is always
great. In Ezsldel (33} the Lorp wams that He will require the

bicod of His people from the hand of unfaithiul shepherds,
However, the situation is often so thal the people ke it when
ihe leaders raiect the rue knowledge of thedorb. In Jer, B:31
we hear God o “’*p%fzvﬁ that “The pmpr‘e*c Qphegv falssly
and the pris ‘15?5 rule at their dirsction; and my peonia love 10
nhave it 50.” The people want feachers thal fgject the true
knowlsdge of God's Word, because they do not want to hear
and a%’s&y His wiil,

This was the picture of
The priesis were to .Jfan &,
were of the same mind set

s condition g:,-;mmeg God 1o greal angsr. With the +
jection of the lknowledge of the LorD also His grace and | fwmg
uam was m;@f,%e,ﬂ“‘ Therefore, in His anger He summonad ls-
ragt o appear ﬁs m it "wm He came o them with His com

ragl in mu days of Hosea, 0o
e’%’*”?aiz ;. Howsver, the peop e

?{"'m

piain X destroyed through iack of knowledge.”
Tn»ﬁ meémmg f:'z' L & destryction is clear from the coniaxt.

It stares us in the face from the entire chapier. The desy u imﬁ

is not, first of all, the coming captivity in which the Ten T

WL ;

A Proces
ih w%: lnrasl's destruction in its of
s inrael had rejected and lost this

;
g}erim s:wn;mieiv. The desiruction was

character. israsl's [fesivie showed it The people lived just like
the pagean nations around them, or worse.

The description of the destruction Is presenied already in
v.1: “There is no faithfulness or kindness, ancé no knowledgs
of God in the land.” Instead “thera Is swearing, lying, killing,
stealing, and csmm‘ilﬂg adullery” ‘: 2} “Wine and new wine
take away the understanding” (v 11). There is idolatry. The peo-
ple seek their guidance and prosperity ?rem the Canaanite idols
{vv.12-13). This idofatry is nked with temple prostitulion. isras!
aven recelvas its children no longer as a gift from the Loro,
but as coming from the Canaanite god and g@:ﬁdasz«, of ferility.

Thus, in thinking and lite God's people had become complets-
ly seculatized. They actad in conflict with all God's command-
ments. This is the dastruction about which God spaaks here
and which came about th rogzgr‘ fack of knowledgs.

What is saild here about God's people long ago can hap-
pen and is happening also today, And what is said here
about the peopie 28 a whole can also happen in the hearnt
and iite of individual members of the church. Our personal

“life 83 children of the covenant can be destroved through
; ¥

iack of knowisdgs. Such destruction, inthe end, can be Hinass
or other misery and temporal as well as eternal death. How-
ever, aiso here the destruction sets in much earlier. Lack of
knowlsdge as the consequance of negligence and indiffer-
ance regarding God's Wo,‘; with & rmu@‘e‘si‘zq wcsérﬁry life in
which no place s givenio God and His reveaied wil i, is already
destruciion. it provokes God 1o anger, for it shows relection
of His love in Christ. Such destruction in the life of a church
or of its individual members calls for repeniance and for a re-
turn fo the Loro and 10 knowing Him,

The biblica! word for knowledge can have two related as-
pects. Knowing is always a matter of contents. His clearly the
main elemsnt. Knowing God means thal one has knowledge
about Him. It implies the trus knowladge based on God's
self-revelation. Ong knows Gaod from PL mighty deeds and
from His words. Such knowledge Is an active knowing which
is the basis for trusting God. Knowing God in the trus sense
of the word implies aakmwerﬁgmg m One who fruly knows
God reckons with thj? He says. He lives wilh God in the
covenant of grace, just as a chil %ives with his {ather and
maother in & family reiation.

Th wowing is not only a matier of the mind, but also of
the heart, just !Er‘la loving God is 5 s"ﬂ:m wWhol
Eapecially when the fr:r’sgem ot knowing is & parson, God or
man, ina -vm&m raiation, this second sspect is prasent,
When i}avm sings in Psalm wg ‘G Loap, T sn*'i nast g@amhecﬁ
me and known me ’*"rﬂ & is a ssarching and Knowing o i
in Hi E:w:rtg care for David, God écmw* sverything éwmvﬂaa}

about David as his Ewwwzsh Father. When it says that Adam
krew his wile (Gen 41), or %ha? Joss ::pfz did not bk

o Bary un-



til she had borne her first Son (Matt. 1:25), there is in this
knowing the element of an intimate relationship. Accordingly,
Peter can lay the biessing of the Lorp upon the churches in
the salutation at the beginning of his second epistle (1:2) with
the following words: “May grace and peace be multiplied to
you in the knowledge of God and of Jesus our LORD.”

Thus we see our calling for this new season. God places
“His claim also-on-us: “My people” through grace in Christ
Jesus. Let us therefore help and support each other as broth-
ers and sisters to know the Lorp, and fo increase and grow
in knowing Him. Let us encourage and exhort each other to
know His Word and will with heart and mind; to know the

gospel of salvation in Christ Jesus. Let us diligently study
Scripture and confession in thankful love for Him. In this way
of knowing with heart and mind we may expect His blessing.
The fruit of such faith will be a godly life in covenant with the
Lorp. This godly life is part of His grace and peace.

Let us remember, also this season, both the threat of the
covenant: “My people are destroyed through lack of knowi-

edge,” as well as the promise: where the knowiedge of the

Lorp is multiplied there His grace and peace will abound. Let
us remember that this counts for the life of the church as a
whole and for that of each member individually. We can build
on His sure Word.

A book about

By N.H. Gootjes

Christian philosophy:

Last time we saw that Dr. Plantinga
in his book Christian Philosophy Within
Biblical Bounds is working on a philoso-
phy that is Christian in content. When a
philosopher intends to develop a Christian
philosophy it is not enough that he himself
is a committed Christian. The Christian
philosopher should use the Bible directly.
In his book Dr. Plantinga sets the paftern
by guoting from Scripture. And in the title
he already comes out in the open by men-

an outgrowth of the animal kingdom.
But according 1o the biblical account of
creation man has a separate divine ori-
gin. The third result of the doctrine of cre-
ation concerns our understanding of or-
der and regularity. This means that the
processes in the world are not au-
tonomous, but part of what God has
wrought in creation (pp.58f).

So far so good. And it is good to see
Dr. Plantinga speaking on the basis of

the biblical account of creation, and
showing the philosophical implications of
it. But is it true that the doctrine of cre-
ation is, philosophically speaking, the
most important doctrine?

