
49

R E P O R T
OF THE COMMITTEE FOR CONTACT WITH CHURCHES 

IN THE AMERICAS
TO THE GENERAL SYNOD OF THE CANADIAN REFORMED 

CHURCHES 
TO BE HELD IN CHATHAM, ONTARIO IN 2004

1. Introduction
General Synod Neerlandia 2001 appointed the Committee for Contact with 
Churches in the Am ericas with the follow ing members: J. DeGelder, P. 
Feenstra, W. Gortemaker, K. Jonker, L. Knegt, J. Moesker, W. Oostdyk, A. 
Poppe and G. VanWoudenberg.
A t the firs t m eeting Rev. Feenstra was appointed as chairm an, Rev. 
DeGelder as secretary and Rev. Moesker as treasurer.
The various ins tructions o f Synod N eerland ia  were d ivided over two 
subcommittees. The members from Manitoba formed Subcommittee West, 
which was responsible for the contacts with the RCUS, the IPCM, and the 
IRB. The members from Ontario formed Subcommittee East, which was 
responsible for the contacts with the OPC, the ERQ, the KPC in NA, as well 
as for sending an observer to NAPARC.
In 2001 no delegates were available to attend the annual NAPARC meeting 
in November, w hereas in 2002 it turned out to be more practical that 
brothers from the Subcommittee West would attend.
General meetings of the CCCA were held on September 7, 2001 and on 
September 6, 2002.
Concern was expressed about the fac t that the m ajority o f the CCCA 
members are scheduled to retire at Synod 2004. As it now stands only two 
of the serving members are scheduled to remain in the committee. We are 
of the opinion that Synod should address this imbalance.

2. Subcommittee East

2.1 Meetings
Meetings of the Eastern Subcommittee were held on October 22, 2001; May 
7, 2002; August 13, 2002; March 10, 2003 and April 15, 2003 with Rev. 
Feenstra as chairman and Rev. DeGelder as secretary. In the meeting of 
August 13, 2002 the committee met with two brothers from the ERQ, and on 
April 15, 2003 the committee met with the Committee on Ecumenicity and 
Interchurch Relationships of the OPC.

2.2 The Orthodox Presbyterian Church

2.2.1 Structure o f future discussions
At the 68*h General Assem bly o f the OPC (2001) in Grand Rapids the 
decision of Synod Neerlandia to establish Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the 
OPC was received with much joy. In response the G.A. decided “to approve 
the Agreement formulated jo in tly  by the Committee on Contact with the
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Orthodox Presbyterian Church of the Canadian Reformed Churches and the 
Com m ittee on Ecum enicity and Interchurch Relations o f the O rthodox 
Presbyterian Church, with the understanding that as of this approval the two 
churches are in Ecclesiastical Fellowship”.
Rev. DeGelder and br. G. Nordeman attended this G.A. as representatives 
of the CanRC. Also in personal contacts much thankfulness was expressed 
that after many years we have been able to come to this point together. The
G.A. addressed the following letter to the CanRC.

Our dear brothers of the Canadian Reformed Churches,
It is w ith deep gra titude and hum ility that this, the 6 8 ^  General 
Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, has received through 
our Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations the recent 
gracious actions of your Synod Neerlandia 2001 in order to establish 
Ecclesiastical Fellowship between our two churches. We are also most 
thankful to be informed that this decision was reached unanimously. 
You have now expressed forcefully your sense of unity with us and we 
delight to express ours with you. Praise be to our wise and mighty 
God! Flow worthy he is of our worship!
This General Assembly therefore is happy to inform you that it has 
approved the Agreement, as your Synod Neerlandia 2001 did, thus 
opening the door fo r our two churches to enter into Ecclesiastical 
Fellowship with each other. We understand the action of this General 
Assembly accepting the above agreement, in accordance with your 
action 5.5, "... upon their acceptance of the proposed agreement” to 
have the force  o f estab lish ing  the re la tionsh ip  o f E ccles iastica l 
Fellowship between us as o f this date. We trust that th is is your 
understanding, also.
Further, this General Assembly concurs in your desire, expressed in
5.6, "To continue contact with the OPC by the CCOPC... with the 
mandate to continue the discussions on the existing differences in 
confession and church polity as noted in the considerations and to 
work toward further unity” . We are grateful for this desire on your part 
for it is ours also, and our CEIR will plan to work fully with you to that 
end. Since it is your action, and we are responding, may we ask that 
your committee take the initiative to arrange the next meeting?
Finally, we should be remiss were we not to express with this letter our 
gratitude to God and our appreciation of your churches’ desire for the 
unity o f the body o f Christ, and the ongoing w illingness o f your 
CCOPC to work diligently and to meet with our CEIR over the years to 
bring us closer together. We do so now with a glad heart.
We believe that God has been glorified by our respective decisions to 
express our unity in Christ. We may now rejoice together that in his 
mercy we have this new unity for which we have striven for many years 
and which we hope will bring increasing perfection in years ahead; we 
presume now upon God to ask of Him further mercies to produce such 
fruit, bringing us increasingly closer to each other and to our God and 
his truth. "His tender mercies are over all his works.” Psalm 145:9.

Donald J. Duff, Stated Clerk.
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We note with thankfulness the expressed willingness of the OPC to continue 
the discussions on the existing differences between our two churches. At the 
meetings of the Subcommittee East a considerable amount o f time was 
spent to discuss the question how to deal with this “continued discussion” on 
a committee level. These discussions led us to the following conclusions. As 
committee we believe that there is no point in just a general discussion on 
divergences or differences. Over the past 20 years or so, many of the issues 
have been d iscussed , many pos ition  papers have been w ritten  and 
presented to the CEIR. Quite often the OPC has commented on our position 
and answered our questions. Synod did not instruct us to find out which of 
their responses were not satisfying. It will be important to determine the goal 
of ongoing discussions. Discussion for the sake of discussion is in the end a 
waste. We should try to focus firs t of all on the two points o f the jo in t 
agreement. It might be helpful and clarifying to entertain a discussion as to 
how these principles are put into practice, or should be put into practice. It 
would be helpful not to restrict ourselves to formal discussions between the 
COCA and the CEIR, but to explore other ways to promote this “continued 
d iscussion” . For instance, through artic les in each o the r’s magazines, 
attending office bearers conferences, and cooperation in Mission and Home 
Mission.

2.2.2 The 6 9 ^  General Assembly
Rev. Feenstra and br. G. VanW oudenberg attended the 6 9 ^  General 
Assembly of the OPC, held in Wenham, Mass., in June 2002. Interesting for 
us to note is that the G.A. invited the ERQ to enter into ‘corresponding 
relations’ with the OPC. It was also reported that the CEIR had extensive 
discussions on a number of issues with the URCNA.
It will be good to give some attention in the future to two reports that will be 
submitted to the 7 0 ^  G.A., to be held in 2003: The report of the Committee 
on Revisions of the Directory for Worship, and the report of the Committee 
on Views of Creation.

2.2.3 The OPC and the URCNA
The CEIR  is w illing  to share w ith  us docum ents  and o the r re levan t 
information that show the progress in the discussion between the OPC and 
the United Reformed Churches. From their side the CEIR would like to see 
the results and conclusions of the discussions between the CanRC and the 
URCNA.

2.2.4 Meeting with the CEIR on April 15, 2003
Our first and only meeting (since Synod Neerlandia) with the CEIR was held 
on April 15, 2003 in Hamilton. The report of this meeting is included in this 
report as an appendix. The CEIR had informed us, that they would like to 
hold their Spring 2003 meeting in Canada, preferably in the Hamilton area. 
The meeting was held on April 15 and 16 in the Theological College.
In the discussion we focused on two main areas:
How do we read/use/work w ith the statem ents we have agreed on as 
churches concerning the Supervision of the Lord’s Supper and Confessional 
Membership?
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What about the future of our discussions, and the goals we want to set for a 
"long-term agenda” in working toward greater unity?
We had a helpful and clarifying discussion on the issues mentioned under a, 
which was held in a brotherly atmosphere. We did not come to particular 
proposals or agreed statements. It was suggested that we appoint a small 
committee with two members from the CCCAand two from the CEIR to work 
out and present statements that clarify the terminology we use, and can help 
us focus in future discussions. No decision was made at the time.
With regard to the possibility to set up a framework and establish goals for a 
long-term agenda to work toward greater unity, we agreed that it would be 
helpful to identify areas of priority with points to discuss. A letter will be sent 
with suggestions.
The CEIR has adopted a rotating schedule for meeting annually with one of 
the churches in North America with whom the OPC is in Ecclesiastical 
Fellowship. This could mean that the CCCA would only meet with the CEIR 
every five years (after 2003 the first time in 2008!), which would make it very 
difficult for the CCCA to fulfill the mandates of our General Synods. The 
OPC brothers explained that this structure is the required minimum, and that 
we can meet beyond that, as often as we deem necessary and beneficial.

2.2.5 Recommendations
The Committee recommends that Synod Chatham decide
• to continue the relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the

Orthodox Presbyterian Church under the adopted rules.
• to instruct the CCCA to continue the discussions on the existing 

differences in confession and church polity, and to work toward 
further unity with the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

2.3 I ’Eglise Reformee du Quebec

2.3.1 The Mandate o f Synod Neerlandia
The mandate of Synod Neerlandia, to continue developing closer ties with 
the ERQ with the goa l o f  estab lish ing eccles iastica l fe llowship (...) by 
fulfilling the following mandate: 1. to discuss the differences between the 
Three Forms o f Unity and the Westminster Standards, with priority on the 
issues o f pulpit supervision, fencing o f the Lord’s Table, and confessional 
a c c o u n ta b ility .. . ,  caused  som e d is c u s s io n  in the  m ee ting s  o f the  
su bco m m itte e  e as t. It w as not c le a r w h e th e r reach ing  the  goa l o f 
“establishing ecclesiastical fellowship” was to be dependent on the complete 
fulfillment of the instruction in 5.4.1. It seemed fair to make a comparison 
with what happened in our relationship with the OPC.

