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{n a matter which hitherto has been left, wisely, to a
great extent out of reach of the interference of Com.
minees, It Is very easy to have 100 much govern.
ment. and this, I fear, {3 just what we will get from
this Sustentation Scheme. So much power 1sto be
4 gven to this Committee, and such opportunity to in.
13 (erfere with the aflaiss of congregations, that what this
B Scheme propozes is nothing less than a complete
¥ revolution in a8 most imporcant department of our
B Church's work. Let this be clearly observed. Iefore
poticing this point more fuly, it might well be asked,
i and a very full and satis(actory answer insisted on,
B8 i the working of our Church in the past has been
marked by such an amount of friction, such a want of
smoothness and harmony, 28 to call for such a violent
ard sweeping charge, It might well be asked lurther
KB ifthis is an opportune time, when the Home Mission
® po:k proper of the Churchis calling upon us to strain
¥ cvery nerve 1o overtake it, to distract the attention of
B2 (he Church by inaugurating an entirely new departure
g on such & vast scale? Is it wise at this particular
B juncture to enier upon an experiment which is not
B only large, but haziwrdous? I do not press these
@ questions, but they deserve the most scrious consid-
R eration.
Let us notice now the powers proposed to be con-
¥ fered on this Committee, and how they are going to
g sflect congregations. 1. Defore an pid-receiving con-
B¢ pregation can pay anything to its minister it must
% deal with this Commiittee, and, except what is needed
for congregational expenses, send up to it its whole
B revenue, or the mimister's receipt. 2. If it has debt,
B this Committee will deal in some special way with the
§ congregation. 2. If a congregation becomes vacant,
B tbe very first thing to be done is to enter into nego-
B tiastions with this Committee about a re-arrangement
R of salary; and if in the neighbourhood of another
&8 congregation, this Committee will confer with the
¥ Presbytery about a fusion of the twe. 4 1fa corgre.
B gnion's engagements with this Commitiee 1n any re-
i spect are not kept up to, it may pounce down upon 1t
B icstanter. 5. Congregations that cannot pay the
f minimum stipend of $500 per annum “will also be
i specially dealt with by this Committee. 6. An ad-
gung congrregation will be told by this Committee
R bow much it will be expected to consribute to Susten.
ution. 7. If a congregation fails to send up to this
B Committee its quarterly contribution veforethe end of
{ the quarter, or its minister’s receipt for it, then its
f qurter’s stigend will be at once withheld. This is
most likely to happen, let it be noticed, in weak con-
g pegations, where this action will irflict the greatest
} tadship upon the minister.  This is as I understand
f the Scheme, and “he above list is not complete. This
g o2y be Presbyterial. 1 can only say it will give
f 2 great number of our congregations a new idea of
£ wtat Presbyterian government is.  All this is largely
urged because of its tendency to promote in ministers
2 fedling of independence and dignity. It does
B appcar to be 2 most curious meathod of secusing that
vd A minister might well pray to be allowed tofall
§itto the bands of his own congregation rather than
those of this Commiittee, It is said the other Scheme
may leave a minister at the mercy, possibly, of only one
tich contributer.  Suppose this to be 50, all the con-
gresation or minister would then lose would be that
ee contribution ; but under the Sustentation plan, if
 be loss of this one contribution made it impossible
g 1o1emit to the Committee the whole quarterly amount
belere the end of the quarter, not only the one contri-
bation, but the whols quarter’s stipend, is for the
fuze being lost. A minister would feel very indepen-
j deat in such circumstances.
B It this powerful Cotnmittee is to do i's work to the
sutisfaction of the whole Church, it mustrepresent the
M sbole Church, and so be large; if it isto do all this
vtk well, it will require to mees as a whole or in sub-
camittees ofien, and must necessarily entail consid-
table addition to the working expenses of our Church,
sithout any adequatelycorresponding advantage what-
uer. Such are someof thed ficultics and objections
B bich appear to me to bein the way of the successiul
Jroikiog of the Sustentation plan.  These icupon the
Wsiface, and biesides them there are others by no
pieans small, which close inspection at once brings to
i izht. W. D, BALLANTYNE,
} Lembroke, Feb, 2tk 1882.