Dr. Plantinga himself indicates in his
book that there are more important doc-
trines. He mentions the doctrine of sin
and of redemption (p.58). And it cannot
be denied that, for philosophy too, the
doctrine of sin is very important. it is not

fioning the Bible directly.

The next question is then, what role
the Bible can play in philosophy. He
says: “The most important Biblical teach-
ing for Christian philosophy is the doc-
trine of creation” (p.58). We are thankful
that Dr. Plantinga is not ashamed to ap-
ply the doctrine of creation. Many schol-
ars have dropped this doctrine, or are
s0 unsure about the historicity of Gene-
sis that they do not dare to use the doc-
irine of creation. But Dr. Plantinga trusts
the Bible and speaks freely of creation.

At the same time, | have my doubtls
about whether this statement is correct,
or at least, whether it is sufficient. In this
second article | would like to investigate
whether the doctrine of creation is in-
deed the most important biblical teaching
for philosophy.

Dr. Plantinga gives several examples
to support his opinion. This doctrine is
important for understanding the world. It
shows that this world is not eternal, and
that the worid cannot exist on its own. [t
exists only because God has made it.
The doctrine of creation is also important
for the understanding of man, for it
shows that there is a fundamental differ-
ence between man and all other beings.
In the view of the evolutionists man is
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REMEMBER YOUR CREATOR

By G.Ph. van Popta

“Soft” pornography?

A reader of this column writes:

I would be interested in seeing an

article on so called “soft” pornogra-

phy, e.g., the occasional Playboy

magazine, and what this could lead

to later in life.
Allow me to say quite simply that any
pornography, hard or soft, is unaccept-
able. There is a broad variety of porno-
graphic magazines on the market run-
ning the gamut from soft to hard. | am not
sure where Playboy is. | suspect it falls
toward the soft end of the scale, Howev-
er, whether the pornographic magazine
is “hard” or “soft” makes little difference.
It is only a matter of degree. What we
must ask is whether pornography, of
whatever degree or intensity, is ever ac-
ceptable. The question is: May we read
or watch any pornography at ali?

We must answer in the negative.

Why?

What is pornography? Pornography is
the exploitive depiction of sex via any au-
dio or visual media. You will not find chap-
ter and verse in the Bible explicitly con-
demning pornography; however, the Bible
does command us to strive for and to
preserve purity of mind, heart and body.

The Lord Jesus condemned the
lustful look as equivalent to adultery
(Matt. 5:28). One could argue that a
lustful look is “softer” than the softest
pornographic magazine; yet, the Lord
equates it with adultery, sin against the
seventh commandment. Whether the
object of a person's lust is a photo-
graph of a person or a person in the
flesh makes no difference.

The apostolic lefters in the New Tes-
tament contain many warnings against
lust. The apostle Paui said that no impu-
rity or filthiness should be found among
believers. He even warned that no per-
son who persists in impurity has any in-
heritance in the kingdom of Christ and
of God (Eph. 5:3-8). Paul wrote that we
are to abstain from unchastity. We are
to have nothing to do with the passionate
lust of those who do not know God. For
God has not called us to be his people

for uncleanness, but that we might be
holy {1 Thess. 4:3-7).

Our Heidelberg Catechism under-
stands well that pornography, soft or
hard, is unacceptable. Lord's Day 41,
Answer 109 says:

Since we, body and soul, are tem-

ples of the Holy Spirit, it is God's will

that we keep ourselves pure and

holy. Therefore He forbids all un-

chaste acts, gestures, words,

thoughts, desires, and whatever may

entice us to unchastity.
Pornography entices a person to un-
chastity. He begins to desire the body of
a person whom God has not given him.
Sexual images and the depiction of erot-
ic behaviour stimulate the imagination to
sinful thoughis. One sees the other sex
as a tool for personal sexual indulgence.
There is no love, tendermess or respect
involved. The sex drive perverts into a
self-absorbed desire to gratify one's
own flesh.

The apostle Paul warned that those
who set their mind on the flesh are hos-
tile to God and that doing so spells
death. Rather, we are to set our minds

OUR COVER

on the Holy Spirit which is life and peace
(Flom. 8:6,7).

Not every thought or desire about sex
is sinful. The point is that sex must be
keptin its divinely appointed place which
is within the context of marriage. | re-
member a minister explaining it this way
in a sermon once when | was just a lad:
He said that sex is like soil. in its proper
context, the garden, soil is a beautiful
thing. However, if you take it out of that
context and throw it somewhere else,
e.g., the living room carpet, then thai
beautiful soil become nothing but dirt,

The writer of the letter also asked
what “soft’ pornography, such as the oc-
casional Playboy magazine, could lead
to fater in life. | would strongly suggest
that it could later lead to “hard-core”
pornography. Overstimulation brings di-
minishing pleasure which in tum creates
the desire for more. You can see that
with drug addiction. Someone addicted
to drugs, e.g., cocaine or alcohol, will
steadily increase his consumption. In or-
der to achieve the desired “high,” he
needs to take more and more. Pomog-
raphy may even lead to rape.

This should not surprise us, James
wroie that desire when it has conceived
gives birth to sin (Jas. 1:15). As you think
in your heart, so will you do. The apostle
Paul, quoting Menander, wrote, “Bad
company ruins good morals” (1 Cor.
15:33). Keeping company with pornog-
raphy of whatever intensity will corrupt
the good character of any person,

I strongly suspect that the writer of
the above letier does notl indulge in
pornographic literature. Perhaps you are
writing out of concern for friends or ac-
quaintances who do pick up the occa-
sional Playboy or watch thie occasional
blue movie on cable or satellite TV or rent
the odd red hot video. Speak to them
about if. Remind them of what the Lord
requires - that we are to keep ourselves
pure in body, mind and heart. The Holy
Spirit longs to dwell in us, to make us His
temples. But He will not share us with
the fiith of pornography.
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(Introductory note: In Clarion of April 26,
1991 {f()f 40, No.8) a discussion was
begun be tween Rev. Jelle Tuininga of |
the Christian H&T“z’mzj;} Church (here- |
after CRC) at Lethbridg g | {Albarta) and

myseﬁf i received a reply. There was a
delay in reacting. However, it follows
here now in its entirety. ﬁ*@v Tuininga
replied in a number of points. | shall fol-
fow this order. With him | h f,J@ and pray
that our exchange will serve the pur-
pose of unity.

ex

I am happy for this opporiunity to

change some thoughls in the pages of
Clarion. 've always considered it a great

pity that believers who lfogsther ¢
the Three Forms of Unity seem unable to
come together in the same church feder

onfes

7]

ation. it is of utmost imp&"mce that t%‘ze
tr”t?x is upheld in the church, but our Lord
also prayed for the unity of His flock.