W ith regard to the OPC Synod concluded that the need fo r continued 
discussion should not prevent the establishing of Ecclesiastical Fellowship, 
which was possible when a basic agreement with the OPC was reached on 
the Fencing of the Lord’s Table and Confessional Membership.

Our conclusion as committee was, therefore, that, if we could come to a 
sim ilar understanding on these issues with the ERQ, we could possibly
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move towards Ecclesiastical Fellowship. This would then also include the 
willingness to continue the discussion on the existing differences.

One of the difficulties the committee anticipated was that the Interchurch 
Relations Committee of the ERQ did not have a mandate to deal with these 
matters. The ERQ Synod had decided not to enter into d iscussions on 
issues that were not being raised by the consistories within the ERQ.
We presented the decisions of General Synod Neerlandia to the Interchurch 
Relations Committee of the ERQ, and invited the brothers for a meeting to 
discuss together how to proceed in fulfilling the instructions of our synods. 
For a long time there was no response.

2.3.2 Meeting with ERQ representatives on August 13, 2002
Due to a significant turnover in the composition o f the ERQ Committee for 
Interchurch Relations (all 4 members were replaced) our correspondence 
was misplaced, and fo r a while we had some trouble contacting the right 
persons.

Then, on August 13 ,2002, we were able to arrange a meeting with two 
rep re sen ta tives  o f the ERQ, m em bers o f the  In te rchurch  R e la tions 
Com m ittee: Rev. Bernard W esterveld and br. Philippe DeBlois. At this 
meeting we spent some time d iscussing our mandate, to d iscuss the  
d iffe rences betw een the Three Form s o f U n ity  and  the W estm inste r 
Standard, with p rio rity  on pu lp it supervision, fencing o f the table, and  
confessional accountability.

We clarified that the way that led up to Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the 
OPC shows that the need to discuss the differences between the various 
reformed confessions should not prevent us from coming to Ecclesiastical 
Fellowship. Decisive is the willingness to continue this discussion, so that 
these differences do not disappear from the agenda, once Ecclesiastical 
Fellowship has been established.

The brothers of the ERQ informed us that they do not have a mandate to 
discuss the issues identified in the decision of Synod Neerlandia as issues 
that should have priority. Flowever, the matters of the Fencing of the Lord’s 
Supper and Confessional Membership are now under study. This is a step 
forward, compared to the response o f the ERQ to the decision of Synod 
Fergus 1998.

The ERQ brothers stressed the desire of the ERQ to continue striving for 
Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the CanRC. They were also wondering what 
had happened to the option of “federative unity”? This matter had come up 
in th e ir d iscuss ions  w ith  the URC com m ittee, s ince  fo r  the URCNA 
“Ecclesiastical Fellowship” as phase 2 in their ecumenical relations, is a 
stepping stone for federative unity.

2.3.3 Further Developments
E arly  in 2003 the  com m ittee  w as in fo rm ed th a t the ERQ Synod o f
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S e p te m b e r  2 0 0 2  had instructed  its Interchurch R e la tio n s  C om m ittee  to 
discuss with the CanRC the fo llow ing three points o f d ivergence as soon as 
S yn o d  h a s  p ro n o u n c e d  i ts e lf  on th e m : a) th e  L o rd ’s S uppe r, b) the  
Supervision o f the Pulpit, and  c) the adherence to the confession by  the 
m em bers o f the ERQ.

W e w ere a lso  informed that the ERQ Synod  o f March 2 0 0 3  w a s  su p p o se d  to 
deal with a report and proposal on the Supervision  of the Lord’s  Supper.
W e w rote to the Interchurch R elations C om m ittee that w e  w e lco m ed  with 
thankfu lness the ex p r e sse d  w illingness of the ERQ to d is c u ss  th e s e  m atters, 
a s  a new  direction in our con tacts with the ERQ. But w e  su g g e s te d  at the 
s a m e  tim e that p erh ap s it w ould  be m ore b en efic ia l for the relationsh ip  
b etw een  our churches, if w e  would be ab le  to interact with the report and  
proposal on the Lord’s  Supper, and d isc u ss  th e s e  m atters, before the ERQ  
Synod  w ould m ake a final d ecis ion .

T he result w a s  that the ERQ Synod  did not m ake a final d ecis ion  concern ing  
the q u estio n s of the Lord’s  Sup p er and C on fession a l M em bership, s o  that 
th e s e  m atters will continue to be studied.

W e have exp ressed  our appreciation for this course of action, and have offered 
to facilitate the d iscussion  by providing them  with co p ies  several docum ents  
that w ere produced in our d iscu ssion s with the OPC on th ese  is su es .

That w a s  in April 2 0 0 3 , and w e  h op e to be ab le  to m eet again  and d is c u ss  
th e s e  top ics. H opefully w e  can  then  c o m e  to a  sim ilar a g reem en t a s  w a s  
r e a c h e d  w ith th e  O P C , w h ich  w ou ld  p rov id e th e  fram ew ork  for further  
d isc u ss io n s  and growth within the relationship o f E cclesiastica l Fellow ship.

2.3.4 Goals
A s co m m ittee  w e  a ls o  w an t to e m p h a s iz e  that E cc le s ia s tica l F ellow sh ip  
should  not b e  s e e n  a s  goa l in itself. More important is the aim  to support the  
ch u rch es in Q u eb ec  in their spiritual growth and their estab lish m en t a s  fully 
reform ed ch urches, theologically  and practically rooted in the Word o f God  
and  th e  reform ed c o n fe s s io n s . E cc lesia stica l F ellow ship  can  support this, 
but it is not a  condition for it. It is g ood  to realize that appreciation for the  
reform ed heritage will grow  slowly. In this light w e  w ant to s tr e s s  that the  
practical and supportive approach o f the C anR C  in O w en Sound  h a s  proven  
to b e very helpful and beneficial. T he council o f  the O w en Sou n d  C anR C  
kept u s informed about the grow ing relationship b etw een  the congregation  in 
O w en Sound  and the ERQ in S t.G eo rg es  d e  B ea u ce  through the support for 
the work o f R ev. Paulin Bedard.

P e r h a p s  it w ou ld  b e  a g o o d  id e a  to  s t im u la te  c o n ta c t s  b e tw e e n  lo ca l 
ch urches, similar to the O w en Sound  situation.

2.3.5 Recom m endations
A lthough  w e  w ou ld  lo v e  to reco m m en d  th at S y n o d  C h ath am  d e c id e  to  
estab lish  E cclesiastica l Fellow ship with the ERQ, w e  m ust say, that s o  far
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not much h as ch an ged  s in c e  Synod  N eerlandia 2 0 0 1 . T he m atters that w ere  
to receive  priority in our d iscu ss io n s  are still being studied  by the ERQ.

T herefore the com m ittee recom m en d s that, with regard to the ERQ, Synod  
C hatham  d ec id e  to continue the m andate for the CCCA a s  w a s  g iven  by 
Synod  N eerlandia 2001 in 5 .4  of Art. 2 2  of the A cts.

2.4 Korean Presbyterian Churches in North Am erica  
S y n o d  N eer la n d ia  m a n d a ted  th e  C C C A  "to c o n ta c t  th e  K PC NA  a s  per  
in form ation  su b m itte d  by th e  C hurch  a t W illo u g h b y  H e ig h ts ”. All th e  
information available w a s  a handwritten list o f Korean pastors in North and  
South  A m erica (dated March 19, 1998).
Efforts to con tact so m e  o f the (C anadian) a d d r e s s e s  on this list have b een  
fruitless.
T he com m ittee recom m end that syn od  d ec id e  to d iscontinue the m andate of 
the CCCA to contact the Korean P resbyterian C hurches in North A m erica

3. Subcom m ittee West

T h e s u b c o m m it te e  w e s t  o f  th e  S y n o d ic a l C o m m ittee  for C o n ta c t w ith  
C hurches in the A m ericas dealt with contact with the Igreja R eform ada do  
B rasil (IRB o f B razil), th e  In d ep en d en t P resb y ter ia n  C hurch o f  M exico  
(IPCM), the R eform ed Church in the United S ta te s  (R C U S), and a s  it turned  
ou t a sh a red  responsib ility  regarding S y n o d ’s  m an d ate  pertaining to th e  
North A m erican P resbyterian and R eform ed Council (NAPARC).