A¥aN inantagomsm with himself can have victory
45y 1o Jesus Chnst. The tempted soul can find
fuls1y onty at the cross—ddex, Clurk,
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THE SOIREE EVIL.

MR EDITOR,- - The touth by the “ forty-foot pola”
on the rutject of soirees, or as now more commonly
called * Cbhurch Socials,” * wasn't very good as far as
It went” In the fist place, “sneers”in regard to
them are generally founded on conscientious principle,
and as far as my caperience goes the disapproval
comes from those who have a nght to have at least
an opinlon, It is true these good folk may be in the
minority, since the votes of bays and girls count up
fast ; still, it is on just such as those (humanly <peak.
irg) the Church is leaning for support, and cannot
afford to set a small value on their conscientious con.
virtions, Oh! haw the feehngs of hundreds, yea
thousands, of B ble Christians are wounded every
week in view of the deplorable means to which re-
course is had in order to raise money to carry on the
Lord’s wotk ! and how often young folk, aye, and old
folk 100, go home from these gatherings, where they
have been entertained in a style anything but in
keeping with the object named, fancying they have
given the Church a great start (inancially at least),
and wondering when these balky Christians who hold
back in the traces, or lag in the march of civilization,
will have done croaking about “former days,”" when
Church meant the House of God, and money raised
for His service did not ceme through the unsatctfy.
ing process of first being handled by the devil, Now,
that there should and does exist in the Church a
desire both among old and young to meei together
socially at set proper times, in order to grasp the
friendly hand, and become the better acquainted as
fellow pilgnms to the heavenly Canaan, is not
singular ; in fact, such a desire could not but be heaven.
born; and instead of a minister “*lessening his dignity,”
as has been said, in attending such gatherings, he
might well lend his influence, not only by his presence,
but in concentrating some of his best thoughts in his
cffort to indeed “make a suitable speech” for the
place and the occasion. In fact, 2 minister would be
far from imitating his Divine Master should he lose
an opportunity of addressing “ four or five hundred ;”
for we know the Saviour lost no such opportunities—
nay, at a social gathering, did He not provide for the
wants of the body by muluplying the loaves and
fishes? while He embraced the opporiunity of healing
*those that had need of healing.” But about the
 Presbyterian taste for nonsenstcal entertainment —
that is just where you and I differ especially, Thou.
sands of us Presbyterians feel aggrieved that we
must,in connectian with eur Church work, listentowhat
our consciences cannot indorse, or be classed among
the oddities—balky, or at least those whom young
people are led to avoid or even disrespect, simply be-
cause we have a conscience, and cannot go all the
length that the Church not only permits, but encour-
ages.

I know I am taking too much space, but hope you
will bear with me a litile longer while I explain. Take
almost any daily paper, and you will se2 flaunted 1n
the face of God’s true people, advertisements such as
the following : * Oo such an evening there will be held
in connection with St. Paul’s, St. Andrew’s, St. John’s,
or some other Siint's Church, an entertainment for
which an excellent programme has been arranged,
viz :” and this “namely” consists of everything but any
acknowledgment that God is to be honoured in the
so-called work for His cause. Now, what would
these good old Apostles think to hear their very
names insulted in being thus assaciated? But worse;
read this: “In Christ's Chirck” (think of it, oh!
Christian, and weep as did the blessed Srviour over
Jerusalem ; sneer, oh ! Scoffer, for well you may), in
connection with the Church named for the blessed
Redeemer, will be played in so manyacts,”etc. etc, etc.
And the best musical talent will not be wanting to
insult the Saviour, and ** wound Him in the house of
His friends” This, Mr. Editor, is what many Chris-
tians to-day are weeping over, and longing and pray-
ing tbat the Church may soon be delivered from.