Truth and unity {Waarheid en Eenheid) go

togethsr. But unity will not come about if
we do not discuss what keeps us aparl.
Hence, my thankifuiness for this opportu-
nity. 1 wi :,h 0 35953! to Geertsema’'s first
response o my initial letier in a number
of points. "“&h‘% Geerisema | wish to be

frank and honest. And occasional bl
ness does not in any way mean a la

iove an;% concern. To the contrary.
.—"a sa c;m‘mai remark, let me say
ough | can aapz’emaz@ much of

tha E th

what C gertsema writes, he deoeas no %
really clear up a number of dgifficulties

have, and cimea; not allay my fears, If ?
may say so, | delecl an e%emem f‘f

&
ekrompenheid,” something %hd*

r wd
detected too ofien in the “News
columns. Exe rything must be g
mented, so air- ’mh, that there's hardly
mum 'ai reath gets the impres-
dnd of an “onder-on-
‘N‘m' iu(:‘l‘

& wi mo:
air. Christ
awl‘“qg@’? 1an

3 have an eye
nf \,}ud

hat there can
m"‘@, and he
1 he asks the

g from this that |

| ?i'my \g;gn;’m he

y'::;z,a;f demand and condition is that our
oming half-way is that we declare that
we are NOT the ch?” |

only frue church?” |
would answar: absolutely! Thatvou area

3

true church of the Lord no one wouid
deny. But you must publicly declare that
you do NOT believe that you are the only
true church. I'm surprised that fﬁeens&
ma even asks this question. It seems

such a foregons conclusion to “ﬁe This
is one of the great stumblingblocks in the
way of unity, not only for the CRC, ’ﬂu‘zmr

other church communions as well zh
Free Church of Scotland could not un-
ders Qam gither how a recognition f‘vf be-

ing a true church did not include table
and w!;);i; feliowship. Yes, at af‘r“(; last,
after much investigation, ihe Can. Rel.

Churches concluded that the O.P.C. was
2 true church of the Lord, but even that
did not find unanimity among the Can.

Ref. Even this mmm inion dossn't quite
seem to ﬂ the m" tis that atlitude that
Pind 1a§ 0 unders mr‘d The greal re-
luctance (o adm;t that there might be oth-
er faéﬁhfut true churches of the Lord,
3. About the possibility of two true
churches in the same locality, Geerise-
ma writes that the “cannot” does not
mean it is not possible, but
a!iowaﬂa That is a helpful distinction,
but many in the Can. Ref. Churches take
..amact in the absoluie sense: there
simply cannot be two frue churches in
one town. The letters of response to
Van Dan make that 95@35’ 100,
d go farther than Geerls
though it certainly is nmi idealto ”“ax
true churches in the same maa& Y
ought not “zo be so

L

of view, yet pan re-
pealedly, eve perfect
world that wmécﬁ not hapi ma we
don'tlive in a per?em WOT %; or 8 pan‘w”
church. We live in a sinful wor m em d
church, and so t%

e.g. t

Fef. Church would E;-!": i
same town, and vet ne
Differences of ba .mam =<“~‘
wm.d K *Mm a""aan %dem- !

that it is not |

i markes of a true church are more or |

ten and the Chr, Gerel. have no b an
ahle 10 come togather, nor have the Can.

}

and Free Ref. Does that ma ke; one
om illegitimate? No it doesn’t, Two
true churches, yet living separately.
That's the reality of church iife in a sinful
worid. Let's not try to squeeze reality
intoy our neat miie catagmies And the
fact that the Chr. Geref. did not go along
withy the union of 1882 doss not make
ther a false church. We have 1o siop pi-
gpmmhﬁ im aach other. u?e doesn't al-
WaYS fit neat G’*‘i?E‘g
4. ?he same is ruu with the
frue/false distinclion. That is not quite as
simp ie and black and white as many
Can. Hef m%me would like to make it 1

Hef.
of the

wouldd distinguish between an unfaithful
«“huruﬁ ag}d a false church. | call the
CRC an unfaithful church, but f would

hesitate {0 a.;;; the labal “false” th ere
immediately. One could say that % he
ess
present in some church communions.
No ciaurch has those marks in perfection,
and some have lost them aliogether.
But it*s not always easy 1o say when and
where & once-faithiul church sew mes
false . r'%u’ ea guotation from a ceriain
James M. Wilson is helpful:

“f-ier (ihe ahurcﬁss} constitution, as it

ligzs in the Word of God, is pe f ct;
best

bt defects stW exist in the b
chwrches. Andiiis far from easy —is

it possible? -0 prepara a minute
statement of the marks of a frue
cliurch, which will render sasy the
1= sk of deciding in every case, abso-
Lz fely and at once, wi nether a ¢ society
czn bhe ffzcmned a true church or

Tt A
noat. And y&f avary inte dsqam Chris-
tizan admits ?hgzz?ﬁz church, once gen-
uine in “:' character, may becoms
; wostate. T@r:av« fmé*ne

t here |

thaay OOCUY,
dezzr the guidamﬁe
-ﬂ-aﬁ&&‘« 1.
m e2ni p
pLarp



. Churches must
of maunxy option for
&r“;m\,m There
wad and QCRC fad-
way fegitimately claim the
! reh 106, And what at
9?,’? 'ﬁmugh } have some dif-
ome of thelr tgachings, |
notdarp io ¢ L;QS'W“"»E?T

re-

are

a?erw‘ﬂ“

cng& Which just goes to
at we must not be too

o~
SUT

é beils,

Qlﬂ()’ ‘é" ih
8. The " m&% ¢

& fn?s) of my first
letier were mentionsd axamples
of something {an attity 31: is rather
genaral and widespraad in the Can. Bef.
Ghumhg& This king Gf mentality has
peen {is?; fostered among the Can. Rel.
neople, also from the pulpit, |
respondence from Can. Rel. consisiories
where they refuse {0 ﬁaii us brothers,
even though they will not deny that we
are Christians. How is thaf possivle? i
this meniality that rmust be ad d;f sa‘ e

po
only
rje,‘x 5

! have cor-

13

it is oo easy 1o say that this is xh%
Qﬁzcs i teaching of the Can. Fef. «"‘m rch-
as. That may be frue. But one runs info |
it %im & and again. A recent dacigion of a
Can. Bef. s ywc@ with respect 1o the Hew.