3.1 M eetings
M em bers o f su b com m ittee W est w ere  p resen t at m eetin gs o f the full CCCA  
in Hamilton:
S e p . 2 0 0 1  w a s  a tten d ed  by th e  brs. W. G ortem aker, J. M oesker, and A. 
P o p p e  S e p . 2 0 0 2  atten d ed  by the brs. W. G ortem aker, K. Jonker, and J. 
M oesker
T he S ep .2 0 0 1  full CCCA m eeting divided the ta sk  o f the com m ittee over  two 
su b -com m ittees: o n e  in Ontario and the other in M anitoba. T he S e p . 2 0 0 2  
full CCCA m eeting d is c u sse d  the work d o n e  s o  far and m ad e preparations 
for a full CCCA m eeting in M ay/June 2 0 0 3  in M anitoba in v iew  o f reporting to 
Synod  2 0 0 4 .
N ine m eetin gs o f the W estern  S u b com m ittee w ere  held: on Nov. 07 , 2 0 0 1 , 
Jan . 23 , 2 0 0 2 , April 10, 2 0 0 2 , Ju n e 19, 2 0 0 2 , S e p . 25 , 2 0 0 2 , Oct. 30 , 2 0 0 2 , 
D ec  11, 2 0 0 2 , Jan . 22 , 2 0 0 3 , and May 29 , 2 0 0 3 . M inutes are m ad e of th e se  
m e e tin g s  and th e  m in u tes w ere  sh a red  with th e  brothers o f  th e  ea stern  
subcom m ittee.
On behalf o f the C hurches, the w estern  su b com m ittee  w a s  represen ted  at 
the following ecc les ia s tica l a sse m b lie s  and m eetings:

IRB in Brazil 2nd S yn od  o f IRB in C olom bo -  Parana; held  
S ep tem b er  10-14 , 2 0 0 2  

d eleg a te: A. Nap (a d d ress and reporter).
R C U S in the United S ta te s
255th  R C U S Synod  in M enno SD; held May 14-17 , 2001;
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fraternal d e leg a te s: K. Jonker (the a d d ress) and J. M oesker (reporter). 
256th  R C U S Synod  in Sutton NE; held May 2 0 -2 4 , 2002; 
fraternal d e lega te: W. G ortem aker  
257th  R C U S Synod  in Eureka SD; held May 19-23 , 2003; 
fraternal d e leg a te s: W. G ortem aker and K. Jonker  

(the a d d ress  and reporter)
R C U S IRC m eeting at Flat R ock NC; held Nov.11, 2 0 0 2  
R C U S representatives: M. Koerner, R. Morris, R. Potter, G. S ym n s  
C anR ef. representatives: W. Gortem aker, K. Jonker, A. P op p e  
NAPARC
28th NAPARC m eeting in Flat R ock NC; held 12-13  Nov. 2 0 0 2 .
O bserver d e leg a te s: W. Gortem aker, K. Jonker, A. P oppe

3 .2  IGREJA REFORMADAS DO BRASIL (IRB)

Synod  2001 m andated  the CCCA
“to m aintain contact with the IRB under the adopted rules fo r ecclesiastica l 
fe llowship."

3.2.1 E cclesiastica l Fellow ship
T he clerk o f S yn od  2001  inform ed u s  that h e  had com m u n ica ted  S yn od  
N eerlandia’s  decision  regarding IRB to the Brazilian ch urches. Our com m ittee  
in terp reted  S y n o d ’s  d e c is io n  “to  o ffer  a r e la t io n sh ip  o f  e c c l e s ia s t ic a l  
fellow ship to the IRB” to m ean: to en ter into su ch  a relationship with th e se  
ch u rch es. W e con sid ered  that the IRB had req u ested  su ch  a relationship. 
T herefore, w e  did not d eem  it n e c e ssa r y  to a sk  them  w hether they  w ould  
a ccep t u s. Two printed co p ie s  o f A cts Synod  2001  w ere sen t to them .

T he IRB c o n s is ts  o f tw o R egional sy n o d s . T he Southern  R egional S ynod  
includes th e  ch u rch es o f C olom bo and Unai. T he Northern R egional Synod  
c o n s is ts  o f the ch u rch es in N orth-eastern Brazil. In contrast to the ch u rch es  
o f the Southern R egional Synod , the ch u rch es w hich form the N orth-eastern  
R egional Synod  a ls o  co m e  togeth er  a s  a  c la s s is .

S y n o d  C o lo m b o  a ls o  a c c e p te d  a  d e le g a t io n  from  th e  not y e t  institu ted  
m issionary church in M aceio. R ev. D e G raaf took  along  with him a num ber 
o f e ld ers  in training in order to provide them  with the ex p er ien ce  o f attending  
a  Synod .

Our com m ittee  fe lt that in th e  initial s ta g e  o f  our con tact with th e  IRB, it 
w ould  b e  m o st b en efic ia l to  in vo lve  th e  C a n ad ian  c h u r c h e s  con d u ctin g  
m ission  in Brazil (Surrey  M aranatha and  H am ilton) in order to fulfill our  
m andate (e .g . sen d in g  greetin g s via their official visitors and d e le g a te s  to  
B razil). W e c o n ta c te d  th e  s e n d in g  c h u r c h e s  for m iss io n  in B razil, th e  
c h u r c h e s  a t  H a m ilto n  a n d  S u r r e y . V ia  t h e s e  c o n t a c t s  w e  r e c e iv e d  
inform ation ab ou t a d d r e s s e s ,  th e  d a te  o f  their S y n o d , n a m e s  o f v isitors  
and/or d e le g a te s  to  th e s e  ch u rch es and to their Synod  in S ep t. 2 0 0 2 .
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W hen w e  w ere  informed that brother A. Nap w ould b e travelling to Brazil in 
S ep tem b er  2 0 0 2 , th e  com m ittee  a sk e d  him to rep resen t our ch u rch es  at 
their Syn od . Brother Nap a ccep ted  our req u est and translated our letter to 
the IRB Synod  into P ortu gu ese .

3 .2 .2  Visit Brother A. Nap
In our letter w e  s e n t  our fraternal greetin g s with the prayer that the H ead of 
th e  church w ould b le s s  their w ork for th e  building up o f  th e  c h u rch es  in 
Brazil. For clarity sa k e  w e  repeated  our rules for ecc le s ia s tica l fellow ship .

Furthermore, w e  requested  them  to sen d  all relevant information about their 
churches and Synod m eetings (preferably in the English language) to us. W e  
a ls o  e x p r e s s e d  our d e s ir e  to hear from  th em  how  th ey  w ould  m ak e th e  
relationship betw een  our churches a living matter. Brother Nap served  u s with a 
report o f his visit.

W e received  his report with m uch appreciation.
Brother N ap ’s  report sh o w s  that the IRB h a s  en joyed  growth s in c e  1 9 76 . 
T he m em bership  now  sta n d s at about 5 0 0 . S ynod  d ec id ed  to publish a final 
v e r s io n  o f  th e ir  P s a lt e r  (1 5 0  P s a lm s  a n d  2 0 0  H y m n s) in fo u r  y e a r s .  
R efo rm ed  literature is b e in g  tra n s la ted  into P o r tu g u e s e  an d  w o rk s o f  
t h e o l o g ia n s  s u c h  a s  V a n B r u g g e n , D o u m a , T rim p , D o e k e s ,  a n d  
V elem aA /anG enderen  will b eco m e  available in that lan gu age in future.
O ur D u tch  s i s t e r  c h u r c h e s  (G K V ) a ls o  h a v e  c o n ta c t  w ith  th e  Igreja  
P resb iteriana  d o  Brasil (IPB). S yn od  Zuidhorn how ever, d ec id ed  to work  
tow ard s a tripartite d ia lo g u e  with th e  IRB and  IPB. T h erefore  th e  GKV 
req u ested  the IRB to clarify their position with regard to the IPB.

IRB’s  com m ittee for contact with the IPB received  the following m andate:
a. To ex p r e ss  thankfu lness to the Lord for the fact that the IPB

* h a s  R eform ed  c o n fe s s io n s  and  publicly c o n f e s s e s  th e  R eform ed  
faith;

* took a firm stand and con d em n ed  the h e r e s ie s  o f Sam u el Doutorian;
* took  a firm position with regard to Freem asonry;
* is not continuing relationships with liberal church organizations.

b. To ex p r e ss  concern  a s  well a s  s a d n e s s  about
* the IPB’s  m em bership  of the World A lliance o f R eform ed C hurches  

(WARC). Via WARC the IPB is in contact with very liberal churches;
* th e  h ierarchical structure o f the IPB. T his h ierarchy r e d u c e s  the  

prime responsibility of e ld ers and allow s for a concentration of pow er  
in a few  p erson s.

c. To inquire about:
* the position of serving m inisters w ho are m em bers of free M asonic  

organizations;
* p oss ib le  to lerance of liberal and/or P en tecosta l teach in gs at so m e  of 

the six  sem in aries .
According to brother Nap, it is not possible to equate the OPC and the IPB in 
policies concerning the church order. The IPB has an extrem ely hierarchical 
structure.
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Brother Nap hoped “that the C anadian R eform ed C hurches will not strive for 
parallel d iscu ss io n s  with the IPB. A s an independent church federation, the  
IRB is entitled to so lv e  an is su e  that is primarily Brazilian.” Our C om m ittee  
sh a res  this opinion.

In 2 0 0 0 , IRB m em b ers w ho w ere  in training at the IPB sem inary in R ecife, 
d iscontinued  their s tu d ie s  at th is institution. At p resen t th e s e  sem in arian s  
rece iv e  th eo log ica l training from the m ission aries A. deG raaf, E. V enem a, 
and K. W iesk e. This ad -h oc  program is only for the sem inarians w ho h ave  
s tu d ie d  in R e c ife .  T h is  p ro ject is  f in a n c e d  by su p p o rtin g  c h u r c h e s  in 
Hamilton and Surrey, a s  well a s  by the GKV in the N etherlands.

S yn od  C olom bo d ec id ed  to approve th is ad -h o c  project, w hich previously  
had b e e n  a c c e p te d  by th e  m em b er  c h u r c h e s . S y n o d  a ls o  form ulated  a 
m andate for a  n ew  com m ittee. This com m ittee h a s  to form ulate p lans for the  
p ost ad -h o c  situation.
B rother N ap  a ls o  rep orted  that th e  IRB h a s  b e c o m e  m ore in d ig en o u s!  
“B efore, s o m e  com m ittees exclu sively  co n sisted  o f ‘foreign ers’. N ow  so m e  
m ission aries are ‘on ly’ “co n se lh e iro s .”