Thatthere is a time for innocent amusement none
is more ready to admut, and that young people crjoy
even the hilarity of youth is but natural, and 1 wouid
nat only encourage but enjoy with them the cheerful
secular song, recitation, and especially elacution in
fine style, and in the proper time and place ; but oh !
-surely while we have so many opportunities for all
this, let God have the Church and its influence, not
only on Sabbath but on every day of the week, and

the money will not be wanting in carrying on His own

cayse.  And, lastly, I do know ministers who have
vefused ‘o take money -aised in this way, but | know
of too many more who cou!d not affurd to have their
small silaries fall short that much, and so had to
submit not only to humiliation. but to make sacn-
fice of real conviction in order to meet family
wants. Awake, daughters of Zion ; lend your influence
in guarding the portals of God's house. * Keep your
feet lest yo offer the sacnfice of fools,” Aad now, if
I am wrong, will not some good Christian set me
right in this matter? But if 1 am all or in anywise
right, will not many of Gad's people have the courage
to say so, lest by their silence they give nonsent to
this great evil ex:sting 1n the Church ?
February 2and, 1882, ONE IN EARNEST.

PROFESSOR ROBERTSUN SMITH,

MR. EDITOR —Permit me very britfly to supple-
ment the statement in my former letter regarding
Sumuel.  In order to justfy the vow of his mother,
and vindicate Samuel’s right to petfarm, as the assist.
ant and associate of E i, the duties in which we find
him engaged at Shiloh, all that isrequisite is to prove
that Samue! was of Levitical descent. But the case
can be made stronger than even this; for we find
that in the genealogical lists in Chronicles, his descent
i. traced from Kohath, the grandiather of Aaron.
The other two branches of the family of Levi—viz,,
the sons of Gershon and the sons of Merari—cccupied
an inferior pesition. The Kohathites, duning the
journey in the wilderness, bad the charge of bearing
the ark and the sanctuary. Fuither, we find fiom 1
Chron. vk 53 66 67,that Shechem 1n hMount Ephraim
was one of the cities given to the Kohathites,

Professor Smith has not told us what he under-
stands to be the meaning of * Ephrathite,” the desig-
nation given to Samuel’s faher. But if 1t does not
prove that Samuel belonged to the tnbe of Epuraun,
then it fails utierly to serve Professor Smith's purpose.
That it does not mean this has been already proved ;
and in view of the circumstances above mentioned,
may it not, instead of militating against Samuel’s
claim to be reckoned of “ priestly family” ia the
stricter sense, rather serve to connect him with the
sons of Kohath in Shechem in Mount Ephraim?
The disposition of Professor Smith 1o make mountains
out of molehills hetrays itself in the significance he
gives to the “little coat” (mei/) which Samuel’s
mother made for him, and which the Professor de-
clares was the high-priestly manile! Then if it was,
Job wore one, and so did each of his three friends
(Job i. 20 and ii. 12). The name of the high priest’s
coat is Kethoneth. But on the endless task of expos-
ing the 1naccuracies of Professor Smith I shall not
enter. He might as well attempt to prove by the
corruptions of the Church prior to the Reformation
that the books of the New Testament could not have
existed in written form tull about the time of Luther.

W. T. MCMULLEN,

Woodstock, Feb, 27tk, 1852,

THE MINISTER'S POSITION,

MR, EDITOR,—As a divinity student of our Church,
1 am naturally taking a deep interest in the discussion
at present going on 1n your columas anent the Sus-
tentation vs. the Supplementing Scheme. In your
tssue of the 17th inst. you publish two capital leuwers
on the subject {rom Messrs. D D. and P. McF. Mc-
L=od, with whose sentiments I entirely agree. 1 was
very much struck with a quotation of Mr. P. McF,
M Leod’s from some speech of Dr. Cavew's on the
subject, where he 1s made to say : * In the Methodist
Church the mumster 1s the servan: of the whole
Church ; in the Presbyterian Church the minister is
first the servant of the congregation.” Now, sir, I
cinnot get over tius statement.  Of course it must be
true, or Mr. McLeod would never have writteniit ; and
1 now write to ask through your paper if the statement
is correct. I cannot beheveit. It is against all my
past teachings as to Presbyterianism. 1 always
thought the minister’s pnmary duty was to his gre: t
Head and Kwng, then to the Church ; and if lyal to
both, that hecould not be dislvyal, but faithful in the
highest degree, to “ the congregation calling him ? 1o
be over them in spiritual matters, and not ustdfer them
in any way. If our miisters are to be urder their
congregations—f ¢, their servants—then goodbye to
thetr usefulness. We do not /eok tor an example from
our servands in secular affairs ; and if our clergy axe to