De Bruin did nothing o discourage this
kind of thinking. i think itis time that a
Can. Ref.
this matter of scclesiclogy, and clears
up malor misundarstandings. Bis a plain
fact fm‘i mary members {ministers?] yof
the Can. Ref. Churches misinterpret
Arm 27-29 of the Bei gu, Coni ess,ar\
For man ym ther the * uﬁ. catholic
universal Chureh” of Al 2 Mtii:ai
with the Can. Rel federa v heard

is i
A%

i.zﬂ

that said to me more than once. Surely |
am‘sér‘{erpm?ﬁiiun f such major propor-

tions pught 1o be addressed and clearad
up once for all. The soonar h i}gz’f;ef !
‘;hés connection | would like 1o ur
reading of Dr. Faber's book or
church, and m%ﬁ‘o two excallent Q@GK
the late Prof. C. Veenhoh Om Kark
Bifjven and Volk Van God. The reading of
these books among Can. RU e e:;:;%
couidbe a grfm? blessing. # ‘amt
the discigles have oflen "*3{‘;@ much

=3
s e
oo
[

by
T

«*ill

&
think-

yonid ‘i““—‘» 7 aaicﬁs {Schildern) in thelr
i i3] about tha church.

The above explal
“coming haif
pév ﬂm» cxﬁmammn 8

way.” |

2

synod speaks forthrighily on |

{non-Can. R
Hsz: {she)} has
”s 'o;as::a &

oy

| : L1814 ig lle fhat
i 2 osg e 5o

i refers 1o Bai}y?@n, the city of this world,
P niot church = of further isa. 82:11

o}
oo
. ’:.“;
o
I
&

<. Tuind nga

An response {o Hev "?’M‘mw

’i@r* x;%‘u’s:" fle tw» tact
fies 2 mninister cannot just

srdnm a ;Ju%jaé? exe uzmw w"&h a minis-
ter in W Chirch with
wfhmh ‘JV:;‘ do not have an :fec al sister

i

| aration

chwrch reiation. Another example couid

be the «A osed L osd‘% Supper (able. Since

i dealt with “§§‘":S scond example %me
fime ago {Clari ‘fo: 32, Mo.24), twill
ieave it out here, and work with the first.

start with exesplions under spacific
'*;rcamstcm Ak oa si years ago the

onsisiory of the ¢

% owad its minisiar
ister the sacramenis
Church of Rippon, in
saceded from the ui%u arncd was in nes
of the help of a1
gave this permissi
sulted the sist

furch at Langlay al-
to wmch and admin-
in the Reformed
Cmismrma. it had
el
ister. The consigiory

n after having con-
f“*ms; by means of &
:é:':e«,wmﬁ thug, was

ninister, not even
M,@sf:;igmry '} itealf, but the led-
e churches wa voivad.,
no problems with a decision
in such a speciile situation. How-
ever, the point is that we find here H‘ ]
wolverrmernt of a congi

33 i

that of &

! Ak } A
aration of churches, and not th@ zrwtimd
ual deciding and acling “ rond i

| by himself, i we chcr )

we have 1o take this se



ingly. If we, as ministers, |

ac:m m‘ ng to our own feelings aui
and set a

5, we create chaos

ﬁcwrm does what is good in his * 3
g gnition of other churches or
h fe tions. is a maiter ‘M?
~mmh@5 fogetherina <efiemims There
fuzc a minister's official service outside |
}Mhum; ar ii! its federation is nu up to |
the minister's own views and feelin gﬁ; it
iz a matter o ;rs consistory and church 3

inthe fe aer&cm’*

Are we really regimenting f,hurc%'z life
too much when wa think and act in this
way? Or is it simply Reformed thinking
and acting? Let us dive again into the
his m*'y of the Reformed churches in the
Neth !af;du Et will be instructive. About
a hundred years ago, the churches of the
Secession (1834) and those of the

Doleantie (1888) worked toward merg- |

er, simply because it was recognized as
the will of the Lorp and in accordance
with the Reformed confession that those
who are of the same faith {(confession)
should be visibly cne.

One of the leaders in the churches of
the Secession, Prof. L. Lindeboom, wrote
a brochure in 1890 in which he warmned
f-’if}?iiﬂ‘«‘i union.' His main ground was the
reasoning and acting of Kuyper and oth-
ers in the Doleantie churches. They were
of the opinicn that they did not separate
from the Dutch Reformed Church (Ned-
erlandse Hervormde Kerk) as a body, in
its & ﬁ‘{nmy nor from its local churches,
but only from its illegal and hierarchicsl
governing system. They, therefore, al-
lowed the so-called double membership.
People could be a member of a local
Doleantie ¢ amr@gatwn and a Dutch Re-
formed congregation, at the same time.

Behind it was Kuyper's view of the
church. He saw ihe true church as all
{rue believers together. This included
the believers in the Duich Reformed
Church. Thus, Kuyper reasoned: we do
not really separate from the Dutch Re-
formed C;hw‘i" {the believers in it) as 3
whole and in its local congregations; w
only secede from the hierarchical gov-
.am,n‘éﬁg bodies.

indeboom concluded tha wfh
y m thinking one could not sa mw
Duteh Reformed Church as a bmiy
a*‘t enti Y%’W was a false church. This i
rat the churches of the Secession had
ieva* ad | n f%’%e “Act of Secession o
urn” in 1834, They had said that their act

[ T=)
one

é:“

o]
OT He-

was that of seceding from the m?“« ‘

nee is ~r><, Wm’” of m'\d
'Hn c*r%

bad |
z for the flock. 'Wm result will be

a
e i

indaboom was not alone. 1 9
synod of *‘m f%are 8% cm chur
(o3 ni“zC!‘

sonad on the ?asm,\ of his theory, Linde-
boom spoke and reasoned in agrae-
ment with the confession in the wm es
57.00,

Whern, in :’9 8, the Rev. Metelenbos
did preach in a Dutch Reformed Church
he was cﬁum*‘»eed from his office, because
his on was considered in conflict with
the « on‘mmm and in disobedience o

U

iv
e

#

®

owin

w
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e tree I'm gr
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Safe in God’s house and care.
His steadfast love Efee s bestowing
On all who sojourn there.
I trust in Him for evermore;
His greatness I adore.
-

Church, but also with the members in

a corporale arw local sense, was

commanded by the Word of God and

the Reformed Gorafess and was
therefore necessary.™

The 1891 Symcj of the Doleantie church-

es responded with accepting this propos-

al of the Secession churches. The

Doleantie churches agreed that this staie-

ment was correct. Then the synod of the

FeTa

on,

Secession churches z}@-"iarm io see no
obstacles for union anymore. And Linde-
boom wrote another brochure in which
he, too, said that now his objection was
taken away.®