Finally brother N ap m ad e the following observations:
* T he con tact with IRB will, for a substantia l part, rem ain a com m ittee- 

level contact.
* It is m a n d a to ry  to  s e n d  P o r tu g u e s e - s p e a k in g  o b s e r v e r s  to  fu ture  

Brazilian sy n o d s.
* T here are natural con tacts b etw een  m em b ers o f the tw o federations:

-  a  tea ch er  from M aragogi is studying in Vancouver;
-  a  youth group from the F raser V alley is preparing to  help with the  

construction o f the church in Ibura (R ecife);
brother N ap will a s s i s t  in p ro fe ss io n a l d e v e lo p m e n t for B razilian  
teach ers .

In mid-February, 2 0 0 2 , m em bers from the W innipeg ch u rches (Gerry Kuik, 
John Kuik, Jak e  & D arlene Kuik) visited  Brazil. T hey  a ls o  p a s s e d  on our 
greetin gs. T he visitors returned with an en th u siastic  report that the Brazilian 
ch u rch es  are doing w ell under the b le s s in g s  o f the Lord. In particular in 
R ecife there s e e m s  to be a hunger for the R eform ed faith.

3 .2 .3  Evaluation o f our contact with IRB
T he con tact w e  had with IRB w a s  an indirect con tact. This w a s  d o n e  on  
purpose a s  reported a b o v e . A s long a s  ch u rch es within our federation have  
c lo s e  tie s  with IRB through m ission  work, our e c c le s ia s t ic a l co n ta c t can  
naturally be ex erc ised  via th o se  ch u rch es and/or represen tatives.

3 .2 .4  R ecom m endations:
Synod: 1. express gratitude fo r growth and a positive  deve lopm ent in the 
IRB

2. m anda te  the CCCA to m a in ta in  co n ta c t w ith  the  IR B u n d e r the  
adopted rules fo r ecclesiastica l fellowship
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3 .3  INDEPENDENT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCHES IN MEXICO (IPCM)
Synod  2001  m andated  the CCCA “to fu rthe r investigate the IPCM."
T he com m ittee b egan  to carry out its m andate by studying the “supporting  
d o cu m en ts” m entioned in Article 37  o f A cts 2 0 0 1 . S evera l con tact p erson s  
w ere  identified w h o  m ight be co n ta c ted  to req u est inform ation ab ou t the  
IPCM. H ow ever, th o s e  w h o  r e sp o n d e d  to  our le tters r eq u estin g  further  
c o n ta c t  w ith th e  IPCM did not g iv e  u s  p ertin en t in form ation . T h e  m ain  
resp on d en ts to our co rresp on d en ce w ere  Dr. C. V anDam  and Dr. John Paul 
R oberts, form er Presbyterian m issionary in M exico. In D ecem b er  2001  Dr. 
VanDam  visited M exico and m et Rev. Noh. A report van Prof. V anD am ’s  visit 
h a s b een  published in Clarion  Vol.51 #8 .

3 .3 .1  C orresp on d en ce
N um erous attem pts w ere  m ad e to obtain the a d d ress  o f s o m e o n e  w hom  w e  
w ould call the secretary  o f con tact with ch u rch es abroad or a  m em ber o f an  
in terchurch re la tio n s co m m ittee . L etters, f a x e s  and  e m a ils  w e r e  hardly  
resp o n d ed  to. Short r e s p o n s e s  on ly  referred u s  to o th er  a d d r e s s e s .  For 
ex a m p le , a  letter w a s  written to R ev. Tah y N oh, a sk in g  him to  help our 
com m ittee regarding the following points:
1. How do w e  b e st d ev e lo p  a  relationship with the IPCM?
2. Is th ere  an Inter C hurch R ela tio n sh ip  C o m m ittee  a p p o in ted  by th e  

IPCM?
3. If there is not a  C om m ittee w ould th e  IPCM appoint o n e  s o  that our  

relationship could be d ev e lo p ed  on an official b a sis?
4. Do you have information on the IPCM for u s to p eru se?
5. A re th e r e  s t a t is t ic s  a v a ila b le  on  th e  IPCM F e d e r a tio n  reg a rd in g  

churches, m em bers, con tacts, e tc .?
6. W hat are the co n fessio n a l stan d ard s?  If available, w ould you be ab le  to 

sen d  them  to us?
This letter to Rev. Noh w a s  faxed  and mailed separately . No re sp o n se  w a s  
received .
In D ecem ber, 2 0 0 2 , w e  received  a com m unication from Dr. R oberts which  
s e e m e d  to indicate that the bon d s b etw een  him and the IPCM had b een  
stren gth en ed  again . This com m unication informed us about the appointm ent 
o f R ev . M isa e l C u sto d io  a s  ch a irm an  o f  th e ir  Inter C hurch  R e la t io n s  
C om m ittee.

He is a  person w ho can sp e a k  English. A letter w a s  se n t at o n c e  to Rev. 
C ustodio. His reply brought us back to sq u are o n e  s in ce  w e  are redirected  
to another contact person.

A nother letter w a s  received  from Dr. J.P. R oberts w ho h as apparently taken  
upon him self to function "ex officio” a s  a  liaison b etw een  IPCM and us. He 
informed us that our letter had b een  forwarded to the right person and that 
a n sw ers  w ere  forthcom ing. Our co rresp o n d en ce  with this person  h ave  to 
d ate rem ained fruitless.
T he R C U S h a s had the s a m e  problem  in co n ta c ts  with the IPCM a s  w e  
en cou n tered . For so m e  years they w ere  in ecc les ia s tica l fellow ship  with the  
IPCM. H ow ever, they  too received  no r e sp o n se s  to their corresp on d en ce .
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This y ea r  the IRC o f the R C U S reported to Synod: “A s reported last year, w e  
do not b elieve  that there is sufficient warrant to re-institute an active fraternal 
relationship b etw een  the R C U S and the IPCM. T hey  h ave not resp on d ed  to 
our inquiries regarding the w ay  su ch  a relationship would function. In light of 
this your C om m ittee recom m en d s, "(...) that the S tated  Clerk of Synod  write 
to  th e  IPCM  a n d  inform  th e m  th a t w e  a r e  te r m in a tin g  o u r  fra tern a l 
re la tion sh ip  with th em  in light o f th e  im p ractica lit ies  p reven tin g  fruitful 
in teraction, and that w e  pray G o d ’s  b le s s in g s  upon them  in th e  ch u rch 
gathering work of Christ.”

R C U S Synod  2 0 0 3  adopted  this recom m endation .

3 .3 .2  Evaluation o f our contact with IPCM
W e h a v e  b een  unab le to e sta b lish  an y  real m eaningfu l co n ta c t with the  
IPCM.

3 .3 .3  R ecom m endations:
Synod declare that:
1. a t th is  tim e  there  is  no rea son  to a c tiv e ly  p u rsue  an e cc le s ia s tica l 

re lationship with the IP C M ;
2. CCCA w ill report to Synod 2007 about any fu rther contact with the IPCM

3 .4  THE REFORMED CHURCH IN THE UNITED STATES (RCUS)
S y n o d  N e e r la n d ia  2 0 0 1  m a n d a te d  th e  C C C A : F irs t: “to  co n tin u e  the  
discussion on the issues noted in  the Considerations o f Acts  A rt.59.

4 .2 -  L o rd ’s D ay observance

4 .4 -  Lord  Supper to shut-ins

4 .5  - speak ing  about the Church in  the language  o f  the Three Form s o f  
U nity” Second: “to instruct the CCCA to com m unicate th is decision (Art. 
59, 5.1 - 5.11) and its im plications to the R C U S.”

T h e co n ta c t w ith th e  R C U S  o c c u p ie d  m o st o f  th e  tim e and  w ork o f  th e  
w estern  su b co m m ittee . W e did our u tm ost to atten d  their an n u al S y n o d  
m eetin gs with a s  m any o f our com m ittee m em bers a s  p ossib le . In 2 0 0 2  the  
R C U S  S y n o d  at S u tton  NE and  R eg io n a l S y n o d  W e s t  o f  th e  C an ad ian  
R eform ed C hurches w ere  held on the sa m e  d a te . T hree o f our com m ittee  
m e m b e r s  w e r e  d e le g a te d  to R eg io n a l S y n o d  W est, th ere fo re  o n ly  o n e  
d e leg a te , brother W. Gortemaker, attended the R C U S Synod  2 0 0 2 . R eports 
o f th e s e  visits are written and published in Clarion. After Synod  N eerlandia  
2001  w e  have b een  received  at R C U S S y n o d s a s  fraternal d e le g a te s , which  
m ea n s that w e  h ave all the privileges o f the floor (ex cep t the right to vote).

In D ec . 2001  the clerk o f our su b com m ittee ap p roached  the C la s s e s  o f our 
ch u rch es that w ere  c lo s e s t  to the R C U S C la ss is . He proposed  to h ave this 
c la ssica l contact a s  follow s:
* C la ss is  Ontario South  with R C U S C oven an t E a st C la ss is
* C la ss is  M anitoba with R C U S Northern P lains C la ss is
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* C la ss is  Alberta with R C U S South Central C la ss is
* C la ss is  Pacific E ast with the R C U S W estern  C la ss is
R eports from th e s e  C la s s e s  sh o w  that this contact is grow ing. M inisters from 
M anitoba have b een  involved in a R C U S m inisters’ co n feren ce  in Mitchell 
SD  and have preached  in the R C U S church at Minot, ND. T here h as a lso  
b e e n  e x c h a n g e  o f r e p r e se n ta tiv e s  b e tw e e n  C la s s is  P a c ific  E a st o f th e  
C anadian R eform ed C hurches and R C U S W estern  C lass is .

3 .4 .1  R C U S S y n o d s 2001 and 2 0 0 2
W e have b een  invited to sen d  d e le g a te s  to ea ch  synod  of the R C U S. During 
the R C U S S y n o d s  w e  h ave had g o o d  interaction with their d e le g a te s  to 
S y n o d  and  e s p e c ia lly  with th e  m em b ers  o f  their Interchurch R e la tio n s  
C om m ittee (IRC).
W e a c t iv e ly  p a r t ic ip a te d  in th e  w o rk  o f  th e  R C U S  C o m m it te e  fo r  
Ecum enicity, w hich m ak es recom m en d ation s for the d iscu ss io n  on Synod  
floor. T he R C U S brothers w e lc o m e d  and  a p p rec ia ted  our p r e s e n c e  and  
participation at their S y n o d s. From our s id e  w e  en joyed  being am ong them  
experiencing  the o n e n e s s  in the R eform ed faith.

At the closing d ate of Synod  N eerlandia, 2 0 0 1 , w e  b egan  to carry out our 
m andate regarding the R C U S. On that sa m e  day w e  arrived in M enno, SD , 
w here the R C U S w a s  holding its 255th  S ynod  from May 14-17 , 2 0 0 1 . In our 
a d d r e s s  to th is S y n o d  w e  o n c e  a g a in  introduced our ch u rch es , brought 
forward the is s u e s  w e  h ave  b een  m andated  to d isc u ss , and p a ss e d  on the  
rules under w hich w e  maintain ecc le s ia s tica l fellow ship  (the rules o f Lincoln 
1992). T he a d d ress  w a s  w ell received  and published in their church paper, 
the Reform ed Herald.

At the R C U S Synod  2001  in M enno SD , Rev. G. S y m s, their d e leg a te  to our 
S y n o d  N eerlan d ia  2 0 0 1 , g a v e  an  e x te n s iv e ly  oral report co n cern in g  th e  
w o r k in g s  a n d  d e c is io n s  o f  o u r  s y n o d . S y n o d  N e e r la n d ia ’s  d e c is io n s  
concern ing the R C U S h ave  clearly b een  com m unicated  to the R C U S.

Furthermore, from 2001  the is s u e s  for on goin g  d iscu ssio n  with the R C U S  
h a v e  b een  m entioned  in th e  IRC reports to th e  S y n o d s . In their report to 
Synod  2 0 0 2  w e  read:

“Your C om m ittee  n o te s  that regard ing 4 .5  th e  R C U S a d o p ted  th e  5 
principles con ta ined  in the church unity paper but not the paper itself 
(1 9 9 9  A bstract p .4 2 -4 9 ), w hich  con ta in s s o m e  la n g u a g e  m ore in line 
with the W estm inster S tandards than the T hree Form s o f Unity. This is 
the con cern  o f our C an R ef brethren. Your C om m ittee w ould w e lco m e  
this d iscu ss io n  with our C an R ef brethren a s  part o f our mutual working 
togeth er  in e cc le s ia s tica l fellow ship . Your C om m ittee b e liev e s  that the  
R C U S  p a p er  on  ch u rch  unity n e e d s  to  b e  a d o p te d  a s  w ell a s  th e  
princip les but r e c o g n iz e s  that th is p a p er  will n e e d  s o m e  fine-tun ing  
before it is p resen ted  to Syn od . In consideration  o f the m andate g iven  to 
th e  C C C A  by S y n o d  N e e r la n d ia  y o u r  C o m m itte e  e x p e c t s  to  m e e t  
som etim e this y ea r  with the CCCA at the sub -com m ittee  level.”
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3 .4 .2  T he Flat R ock M eeting
T hree brothers o f the w estern  su b com m ittee  attended  a m eeting with the  
Interchurch C om m ittee of the R C U S in Flat Rock, North Carolina on Nov. 11. 
2 0 0 2 . T he v en u e  of this m eeting w a s  ch o sen  in connection  with the m eeting  
of NAPARC on N ov.12 and 13.

At our O ctob er 2 0 0 3  su b co m m ittee  m eetin g  w e  form ulated  our th ou gh ts  
regarding the is su e s  to be d is c u sse d  with the R C U S a s  per our m andate. 
This m em o w a s  used  a s  a  guideline for the d iscu ssion , w hich w a s  held in an 
op en  and brotherly atm osp h ere , seek in g  to serv e  and to build o n e  another  
up in th e  faith . From th is d is c u s s io n  w e  report th e  fo llow in g  ( s e e  a ls o  
ap p en d ed  report):

1. Re L o rd ’s D ay Observance
How w e  m axim ize our devotion  to the Lord on His day is an important 

fa ce t in the life o f the Christian. T he R C U S brothers proposed  to bring 
forward to their syn od , w hen  approved by their Inter Church R elations  
C om m ittee, a  req u est regarding how  to interpret Lord’s  D ay 38: “...that, 
esp ec ia lly  on the day of rest, I diligently attend the church o f G od ....” It 
w a s  e m p h a s iz e d  th a t , fo r  th e  s a k e  o f  th e  L o rd ’s  h o n o u r , b o th  
federations n eed  o n e  another’s  help to maintain a  Biblical v iew  o f the  
day o f rest, fully using the m ea n s o f grace , that is, the Word o f G od.

2. Re L o rd ’s Supper to shut-ins
T he practice in th e  R C U S  is that in s o m e  c o n g r e g a tio n s  th e  Lord’s  
S u p p er is ce lebrated  with long-term  sh u t-in s under the supervision  of 
th e  c o n s is to r y .  O ff ic e  b e a r e r s  a n d  o fte n  s o m e  m e m b e r s  o f  th e  
con gregation  are in a tten d a n ce  and ce leb ra te  the Lord’s  S u p p er  with 
the shut-ins. T his celebration  usually  o ccu rs  on th e  sa m e  Lord’s  D ay  
th a t  th e  e n t ir e  c o n g r e g a t io n  p a r ta k e s  o f  th e  fo o d  a n d  d rin k  in 
rem em brance o f Him. W e noted that this practice ta k es p lace  in o n e  of 
our ow n co n g reg a tio n s  in th is m anner: at th e  tim e th e  celebration  is 
held , an e ld e r  and  a d e a c o n  g o  to th e  sh u t-in s  n ex t d o o r  w h o  are  
c o n n e c te d  via c lo s e d  circuit TV. In an o th er  co n g reg a tio n  th ey  h a v e  
approved this m ethod in principle, but h ave  not yet ex erc ised  it.

3. Confessional language in Church Unity Paper, etc.
In their reports to the last tw o R C U S S y n o d s the IRC m em b ers wrote  
th a t  th e  R C U S  C h u rch  U n ity  P a p e r  n e e d s  " f in e -tu n in g .” In th e  
d isc u ss io n  the brothers exp la in ed  w hat th ey  m ean t with this p h rase . 
“Fine-tuning” n e e d s  to be d on e  to align the docu m en t m ore with their 
ow n a d o p ted  c o n fe s s io n , being  th e  T h ree F orm s of Unity. T he Inter 
C h u rch  R e la t io n s  C o m m itte e  w ill p u r su e  th is  ta s k  an d  m a k e  its 
proposals to the R C U S Synod  for adoption.

4. O ther topics d iscussed a t the F la t R ock m eeting:
a. T h e a d m iss io n  o f g u e s t s  to  th e  T able o f  th e  Lord. T h e u s e  of 

a t t e s t a t io n s  w ith in  th e  C a n a d ia n  R e fo r m e d  C h u r c h e s  w a s  
exp lained .

b. T he actual bringing to practice of our ecc les ia s tica l fellow ship  with 
o n e  a n o th e r .  O ur c h u r c h e s  n e e d  to  b e  r e m in d e d  th a t  o u r  
relationship with the R C U S is a  s is ter  church relationship w hich
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includes the privilege o f participating in the d iscu ss io n s .
c. T he R C U S brothers a sk ed  u s  w h eth er  the tea ch in g s  o f  th e  N ew  

P e r s p e c t iv e  on  P a u l (E .P . S a n d e r s  an d  NT W right), an d  th e  
t e a c h in g s  o f  N orm an  S h e p h e r d  on  th e  c o v e n a n t  h a v e  fo u n d  
inroads in the C anadian R eform ed C hurches.

d. S o m e  c o n c r e t e  s u g g e s t i o n s  fo r  c o o p e r a t io n  w e r e  m a d e :  
Youth/family cam p s, T heological C o llege , and pulpit e x c h a n g e s .

Under the heading o f C hurches in Fraternal R elations the R C U S’ IRC reported 
our Flat R ock d iscu ss io n s  to Synod  Eureka 2 0 0 3  o f the R C U S a s  follows:

Canadian Reformed Churches (CanRef):
A su b com m ittee  m et with the C anadian R eform ed C hurches on 11-11- 

0 2 ,  j u s t  b e f o r e  th e  m e e t in g  o f  N A P A R C , in F la t R o c k , N C , a t  
Bonclarken, w hich is the C on feren ce C enter o f the A sso c ia te  R eform ed  
P resbyterian  C hurch. (A R P ). Our arran gem en ts d oveta iled  in su ch  a  
w a y  that our R C U S su b co m m ittee  co n s is tin g  o f  G e o r g e  S y m s , Ron  
Potter, M aynard K oerner (a s  w ell a s  R on Morris) could sp en d  am p le  
tim e with the C an R ef brothers, R ev. K. Jonker, E lders Bill G ortem aker  
and Art P op p e . T he item s o f d iscu ss io n  w ere  noted in last y ear’s  report 
per the C an R ef m andate, ‘T o  continue the contact w ith the R C US b y  the 
CCCA with a m andate to continue the discussion on the issues noted in  
the C onsiderations 4.2; 4.4; 4.5. (Acts o f G enera l Synod  N eerlandia, 
P-64).’’(...)