I mention this part of the history of
the Reformed churches in the Nether-

lands because of its relevance on the
point in our discussion. The conse-
guence of &(uwer’s view woul
n the E}Oieama
renchi

been that ministe
shes would hav
1 Reformed ¢ mmmw Wi 5*:
am, just as people could ¢
member in both m»ﬁ {fc:f:
Dutch Reformed uhi””ﬂ and
cal) Doleantie churct
tion of separation f
ww*’a‘y in accordan &
sion of the church, zh“. & things would

’\1"» i

Wit
local L}u%
any probl

tinue o be

not be ,ﬂmh!@“ anymors. Kuyper rea-

God. One of the men of the
D.P.D. Fabius, professor of
Me Fme University, wrote a
mre in which he pointed out why the
n of Rev. Netelenbos was ecclesias-
tically illegal and could not be approved.
| am aware that in my example |
combine the preaching in a different
church with which no official sister
church relationship exists and preach-
ing in a church belonging to a federation
from which one separated. However,
the two are closely related. In both the
int is that we should act in good ec-
siastical order, that is “Mamﬁ
with the Reformed con fession. _)0 ng
builds up. Acting in an individua mm
manner breaks cﬁcwm
It is my firm convicti
soning here m fine wi
“Act of Becession and
which u@CJ&"Y‘Qi heline of the
”i&f% and is also the line of
bnmhm’z and Ret um’ in ‘59&4, Itis
meremm also my conviction that con-
cered members of the CRE, wanting o
be and remain Reformed, i:hai M%m
wanting 1o act i
in .:«mcmd&m% with
dards, have 10 sep:
in line with %he “Actof £

365

po

srg";@

% ;«m* ft;»u~
ormed
f 1834,
cmie:a in
e “Act of

’ ‘E";

en
Hemrmm *wia

ate from the CRC

acassion and Fe-

o

5
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hurn” of 1834 and with the decision of
the 1891 synod of the Doleantie church-
@s. The separation from the CRC must
not just be a separation from some mod-
ern ideas and decisions which deviate
from Scripture and confession, and from
a hierarchical governing body or bodies,
but from a church which is on the way of

apostacy and which shows more and

mare the marks of a false church. A sep-
aration on a different ground is un-con-
fessional and un-Reformed. It is here a
matter of obedience to the Lord of the
church and His Word, as confessed in
the confession about the church.

Ad 2) My colleague wanis us to de-
clare publicly in a synodical pronounce-
ment that we do not believe that we are
the only true church. | do not see the
need of this at all. First of all, we have
never declared that we are the only true
church. Qur confession does not speak
this way. It describes the marks. There-
fore, where the marks are found, there
iz Christ's true church, according to what
we confess to be the norms of God's
Word. My second reason is that such a
pronouncement is not concrete and does
not make sense. It speaks within the
context of the reasoning: we are the
only true church, which is not confes-
sional. Further, if we say we are not the
only true church, we are called to say
which other true churches there are,
otherwise the pronouncement is spoken
into the blue sky.

Rev. Tuininga mentions in this con-
text that the Free Church of Scotland did
not understand that recognition as a true
church did not include table and pulpit fel-
lowship. First of ali, | do not understand
this reasoning. We have to acknowledge
that we are not the only true church. In
this recognition of the Free Church as a
true church we give proof that we do not
declare to be the only true church. And it
is still turned against us.

in the second place, Rev. Tuininga
is not clear and mixes things up. As far
as | know, the recognition is made within
the context of the International Confer-
ence of Reformed Churches (ICRC).
This does not mean an official recogni-
tion of the Free Church as sister church-
es by one of our synods. it has to lead
to such a relation. For us, table and pul-
pit fellowship functions within such a mu-
tual and official recognition of each oth-
er as sister churchas. Therefore, in fact,
this matter belongs 1o the preceding
point: let all things be done in good ec-
clesiastical order.

Besides, | doubt whether my col-
league is correct in his rendering of the
situation. As far as | recall, it was espe-
cially ong Scottish delegate to the ICRC
meetings who expressed his frustration

on this point, while other delegates and
members in the Free Church in Scot-
iand understood and appraciated our de-
sire 1o act in an ecclesiastical manner.
Further, what RHev. Tuininga says
with respect to the reluctance of some
of us with respect to the recognition of
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church

desire to be obedient to the Word of the
Lord and to remain faithful to the Re-
formad confession, inline with the “Act of
Secession or Retum” and the “Act of Lib-
gration or Return.”

If the sinful status quo as “the reality
of life” becomes the norm for our speak-
ing and acting in recognizing each other

- (OPC), Tdo not want to deny, but neither

do | want to discuss this here. Such a
discussion would have to be about facts,
and it can be known that there is quite a
struggle going on within the OPC be-
tween those who want to join with the
much more “evangelical” PCA and those
who oppose that direction because they
want to maintain and strengthen the Re-
formed character of the OFC.

Ad 3) In this third point we have the
reasoning that what our Catechism con-
fesses about Christians, namely that no-
body is perfect, counts also for churches.
This is declared to be the simple reality.
The way Rev. Tuininga speaks holds
the grave danger that, aithcugh not in-
tended, yet in fact, the sinful reality be-
comes the norm for our actions, instead
of what Christ commands and we con-
tess concerning “maintaining the unity
of the church” in Art. 28 B.C. What
counts for individual persons counts for
churches, too. With this way of reasoning
of my colleague we easily accept the sin-
ful status quo, and we walk away from
the obedience of faith to the norm. In my
first response | referred to what Dr. K.
Schilder said with respect to the Dutch
Christian Reformed Churches (Chris-
telijke Gereformeerde Kerken) which
stayed on their own in 1892 and contin-
ved to avoid union up to now. Schilder
said that the refusal to unite makes
churches illegitimate. This is not the
same as false. But it does stress the
disobedience and the conflict with the
own confession. Schilder fought for the
unity of the church. The others did not
and played lip-service to an ideal for the
sake of maintaining their own typical de-
nominational character. The reasoning of
colleague Tuininga will do the same.

Esteemned colleague, the Secession
in 1834 was congsidered a matter of obe-
dience to the Word of Christ by those
who separated from the Dutch Reformed
Church. They spoke publicly in their “Act
of Secession and Return” that they saw
their act in the light of the Reformed
confession, as stated above. At the
same time they declared to be willing to
unite with all those who were having the
same faith. You find the same manner
of speaking in the “Act of Liberation and
Return.” itis in this line that  want o con-
tinue. Much of what you “discover” in
our churches as regimentation and being
too strict and not realistic is born from the

as true churches without confegssional

consequences regarding maintaining the
unity of faith, we will inthe end accept the
sinful situation because it happens to be
this way. We will say that it is too bad
but that we cannot change the reality. In
the end we will show that we can coop-
erate with all kinds of other denomina-
tions in all Kinds of projects, while refus-
ing to become visibly one, that is in one
andthe same church, at the same Lord's
Supper table. What will be the result? it
will be exactly the same situation as the
one from which concerned members in
the CRC want fo secede: an ecumenism
that does not maintain the norms of God's
Word as confessed in the Reformed
Standards and therefore even includes
those who adhere to Roman Catholicism.
it was and is this easy, normless ecu-
menism, this recognizing feft and right, in
the framework of the pluriformity concept
of the church which drove the Heformed
Churches in the Netherlands and which
is driving the CRC further and further on
the road of apostacy.