D is c u s s io n  o f  L ord ’s  D a y  O b s e r v a n c e .  T h e r e  w a s  a d is c u s s io n  
con cern in g  the p re feren ce  for 2  s e r v ic e s  from th e C a n R ef s id e . T he  
principle is that this h elp s u s o b se r v e  th e  day  a s  th e  Lord’s  Day. W e  
a g r e e d  th a t th e r e  w a s  a  n e e d  to  fu rth er  s tu d y  th e  a p p lic a tio n  o f  
H eidelberg C atech ism  Q uestion  103 . T he d iscu ss io n  a lso  included the  
principle that spiritual rest w a s  not the only thing in v iew  in Q/A 103 . T he  
day itself is a d d ressed  in the R C U S Constitution in that d esecra tion  of 
the day warrants discipline.

Lord’s  Sup p er to Shut-ins. T he R C U S practice w a s  exp la in ed . A concern  
w a s  e x p ressed  to the C an R ef brethren for shut-ins to h ave  the privilege 
of com m union at the Lord’s  Table. T he R C U S m en exp la ined  that to cut 
o ff th e  e ld e r ly /s h u t - in s  from  th e  L ord ’s  T a b le  is  ta n ta m o u n t  to  
excom m unication . W e a ls o  exp la ined  that the m inister and at lea st o n e  
eld er  is a lw a y s p resen t in order that ‘sacram en ta lism ’ is avoided . A brief 
exposition  o f the Word is g iven , and the form in the Directory o f W orship  
fo llow ed . F en cin g  th e  Lord’s  Table w a s  a ls o  d is c u sse d  in light o f  the  
ex p er ien ce  o f a  C an R ef m inister in o n e  o f our ch u rch es. It w a s  noted  
that th e  R C U S w ould  adm it m em b ers o f  a  Bible b eliev in g  church in 
g ood  standing and a g ree  with our teach ing  concern ing the m eaning of 
the S acram ent. R C U S m em b ers are w e lco m e  at C an R ef C hurches for 
C om m union if they  h ave so m e  proof o f m em bership , i.e ., an attestation  
that su ch  p erso n s  are m em b ers in g ood  standing in their local R C U S  
church.
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C o n fe s s io n a l L a n g u a g e  in th e  R C U S  p a p er  on  ch u rch  unity. T h e  
C anR ef brethren w ere interested  a s  to w hat w e  m eant by "fine tuning” 
this paper (per last y ear’s  report). T he R C U S brothers agreed  that there  
w a s  a n eed  to clarify sta tem en ts in support of the principles o f church 
unity. It w a s  noted that C an R ef and R C U S have the sa m e  view  of the  
church if that v iew  is b a sed  on the T hree Form s of Unity. T he d iscu ssion  
fo c u sse d  on the n eed  for the doctrine of church unity, and therefore, the 
n eed  for our principles for the sa m e  to reflect the teach ing  of the T hree  
Form s of Unity.

T h e IRC su b c o m m itte e  a ls o  a sk e d  a b o u t th e  in flu en ce  o f N orm an  
S hepherd  and the N ew  P ersp ective  on Paul in the C anR ef C hurches. 
W e d is c u s s e d  the protocol for reception  and  sea tin g  o f d e le g a te s  to 
their a sse m b lie s . It w a s  a lso  d isc u sse d  a s  to how  w e might prom ote a  
greater ecc les ia s tica l fellow ship . It w a s  thought that this fellow ship  might 
b e  p rom oted  by ou r c o n tin u ed  e x c h a n g e  o f  d e le g a t e s  a t S y n o d s ,  
C la ss e s , a lso  pulpit e x c h a n g e s , and Youth C am p s/C on feren ces .

Two recom m endations w ere  m ade to Synod  2003:
R e c o m m e n d a t io n  #1: T hat S y n o d  e r e c t  a  co m m ittee  to  stu d y  and  
report on the application  of H eidelberg C atech ism , Q /A 103 , i.e ., the  
Lord’s  D ay and how  it should  b e o b serv ed  in our churches. 
R e c o m m e n d a t io n  # 2 : That S y n o d  reco m m en d  to th e  ch u r c h e s  th e  
desirability  o f fe llow sh ip  with th e  C an ad ian  R eform ed  C h u rch es, via  
pulpit e x c h a n g e , v isiting C a n R ef C h u rch es, and  invitations to  youth  
c a m p s /co n feren ces  held by the various C la ss e s .

3 .4 .3  R C U S S yn od  2 0 0 3
At Synod  Eureka 2 0 0 3  the d e le g a te s  o f our su b com m ittee  (W. G ortem aker  
and Rev. K. Jonker) w ere  s e a te d  a s  fraternal d e le g a te s . K. W ezem an  w a s  
p resen t a s  fraternal d e le g a te  from our s is te r  ch u rch es in the N etherlands  
(GKV). T he fraternal d e leg a te  from the O PC  w a s  Rev. W.V. Picknally. Rev. 
Ralph Pontier w a s  ob server  on behalf o f the United R eform ed C hurches in 
North A m erica.

Our a d d r e ss  to  th e  R C U S S yn od  em p h a s ized  that a s  s is ter  ch u rch es w e  
n e e d  to  te a c h , to  a d m o n ish  o n e  an o th er  to th e  honour o f  our holy G od  
(P h ilip .2 :12  and  C o lo s s .3 :1 6 ) . W e are  p e o p le  w ith th e  s a m e  R eform ed  
b a c k g r o u n d , h a v in g  th e  s a m e  lo v e  fo r  th e  truth a n d  th e  R e fo r m e d  
co n fe s s io n s . T he H ead o f the Church h a s  p laced  u s on o n e  another’s  w ay. 
B e s id e s  the a d d r e ss  to Syn od , w e  a lso  participated in th e  d is c u ss io n s  on  
the floor o f Syn od , in particular regarding the recom m endations pertaining to 
the is s u e s  o f our Synod  N eerlandia 2 0 0 1 .

At R C U S sy n o d s  a  com m ittee  p rep ares th e  a g e n d a  item s for d eb a te  and  
d e c is io n  by S y n o d . A t R C U S  S y n o d s  th is  c o m m it t e e  h a s  th e  n a m e  
“E cum enical C om m ittee.” Our d e le g a te s  a s  w ell a s  the GKV d e le g a te  fully 
participated in the d iscu ssio n  regarding Lord’s  D ay o b serv a n ce , the Lord’s  
Supper to shut-ins, the confessional language o f the Church Unity paper. The
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Ecum enical Com m ittee accep ted  the recom m endations of the IRC and added  
a third, nam ely that the IRC be m andated to revise the language of the Church 
Unity paper by using the language of the T hree Form s o f Unity.
T he recom m endation  regarding S u n d ay  o b serv a n ce  created  a lively d eb a te  
on the floor of Synod , w hich sh o w ed  that there is no unanim ous m ind-set 
am ong the R C U S brothers. A s fraternal d e le g a te s  w e  took part in the d eb a te  
and em p h a sized  that in our tim e and a g e  a study regarding the application  
o f the 4th com m an d m en t w ould be very beneficia l for C hrist’s  C hurch. A 
great num ber of m em bers of Synod  w ere of the sa m e  opinion, h ow ever the  
recom m endation  w a s  d e fea ted  by 2 6  in favour and 4 2  a ga in st. T he other  
tw o recom m endations w ere  a ccep ted .

N otew orthy regarding R C U S interchurch relations is a lso  the con tact with 
the United R eform ed C hurches. T he IRC reported to Synod  2 0 0 3  that they  
had a m eeting with URC represen tatives, Rev. Todd Joling and R ev. Ralph  
Pontier.
M atters su ch  a s  the following w ere d iscu ssed :
a. the R C U S view  and p lace of the Holy Scriptures
b. c reed s  and con fession s;
c. formula of subscription on co n fessio n s;
d. significant factors in the two fed era tion s’ history, th eo logy  and  

ecc lesio logy ;
e . church order and polity;
f. liturgy and liturgical forms;
g. preaching, sa cra m en ts, and discipline;
h. theolog ica l education  for m inisters.

R ev. R. Pontier w a s  at the R C U S a s  the official ob server  o f the URC. In his 
a d d ress  h e informed Synod  that their com m ittee w ould p rop ose  to formally 
recogn ize  the R C U S a s  true ch u rch es o f the Lord and to en ter into fraternal 
relations with th em . R ev. P ontier em p h a s iz e d  th e  n eed  o f  organ izational 
unity b etw een  their ch u rch es, s in c e  w e  n eed  o n e  another. “Iron sh a rp en s  
iron!” S yn od  d ec id ed  to fo ster  c lo ser  con tact with th e  URC through pulpit 
e x c h a n g e s  and attending e a c h  o ther’s  church ev en ts .

In h is a d d r e ss  the O P C  fraternal d e le g a te  sp o k e  about th e  g o o d  con tact  
b etw een  their ch u rch es. H e com m en d ed  the R C U S for their position papers  
su ch  a s  the o n e  on W om en in T he Military. He informed Synod  that at the  
m om ent the O PC  is studying that topic a s  well.

U pon recom m en d ation  o f  th e  IRC and th e  E cu m en ica l com m ittee  S yn od  
Eureka a lso  d ec id ed  to ratify the reception o f the ERQ into NAPARC.

O ther a g e n d a  ite m s a t R C U S  S y n o d  w ere: P u b lica tio n s  an d  C hristian  
Education providing g ood  biblical S u n d ay  S ch oo l m aterials; the publication 
o f a  n ew  Hymn book; M ission: church planting in 9 location s and  foreign  
m ission  in C on go  and Kenya; Training for the Ministry; Ministerial Aid Fund 
organ izational m atters like th e  official R C U S W eb site; th e  R C U S church  
paper th e  R eform ed H era ld ; th e  P res id en t’s  report and  th e  report o f  the



66

Stated  Clerk. An overture at this Synod  proposed  to have S y n o d s o n e  every  
tw o years. A com m ittee w a s  appointed to study this matter.
A report on C oven an t Education w a s  ad op ted . This is a  laudable effort in 
verb a liz in g  th e  n e e d  for c o v e n a n t  e d u c a tio n . H ow  th e  R C U S  will g iv e  
practical form to this report rem ains to be s e e n .

R C U S S yn od  2 0 0 3  w a s  a ls o  overtured to refute the te a c h in g s  o f Harold 
C am ping regarding the Church and the teach in gs of Prof. Norman Shepherd  
regarding justification and w orks. N either o f th e s e  m en are R C U S m em bers, 
but their tea ch in g s  are con sid ered  influential. S yn od  d ec id ed  to con d em n  
the teach in gs o f Harold Cam ping and call him to repen tan ce. T he Shepherd  
m atter w a s  referred to a com m ittee that is to study the is su e  of justification  
and w orks.

Much tim e is sp en t at R C U S S y n o d s listening to visitors from educational 
institutions su ch  a s  Dordt C o llege  and various T heological sem in aries . This 
could ch a n g e  if the R C U S had a church sem inary. At the m om ent a sp ecia l 
com m ittee is exam ining "the feasibility, procedures, and criteria n e c e ssa r y  to 
the estab lish m en t of an R C U S sem inary.”

Finally, at the 257th  Synod  the report o f the S p ec ia l C om m ittee to S tudy  
N o m in a tio n s  o f  O fficers e v o k e d  an in terestin g  d is c u s s io n  in w h ich  w e  
participated a s  fraternal d e le g a te s . A ccording to the R CU S constitution, new  
office bearers are nom inated by the consistory. H ow ever, according to Article 
4 8  th e  c o n g r e g a t io n  a ls o  m ay n o m in a te  o n e  a d d itio n a l p e r so n  at th e  
congregational m eeting . W hen it w a s  pointed ou t that th e  church is not a 
d em ocracy  but a Christocracy, o n e  of the writers o f the report said: ...nor is 
the church an aristocracy! All the m em b ers h a v e  the Holy Spirit; and our 
history proves that C on sistories are not infallible. T he report provided am ple  
referen ces from Scripture, C on fession  and their Constitution in regard to the  
legitim acy of having nom inations from the floor at congregational m eetin gs.

This m atter o f nom ination sh o w s the d ifference in church polity b etw een  the  
R C U S and the C anadian R eform ed C hurches. In R CU S church polity there  
a r e  f iv e  e c c l e s ia s t i c a l  a s s e m b l i e s :  th e  C o n g r e g a t io n a l M e e tin g , th e  
C onsistory (elders and d ea co n s) , Spiritual council (e ld ers only), C la ss is  and  
S y n o d . T h e y  d o  n ot all h a v e  e c c l e s ia s t i c a l  ju r isd ic t io n , y e t  th e y  a re  
con sidered  ruling a sse m b lie s .

This is a lso  a reason  w hy w om en  are not permitted to vo te  in the R C U S. A 
C o n g r e g a t io n a l  m e e t in g  c a n  m a k e  d e c i s i o n s  r e g a r d in g  g e n e r a l  
organizational m atters su ch  a s  property is s u e s  and making o n e  nomination  
for new  office bearers a s  w e  learned from the ab ove-m en tion ed  d iscu ssion . 
This d iscu ssio n  confirm ed our observation  in earlier y ea rs that the R C U S  
church polity is a  hybrid of the Church Order of Dort and Presbyterian Form 
of Church G overnm ent.

At this Synod  the m e s s a g e s  of serm o n s and m editations cen tered  on the  
th em e o f being p eop le and servan ts of the living Word: IC or 3 - God, His
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M inisters, and H is congregation  by Rev.V. Pollem a; 2C or 4 - The m in istry o f 
the G lorious Gospel, by R ev. J. Merika; D eu t.29 :29  - The future is G od ’s 
business  by Rev. J. W est; 2  Kings 13 - The liv ing bread: The W ord m akes  
alive! by Rev. K. S oren so; 1 C or.9:27 - Preach and Practice the Gospel by 
Rev. M. M cG ee.

3 .4 .4  Evaluation o f our contact with the R C U S
A s can be s e e n  from the a b ove , the is su e s  m andated  for d iscu ssion  with the 
R C U S by S ynod  2001  h ave  received  am ple attention. W e w ere  happy to 
hear that regarding the m atter of the Lord’s  Supper the R C U S is very much  
aw are of the d an ger of sacram en ta lism . W e con sid er  the m anner in which  
they adm inister the Lord’s  Supper to shut-ins a s  accep ta b le . This is su e  m ay  
a lso  warrant so m e  consideration  am ong C anadian R eform ed churches.

It is, o f co u rse , regrettable that the R C U S could not s e e  its w ay  c lear  in 
estab lish -h ing a study com m ittee regarding the Lord’s  D ay issu e . H owever, 
w e  regard the d iscu ssio n  w e  had with the brothers a s  very valuable. It h as  
ra ised  the a w a r e -n e s s  that the proclam ation  of the living W ord m ust be  
central on the Day o f the Lord, and that the rest o f the Lord’s  D ay m ust be  
u sed  to G od’s  honour and glory.

From the foregoing it is c lear that w e  h ave dealt with the m atter o f the Lord’s  
D ay o b serv a n ce  ex ten s iv e ly  to the point that it w a s  raised  at their S ynod  
level. T he R C U S d e s ir e s  to o b serv e  the Lord’s  D ay from a  scriptural b a sis . 
How this is b e st put into practice is a  m atter o f d iscu ssio n  and a g reem en t of 
w hat G od requires o f u s in His W ord. D ifferences in practice ex ist. Yet, w e  
n eed  to hold out to  e a c h  other th e  h o lin e ss  o f the Lord’s  Day. T herefore, 
uniform ity o f  p ractice  w ou ld  b e  m o st d e s ir a b le . W e s e e k  d irection  from  
Synod  how  w e  should  further sp e a k  with the R C U S in resp ec t to  the Lord’s  
D ay ob serv a n ce .

W e are thankful for R C U S’ d ec is ion  to officially m andate the IRC to rev ise  
R C U S Church Unity paper in the lan gu age  o f the T hree Form s o f Unity.

Finally, w e  are  convinced  that th e  R C U S is a  church o f the Lord J e s u s  Christ 
in w hich His Spirit actively  w orks for the mutual edification o f Christ’s  p eop le. 
It will be our continued m andate to take our ecc les ia s tica l relationship very  
seriously.

3 .4 .5  R ecom m en d ation s  
Synod:
1. e xp re ss  g ra titu d e  to the  L o rd  fo r  the  p o s itiv e  d e ve lo p m e n t o f  o u r  

ecclesiastica l fe llowship with the RCUS.
2. take note o f the extensive discussions with the R C US re the Lo rd ’s D ay  

observance, and i f  Synod deem s it necessary provide the CCCA with 
s p e c ific  is su e s  re  the  L o rd ’s D a y  o b se rva n ce  w h ich  s t il l m u s t be  
addressed.

3. take note o f the practise o f the R C US to adm in ister Lo rd ’s Supper to 
shut-ins.
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4. take note that the IRC o f the RCUS is m andated to revise their Church  
U nity paper, bring ing the language o f th is pape r m ore in  line w ith the 
language o f the Three Form s o f Unity.

5. encourage ou r C lasses to take up/keep contact with the Classis o f the 
RCUS bordering their area as proposed by the CCCA on December 2001.

6. recom m end to the churches the des irab ility  o f  a c tive ly  pursu ing  o u r  
ecc les iastica l fe llow ship  w ith the R C US via p u lp it exchange, vis iting  
R C US churches, and invita tions to youth  cam ps/conferences held  by  
the various churches.

3 .5  NORTH AMERICAN PRESBYTERIAN AND REFORMED COUNCIL 
(NAPARC)
S y n o d  2 0 0 1  m a n d a te d  th e  C C C A : “ To s e n d  an o b s e rv e r  a t o u r  ow n  
discretion to future m eetings o f NAPARC to investigate its  usefulness and  
possible  m em bership o f  th is organization.”

T he North A m erican  P resbyterian  and  R eform ed C ouncil b eg a n  in 1 9 7 5 . 
P resen t m em b er ch u rch es are: A sso c ia te  R eform ed P resbyterian  Church  
(A R P C ), L’E g l i s e  R e f o r m e e  du  Q u e b e c  (E R Q ), K o r e a n -A m e r ic a n  
Presbyterian Church (KAPC, with ties to the H apdong ch u rch es in Korea), 
O rth od ox P resb y ter ia n  C hurch (O P C ), P resb y ter ia n  C hurch in A m erica  
(P C A ), R efo rm ed  C hurch in th e  U .S . (R C U S ), R efo rm ed  P resb y ter ia n  
Church o f  NA (R PC N A ). T he Christian R eform ed Church w a s  a  founding  
m em ber, but h a s  s in ce  b een  exp elled  for accep tin g  unbiblical teach in gs.

3.5.1 N A P A R C ’s  b a s i s ,  p u r p o s e  a n d  fu n c t io n ,  its  a u th o r ity  a n d  
m em bersh ip  (taken from its constitution).