My response is becoming too long
for one articie. | plan to conclude it in the
next issue. The length is result of con-
cemn and of the desire that we find each
other on the basis of Scripture and con-
fession and in line with our Reformed fa-
thers in the previous century. In line,
also, with Schilder's struggle for the uni-
ty of the church in this century. in line
with his struggle for cbedience to our
King and Lord also on the point of the
church: gathering with Chirist in the way
of this obedience of faith.

L. Lindeboom, Waar ziin wif en waar gaan
wif heen? Wat dunkt U van de Concept-Acte,
Heusden: A. Gezelle Meerburg, 1891,

L. Lindeboom, Mag en za! de Vereeniging
doorgaan?, Heusden: A. Gezelle Meerburg,
1892, p.12. The Dutch text reads: “dat ver-
breking van de kerkelijke germeenschap met
de Besturen van de Ned. Herv. Kerk niet
alleen, maar ook met de leden in corpo-
ratieven en plaatselijke zin, door God's Woord
en de Ger. Belijdenis geboden en dus
noodzakelijic is.” Cf. also J.H. Kok, Uit de
Geschiedenis van de Gereformeerde Kerken
in Nederand 1882-1892 en 1893-1902, Kam-
pen: Kok, 1939, Cf. At 184 of the Acts of the
Synod of Leeuwarden, 1891, of the Chirig-
telike Giereformeerde Kerk.

*The brochure mentioned in Note %,
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By .G, Fesnsira and
C;aﬁu', !A‘»‘Q "

=

31 1t apty of the
Orthodox Preshyte yreh metl at
Geneva Collegs in Eara\»{;: Fails, PA
from May 30 to Jung &, During the
course of the Assembly, fralemal iéesew
gazaa were recelved from e Associate

rmed Pz’ea?“yie,;s Church, the

h%s’%sar‘ Reformed Church, the Presby-
terian Church in America the P reshyie-
rian Church of Korea {Kosin 3, mea
formed Church in the United S
the Canadian Reformed Churc Ef

ﬁﬁ
&
gy
f:>

[T stigian v
vealed a dron in a; & ove zaii ﬁe'rberﬁm 3
of the Orthodox Prasbylerian Chureh. ;
1988 the lotal membership of vh,a OrC
was 18,376, As of December 31, 1580
the total was down to 18,164, Thisis
due in part to the fact that saveraf
churches and individuals have joined the
Fresbyterian Church of America,

interchurch relalions

“J% e:w:f";arf‘é o relations with other

churches General Asser iy adopted
tha ‘aféow *;g g commandati ma.
1. That the Assembly decline the In-

vitation o

ouncll 1o s

CGirgece 1
2. That the Assemn

rmed BEcumenical

mbly coadzaé y invite

t’e

the Christian nurches in
Metherlands, ngetiosl Prw
riary Church in Irgle d the Free OF sw:,;
of Scotland, an :5 s Feformed wman’yw
iez iany Church of freland ?r grier a rela- |
ionshin of ecclesiastical fellowship with |
ﬂ*@ CFC.
3.7 rmt the assembly slect a com-
mitias of three mambers 1o examing the

by g,

g
;
i

method of admission of gussts o ih
u'*d s Bupper, amj raport to the 801
1993} General Assembly, Niié’é rRCOMm-

nwnd ions if ad advisable
4. Thal the asse mu%‘,f e fhf‘ Com-

mities on Bcumenicity and Interchurch

a4

Flelations to consider the desirability
and feasibility of the Orthodox Presbyla-
rign Chiurch adding the Thres Forms of
Unity {Beigic Confassion, Heldelbarg
Catechism, and the Canons of Dot o
gant i he
S 'e,.‘

i3 <vd

e O 0 B8

‘?,C: ;m.‘ ,asé’-“« for uni y i 0 one
church bwr-\ of those who are commit-

J-

ted *i; one f

. That 1?:9 qu rmities on Ecumenin-
Ei:y and int rmu, ch Belations be autho-
M f\;m obs ewe Vﬂ aerve
alegates if cm w‘zm’i

Morth Amer
On Tuesday June 4in, g o

oa

int mest-
ing was held with the Synod ¢ HHM Re-
formed F‘ ‘eshylerian Church of &
Americe. The topic discussed was "T%
w?ewia%twiaé Kingship of Jesus Christ
{(For more inf ormation on the HPCNA

dorth

see Acts of Genaral Synod Cloverdale
1883, Adicls 150
Christian Beformead Chureh

No aotion was taken by the 58the As-
sembly mh respect o fha Chirigtian B
formed Church, Navertheless the report
of the Cmr mittes on M‘Jrvw* ity and In-
tr—)rc'urw Belations indicates that the

amittee indtiated ihe following action

1 ’f’w by the North Amermﬁ Prasbyler-
an and Heformed Councl (MAPARC)

in harmony with the stated ° ‘pUIPOss

and function” of the *W \F‘L 10 @x-
£ rattual cong i
yation, retention, mﬂd pm;.:«:fz
the Retormed FF 8

aith {Con
i1:3), the Morth Americ

s

Wuimr;
an Presbyter-

i

€
=3

a1 and Reformed Councl calls upon
ths ¢ Ohristian Re *’am wed Church o re-
vezrse the action of the ',s,é 0 Bynod
=" «amn@ o the oymm offices of

@%G@i’ to women,
criptre and the
sformerd s?am‘ardb which insist
at ‘everything will be carrled on in
% urch...according to the rule
d by Baint Paul in his Epis-
lé“y« imessw Cordession of
&l h Ar; cle XXX} in 1 Timothy 2
v 3, in givm authw tive instiuc-
o regarding 5}"3{,‘& conduet fin the
Whm sm ich is me

vy inister and ii,!{
OO zmmfy o th

3] gJ

fradn pEs m
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Aponstie axplicitly disaliows 1o a wom-
ag the exercise of teaching or ruling
BE %ismy over men in the church
(;’;t ,;'j:,, and grounds this command
i the divine orsalion order.