C on fessin g  J e s u s  Christ a s  only Savior and S overeign  Lord over  all o f life, 
the m em ber ch u rch es “affirm the basis o f the fellow ship  o f Presbyterian and  
R eform ed C hurches to b e full com m itm ent to the Bible in its entirety a s  the  
Word of God written, without error in all its parts and to its teach ing  a s  s e t  
forth in the H eidelberg C atech ism , th e  B elg ic  C o n fess io n , th e  C a n o n s o f  
Dordt, the W estm in ster  C o n fe ss io n  o f  Faith, and th e  W estm in ster  Larger 
and Shorter C atech ism s. That the adopted  b a sis  o f fellow ship  b e regarded  
a s  warrant for the estab lish m en t o f a  formal relationship o f the nature o f the  
council, that is, a  fellow ship  that e n a b le s  the constituent ch u rch es to a d v ise , 
co u n se l, and co o p era te  in various m atters with o n e  anoth er  and hold out 
before e a c h  other the desirability and n eed  for organic union o f ch u rch es  
that are o f like faith and practice.”

T he purpose and function o f this council h a s  b een  delin eated  a s  follows:
1. Facilitate d iscu ss io n  and consultation b etw een  m em ber b o d ies on th o se  

is s u e s  and problem s, w hich divide them  a s  w ell a s  on th o se , w hich they  
f a c e  in c o m m o n  a n d  by  th e  s h a r in g  o f  in s ig h t s  “c o m m u n ic a te  
a d v a n ta g es  to o n e  another” (Institutes IV, 2 , 1).

2 . P ro m o te  th e  a p p o in tm e n t o f  jo in t c o m m itte e s  to  s tu d y  m a tter s  o f  
com m on interest and concern .

3. E xercise  mutual concern  in the perpetuation, retention, and propagation  
o f the R eform ed faith.
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4. Prom ote cooperation  w h erever  p o ss ib le  and fea s ib le  on the local and  
denom inational level in su ch  a rea s  a s  m ission s, relief efforts, Christian 
sch o o ls , and church education .

A s far a s  the authority of this council is con cern ed , it is understood that all 
action s and d ec is io n s  taken are advisory in character and in no w ay  curtail 
or restrict the autonom y of the m em ber b od ies .
Membership in NAPARC is granted or su sp en d e d  according to the following  
rules:
* T h o se  ch u rch es shall b e elig ib le for m em bersh ip , w hich p ro fe ss  and  

m ainta in  th e  b a s is  for fe llo w sh ip  e x p r e s s e d  in th e  b a s is  an d  that 
maintain the marks of the true church (pure preaching of the g o sp e l, the  
Scriptural adm in istration  o f th e  s a c r a m e n ts , th e  faithful e x e r c is e  o f  
discipline).

* A dm ission  to, su sp e n s io n  from, restoration to (after su sp e n s io n ), and  
term ination  o f m em b ersh ip  sh a ll b e p ro p o sed  by th e  C ouncil to th e  
m em ber ch u rch es by two thirds of the ballots cast; this proposal m ust 
th e n  b e  a p p r o v e d  w ith in  th r e e  y e a r s  by tw o  th ird s  o f  th e  m ajor  
a s s e m b l i e s  o f  th e  m e m b e r  c h u r c h e s . A  p r o p o sa l to  s u s p e n d  or  
term inate the m em bership  of a  m em ber church m ay b e initiated only by 
a major a ssem b ly  of a  m em ber church. A  su sp e n d e d  church m ay sen d  
d e le g a te s  to m eetin gs o f the C ouncil but th ey  shall not v o te  nor m ay  
that church be represen ted  on the Interim C om m ittee.

3 .5 .2  NAPARC M eeting N ovem ber, 2 0 0 2
In N ovem b er 2 0 0 2 , three m em b ers o f the CCCA, brothers W. G ortem aker  
(from W in n ip eg  R e d e e m e r ) , R ev . K. J o n k er  (from  W in n ip eg  G ra ce ), A. 
P o p p e  (from C arm an W est), travelled  to North C arolina to m eet with the  
Inter Church R elations C om m ittee o f the R C U S.

T h is co u n cil m ee tin g  d e a lt  w ith th e  fo llow in g  a g e n d a  item s: rep orts o f  
m em ber chu rch es, reports o f ob servers , report about the various d istinctives  
o f the m em ber ch u rch es, the m em bersh ip  position o f the CRC in NAPARC, 
the R eport W omen in the m ilitary, and the reception o f the ERQ a s  m em ber  
church.

T h e roll call sh o w e d  that all m em b er  ch u r c h e s  w ere  rep re se n te d . E ach  
m em b er church m ay se n d  four d e le g a te s . A R PC , O PC  and R C U S had 4  
d e le g a te s , KAPC had 3 and PCA a s  w ell a s  R PC NA  had ea ch  2  d e le g a te s  
p resen t, bringing th e  total to  19  official r e p r e se n ta t iv e s  o f  th e  m em b er  
ch urches.

Four O b server  C h u rch es w ere  present: C anadian  R eform ed C h u rch es (3  
d e le g a te s , L’E g lise  R eform ee du Q u e b e c  (2  d e le g a te s ) , th e  P resbyterian  
R eform ed  C hurch (2  d e le g a te s ) ,  and  th e  U nited R eform ed  C h u rch es  o f  
North A m erica (1 d e leg a te ).

T h e  a g e n d a  o f  th is  N A PA R C  m e e t in g  w a s  d e a lt  w ith in an  e x p e d ie n t  
m anner. After ea ch  church had g iven  a report o f their actual church life with
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its jo y s and con cern s, a  m em ber o f the NAPARC com m en d ed  the reporting 
ch u rch  in prayer  to  G od . At th is C ou n cil m ee tin g  th e  e x p u ls io n  o f  th e  
CRCNA w a s  confirm ed by all the m em ber chu rch es. T he Council a ccep ted  
ERQ into m em bership .

3 .5 .3  Evaluation re NAPARC
At the 2 0 0 2  council m eeting of NAPARC w e  ob served  that rep resen tatives  
of various ch u rch es m et o n e  another on the b a sis  o f the T hree Form s of 
Unity and the W estm inster Standards. T he participating churches, how ever, 
g o  still their different ecc le s ia s tica l w a y s. It m ust be stated  though that the  
ch u rch es are willing to sp e a k  about their d ifferences. T he OPC , for exam ple, 
a n n o u n c e d  th at th ey  d e s ir e  fa c e - to - fa c e  m e e t in g s  w ith their  NAPAR C  
partners about the is su e s , which divide them . This an n ou n cem en t and the 
listing o f their d ifferences sh o w  that the m em ber ch u rch es w ant to carry out 
th e  b a s is  o f NAPARC: that th e  ch u r c h e s  com m it th e m s e lv e s  to a d v ise , 
co u n se l, and coo p era te  in various m atters with o n e  anoth er  and hold out 
before ea ch  other the desirability and n eed  for organic union o f ch u rch es  
that are of like faith and practice. T he R C U S in particular em p h a sized  the  
n eed  for c lo ser  ties and unity.

T he C an ad ian  R eform ed  o b se r v e r s  w ere  w ell r ece iv ed  at th e  NAPARC  
m eeting they a ttended . In their report to Synod  2 0 0 3 , the IRC o f the R C U S  
w rote (after they  m entioned  the receiving o f ERQ into m em bersh ip): “W e  
a lso  w ere glad for the a tten d an ce at NAPARC o f three o b serv ers (R ev. K. 
Jonker, E lders Bill Gortem aker, and Art P o p p e) from the C anadian R eform ed  
C hurches. T he report o f Rev. K. Jonker, introducing the C anadian R eform ed  
C hurches, w a s  g iven  to the C ouncil.”

N ow  that the ERQ h as joined NAPARC, three ch u rch es with w hich w e  h ave  
c lo s e  contact are m em bers o f the C ouncil. T he action, w hich NAPARC took  
perta in ing  to th e  C R C N A  s h o w s  th is  co u n c il d o e s  w ish  to  m aintain  its 
c o n fe ss io n a l b a sis . W e ca n n o t ob ject to th is b a s is , a s  it is sim ilar to  the  
b a s is  o f th e  International C o n fe r e n c e  o f  R eform ed  C h u rch es  (IC R C ) o f  
w hich the C anadian R eform ed C hurches are charter m em ber. So,

S o , m em bersh ip  m ay be usefu l to provide support to our s is ter  ch u rch es  
O PC  and R C U S in NAPARC, to e x p r e s s  greater  unity with the ERQ with 
w hich w e  s e e k  e cc le s ia s tica l fellow ship , and to fulfill the biblical calling to 
foster  unit y with other R eform ed churches.
Our m em bership  of NAPARC is a lso  p oss ib le  in that w e  could su b scrib e  to 
its Scriptural b asis  and constitution.
NAPARC will m eet again  in Philadelphia PA in N ovem ber 2 0 0 3 . W e plan to 
attend this m eeting a s  o b servers and provide a supplem entary report. 
H ow ever, s in c e  only so m e  o f the CCCA m em bers have attended  a sin g le  
m eeting of NAPARC at this time, and so m e  m ay attend o n e  m ore m eeting in 
the future, it would s e e m  too hasty  to req u est m em bership  at this point.
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3 .5 .4  R ecom m en d ation s
W e recom m end that Synod  g ive  the CCCA the following m andate:
Continue to send observers to NAPARC to make recommendation to the 
next Synod concerning membership in this body.

R espectfu lly  subm itted, 
Rev. Jan D eG elder  

Rev. P eter F eenstra  
Bill G ortem aker  

Rev. K laas Jonker  
Leo Knegt 

Rev. Jack  M oesker  
Bill O ostdyk  

Art P op p e  
Gerry V anW oudenberg

June 2 0 0 3