ﬁaﬁ@ﬁ”’“@ﬁ%‘- io the Assembly

irv the address given to the Ganeral

Assm Tty your fraternal deé@gatm
thani< ed me Ag s&mbfy for the invitation

axﬁ“mﬁ graelings. He siressed that

th g one ancther as churches has iis
1o ation in “mmure {cf. 1 Cor, 16},
he EXible reveals, howsver, that these
ireet ings were nol merely a friendly,
vy and poliie gesture but an es;)*‘es-
1 oxf @ bond between two parties, The
QF’&?BM? ag was {and is) & sign of commu-
fio

reff;‘

e
o
@

s
]

=

=

‘w.J

g g«
ge

wnl €2hurches greet ons another b
i common bond they share in I% W2
ue r’m%*

*? i“** aghove me
can be rea«:ﬂ 2 :%
:t%f"“ Only time
ad. May the ec
we with m@
sler C::‘“VC!’% retation-
dﬂi{ﬂy of I"&“ rug faith s that

mwwq m Iha i
wil tex ¥ whaere ¢ ?z
f;‘ﬁwam tical r‘m‘*kam we
OFC feadto a bl 8
ship by the

ona beocal level and in the broader as-
. semivies we may iruly greet one anoih-
grin the Lord )
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When, on September 22, 19890, the
corner stones of the old and the new
Ebenszer Canadian Refermed Church
were laid, it was a milestone in the re-
huilding of the old church. The end was
in sight.

After much preliminary work by the
congregation and the building commit-
tee, we were finally building.

The Reverend and Mrs. G. Van-
Dooren unveiled both the “old” comer-
stone and the "new” cornerstone. Also
present at this momentous occasion was
the mayor of Burlington, the chairman of
the consistory, the chairman of the build-
ing commities, and a few hundred inter-
ested members from all three Burington
congregations.

On January 26, 1991, an open house
was heid for all the neighbours of the
church bullding and anyone interested in
seeing the completed building before its
first use by the congregation, January 27,
1891, The turnout and the words of joy
wers great. The building seemed o have
surpassed all expectations.

416

On March 28, 1991, the congrega-
tion finally was officially given the use of
its new building. Everything was com-
plete and in good order. The chalrman
of the consistory, Br. G. Nordeman, wel-
comed everyone back to Dynes Road
and opened with the reading of Psalme
92:1-4 and Jeremiah 7:1-7.

It was an svening of thankfulness
and celebration. Thankfulness to our
heavenly Father for His providence and
faithfulness in providing for us again, a
house of worship, and a meeting place
for our Canadian Reformed community
and its activities to the glory of His name.

After Br. Nordeman's warm words of
wealcome, he introduced the chairman of
the building committee, Br. W, Qostdyk,
and invited him to come up and speak a
few words to us. Br. Qostdyk recounted
the time — three years in total ~ it took o
rebuild this church from the commitiee's

|
|
|

original mandate of adding a few rooms,
to clean up after the fire, to total con-
struction of a new building. This commit-
{ee and its members putl in countless
hours and meetings on behalf of the
congregation 1o create a building to be
suitably used by its members for all its
functions. They seem to have achieved
their objective. He thanked all those that
were involvad in the building in one form
or another from the architect, {o the
builder, to the organ builder.

Br. OCostdyk at the end of his speech,
presented o Br. Nordeman a wooden
key as a symbolic turning over of the

church from the committee 1o the coun-
cil of Ebenezer Church. This key has
special note also, in that it was made
out of a pew end from the old building.
Br. Nordeman, afier this presenia-
tion, asked all those involved with the

| building to come forward and speak a



few words. The architect, the builder,
the organ company, and the mayor all
took advantage of this.

Special note was taken of the new
organ in the church, and we were treated
to a few musical compositions.

The choir was also asked to sing a

- few selections and-it was-noted also in |

this respect — acoustics — the church was
a good success, and the building had
achieved its many objectives.

The two neighbouring Burlington
churches were given a chance to speak
at this official ceremony. Br. H. Buist
spoke on the behalf of Burlington-South,

and Reverend Mulder was “jealous” on
behalf of Burlington-West.

The last speaker on this occasion
was Reverend G. VanDooren who re-
minded us that without people, it is just
a building or shell. The church, he said,
is the workshop of the Holy Spirit and
He promises that He will be there and
work faith in our hearts. -

Rev. VanDooren closed this session
with a prayer of thanksgiving, and after-
wards everyone had a chance to roam
and “inspect” the building again.

Great are the works of the Lord!

Peter Bosscher

Annual League Day of the Womens'
Societies of Manitoba

Carman “Rejoice in the Lord” and Win-
nipeg “God's Word as Our Guide”

June 20, 1991, 9:30 a.m... the audi-
torium of our church building at 211
Rougeau Avenue in Winnipeg was be-
ginning to fill up. All enjoyed a cup of
coffee and some “gezelligheid.” At 10:00
a.m. the meeting was officially opened
by our vice-all, Mrs. Betsy Kingma. We
read Psalm 146 and sang from the same
Psalm, stanzas 1, 2, and 3. We were
then led in prayer. The minutes (includ-
ing a summary of topics discussed last
year) were read, adopted, and signed.

Our speaker for the morning, Mrs.
Aaltje Hultink-Moes, was introduced to
us. Her topic was the task of the govern-
ment in relation to the ten command-
ments. Her presentation was entitled
“Searching for the New Jerusalem.” She
described several biblical perspectives
that have developed with regards to the
role of civil government and the flaws in
these theories. She showed us how we
could not draw a parallel between the
nation of Israel (covenant nation) and the
nation we live in. In conclusion she told
us that the way to the restoration of so-
ciety was most importantly through the
preaching of God's Word.

Foliowing a brief intermission, we en-
joyed an informative discussion, with
many enlightening answers by Mrs.
Moes. All too soon we had to close the
discussion. Mrs. Kingma thanked our
speaker for her excellent work and pre-
sented her with a $25.00 certificate from
Hull's Bookstore.

We went on to sing a beautiful new
League Day song composed by Mrs. Liz
Buist especially for this day.

By this time it was noon. Mrs. King-
ma asked the Lord's blessing over our
meal, and we sat down to a delicious
lunch consisting of cold cuts, salads,
buns, and fruit kebabs for dessert. Our
vice-all then read Psalm 128 and closed
in thanksgiving prayer.

We met in the auditorium again at
1:15 p.m., at which time Mrs. Frieda
Snyder entertained us with a play called
“Old Shep,” the theme of which was “A
Dog's Life Isn't So Bad, After Alll”

Our treasurer, Mrs. Liz DeVries,
opened the afternoon session. She read
Deut. 6:1-15, Acts 16:11-18, and Psalm
119:1-4. She introduced to us Mr. Heres
Snyder, who spoke to us on “The Whole
Language Approach.” He made it clear
that his presentation was intended as a

springboard for fruitful discussion, not
as the final word. He first expanded on a
few different terms in order to form a
framework with which to address the is-
sue of “Whole Language.” He then
showed us how “Whole Language”
viewed change, content of subject mat-
ter, and children/teachers completely dif-
ferently from the traditional views on
learning. He concluded by stating that
there is still much tension between the
two views, and that there is still the ques-
tion of whether effective teaching strate-
gies based on one philosophy can be
used on another.

After a brief intermission, we en-
joyed a lively question period. Again, we
were soon pressed for time, and the dis-
cussion was closed. Mrs. DeVries
thanked Mr. Snyder for her work and pre-
sented him also with a $25.00 certificate
from Hull's.

We closed with the singing of Hymn
8:1 and prayer. League Day 1991 was
officially over. Many stayed for refresh-
ments, however, before going home
physically and spiritually filled for anoth-

er day. =
o
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OUR LITTLE MAGAZINE

By Aunt Betty

ANIMAL WORDSEARCH
Hello Busy Beavers, From Busy Beaver Denise Hoekema
One Busy Beaver wrote me that
she .’a}‘?dther siiter s;.le;ta'; iBafort! DS FE S ROHENATPTER
you like to make a fort? Do you an -
your friend have a secret place? FLCTDBONHA
in the story cailed The Secret Hid- FHTOIEI I EE
ing Place by W.G. Vandehulst, two AAGRWPN CLBR
boys have a fort in the woods. They RLDHUORAYXTER
love their adventure. Thay are busy -
in their fort. Their teacher says, “Keep INACCTL OPA
it a beautiful secret.” GLREPIGFHTU
. Tl\;)laréhas ?geagtifulbse(get, Loo, F ORISCM AACQC
in The Secret Garden, by Frances :
Hodgson Burnett. She loves working POPIGEONNA
in her secret place. Mary shared her S L Z EBRA STJ
beautiful secret with two boys (and
othersl). FIND:
You will find adventure and living :
in a secret place (1) in My side of the gggr ::';?gn
Mouniain, 1oo. The boy even makes bird pigeon
pets of wild animals! cat porcupine
Fortsarefun. cow rhinoceros
Reading and finding out about dog seal
other people's forts and hiding places elephant tiger
is fun, toot fox turile
Qiraffe whale
horse wolf
jaguar - zebra

The leftover letters form two words.
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BRAIN TEASERS!

The Bus Driver

A bus driver was going down a street. He went right past
a stop sign without stopping. He turmed left where there was
a “no left turn” sign. Then he turned the wrong way into a
one-way streel. And yet, he didn't break a single traffic law.

Hungry Horses

if five horses can eat five bags of oats in five minutes
how long will it take a hundred horses fo eat a hundred bags
of vats?

Leftover Sandwiches

Mrs. Martin made twenty-four sandwiches for a picnic. All
but seven were eaten. How many were left?
{See answers)

CARTOONS
by Busy Beaver Yvonne Van Egmond

KMOCK, KNOCK! WHO'S THERE?
From Busy Beavers Elisa and Karen Vandergaag

KnOCk
¥ kno
Whe! Ch,
v Y. O
Knotks K“‘::,? Oliver herep
\Nho‘;\; \;ﬂe Clivey Whoo
GOPRe \\ino? , rant liver toy
Gophe’ souchdow? rath telling i, " peopie .
ock k ére
Gopher @ Jokeg)
Knock, knock. oo
Who's there? ok, kno
Knock, knock,  Tuba. ‘6\?&0‘6 nere’
Who's there? Tuba who? 4tho .
fda. Tuba toothpaste! pathor Who'!
irda baked you a cake if | prownies leit!

knew vou were coming.

420

BIRTHDAY WISHES

To all our Busy Beavers celebrating the birthday in Oclo-
berwe wish a very happy day and a very happy vear ahead!
May our heavenly Father watch over you and bless vou and
keep you in the year ahead. Here's hoping you have a super
day celebrating with your family and friends!

Laura Harsevoort 2 Anne Van laar 18
Alyssa Lodder 2 Amy Vander Hout 18
Arlene Winkelaar 3 Jenny Stroop 20
Gerard Van Woudenberg 5 Will Van Oene 20
Karissa Veldman 5  Laura Aasman 21
Vanessa De Jong 6  Mary-Lynn Lof 23
Krista Werkman 13  Sharon De Vries 26
Erin Siebenga 17 Bryan Eelhart 28
Yvonne Van Egmond 17 Denise Elliott 31

FROM THE MAILBOX

Welcome to the Busy Beaver Club, Joshua
Burger. We are happy to have you join us.
Thank you for a very neat letter.

And a big welcome to you, too, Dorothy
Ondersma. 1 hope you get a pen pal soon. I'm
hoping vou'll share some of your drawings with us, Dorothy.
Bye for now.

Welcome to the Club, Sharalee Vanden Bos. Are you
good at playing baseball, too, Sharalee? Wrile again soon.

Congratulations on your twin brother and sister Jackie
Heinink. | think your grandmcther was excited, too, right. Have
fun with your baby sister and brother, Jackis!

Hello, Denise Hoeksema. 1t was nice to hear from you
again. Thank you for the puzzie, Denise.

Sounds to me as if you had lots of fun camping Jaciyn
DeHaas. Thank you for your colourful picture. Was thatl your
family camping? U'm looking forward to hearing from you
again.

Thank you for the puzzles Margaret Nyenhuis. | see you
have been busy. Are you glad o be back in school? How was
your summaer?

Pen pal needed for: Domthy Ondersma {Age 12)
RR1
Shelburne, Ontario
LON 150

Answers for Braini Teasers

"BSIN0T O YD) DUIOM SBUDIMDURS USASS USYL ‘U

198 910M SBUDIMPDUES UBASS ING |8 | SOUIMPUES IBAD-JaT]
‘sreo jo sBeq paipuny B Jes 0} sesioy

PRIpUNY © 104 SSINUIL Bl AJUO SBL [iiMm § '210j8181 ] "SIRC 1O
feg e 128 0] seInUIl aA) BSI0Y OBS SoNB] )| SOsIoM AbunL
‘Bupiiem sBMm 8y pUe 4o

ABD Sl sBm 3l 9SNEOeG SMIZE AUR NESIQ LUDID J8ALT SNg 8yl

Bye for now, Busy Beavers!
Keep busy!
Love to you ali,
Auni Betty



