W s e B e v

W W I T QLD s e

G T TSRO T OV

1

SzrTEMsRR 10th, 1883.)

THE CANADA PRESBYTERIAN®

Gosy

gome unexplained cause become suddenly overcast ;
but still he is anxious to have us start in addition to
an Episcopal University and Roman Catholic School
of bigher education, a Presbyterian College, and to
have appropriated to its support this mission propeny,
which is of so fittle value. But, with all duc deference
to Mr. Sievenight s consistency, wechink that i Prince
Albert develops Into a laige city, as {s still possible,

the musion propenty will become very valuable, and |

the Goneral Assembly may, whils cariog for the in-
dians, s¢6 its way to aid an institution for higher
education. But, it on the other hand, Prince Albert
goes down, now that Mr. Sieveright 15 about to leave
it, it may not bo considered necessary, in order to
meet the wants of 1ts populaton, to establish a second
university or college, even on paper,

2, A paragraph in this letter regarding the grave-
yard, 13 50 bad that 1t 1s ditficult to conceive how aay
man with a reimnnant ot consucence could have penred
it, Mr, Sieveright allows himsclf to write 1n these
terms ; “An offictal declaration announces the sale of
the graveyard claimed by the congregauon, with the
dead bodtes still snterred,  That may be a most regu-
lar procecding, It presisicd ip, the law courts mll
doubtless have an opportunity of dectding whether
¢ven a Foreign Misston Committee can make mer-
chandise out of the bodies of their fellow men,”

\What arethe facts ¢  The old graveyard s tacluded
in the first survey of 180 lots, and was laid out into
lots by Mr, Sievenght's direction,and 1 understand
that a sumber ot bodies were at his tnstance moved
to a new burying-ground. When 1 visited Prnince
Albert last August, Mr. T. N. Campbell reported in
wnung the sale ot 179 lots, together with the price ob-
tatned. The 179 lots included the whole of the first
survey, except the large mission house, with whose
sale be had nothing todo. He reponed, therefore, the
sale of the old graveyard, but the agent could not sell
lots without the sancuon of Mr. Sievenght, the ms-
sionary in charge. But this s not all.  On the 28th
April, 1882, Mr. Sievenght wrote to me, as follows,
viz.; © Youwill be glad to bear that all he lots (180,
surveyed on the missiun property have been sold, at
the pnces agreed upon, with building condiuons at-
tached® He therefore himself reported ihe sale of the
graveyard. This sale was made without the know-
ledge, or approbation of the Foreign Mission Commit-
tee. It could be made legiumately only w1th his sanc-
tion, and he himselt reported the fact, as one that
should make us glad, and yet he has the effrontery
now to reproach the Foreign Mission Commitice with
* making merchandise out of the badies of theis fetlow
men” Comment is unnecessary. Mr. Sieveright
has supplied a gauge by which we can measure the ex-
acts value of his statements.

3. It is only 12 the light of this exposure that we
can understand how Mr. Stevenght could pen such
a sentence as the following respecung Prince Albent
Mission: * Nothiog 15 cleater than that ne pure ladian
mission—that is, distinct from the white settlers and
Loglish speaking half-breeds, who would scarcely
desm 1t 2 compliment to be classed as Indians—ever
existed,” If reliance can be placed in any human ;esti-
mony, save that of your veracious Prince Albert corres-
pondent, “ nothing can be clearer ” than that,when
Rev, James Nisbet was sent in 1869 to found a mission
to the Indians inthe North-West, he began his workin
the wilderness,on the spot nowknown as Prince Albert,
and there was not a white settler or an English spzak-
ing half-breed to be found in the entire reglon for
many miles around. The mission was as purely In-
diap as any mission that ever extsted. Pnnce Albent
was by competant judges considercd admirably suited
for the Indian work, and for a time the work went on
hopefully, Gradually, however, the Indians who were
numerous at first, in the neighbouthood, moved west-
ward after she buflals, and Prince Atbert became less
suitable as an Indlan mussion field. After a tme
Loglsh-speaking sattlers attracted by the richness of
the soit and the adrantages of the mission, took ap
fand 1n the neighbourhood, and their spiritual inter-
ests were cared for by the missionanies, All this was
known .and reported to the General Assembly year
after year, long before Ms. Sicveright saw Frince Al-
bert, {8 was at the request of the Foreign Mussion
Committes that the English work was ultimately trans-
torred in 1577 to the llome Mission Committes, But
these facts give no countenance to the wanton asser-
tion that fio pure ndian Misston ever exisied at Prince
Albert—an assertion which s a like! on the deaa and
on the living, The fruit ot the Prince Albert mussion

{s not found in Psince Albert alons, although even
there Mr, Sloveright could dlscover It somewhat
pleautully, not long since, when he urged the Forelgn
Mission Commitiee to make a liberal grant to his new
church, on account of this Indian work which was
still goirg on there. But the fact that the large band
of ladians ander Mis-ta-was.sls, head chief of the
Carlton Cree nation, were so impressed with what
they had heasd long before at Prince Albert, thata
few yeamn an. they eamnestly requested the Presbyter
lan Church to senu Rev. John Mackay among them,
18 very concluslve evidence that a true Indian Mis
slon, doing good work, existed at Prince Albert.

The grouads upon which ho seeks to support bis
asseriion that no pure Indian Mission eves existed at
Prince Albert, do not sustain It, If there were only
sixteen Creo Indians on the Communion roll, during
the first ten years, there have boeen many missions to
the heathen, alumately successful, mhich had not a
| siogle convert for a much longer period. But he has
a second grouad fos his assertion . “ No Indlan ever
resided in P rnce Albernt, ever owned a Jot and erected
a house.” This statement shows & matvellous Inac
quaimtance with Iadian habits, o1 a strong determina
uon to find grounds for a baseless assertion. Mu.
Sievenght ought to know thae the heathen Crees of
tho plains had no fixed resldewcs; and owaed ano lots
and buid no houses anywhere, Lut FPrincz Albert
was a pount where they camped In lai ;e numbers,

Mr. Sievenght is carrled away so far as to allow
hiumself o say of the Fuince Albert Indian work, “Its
main exises ¢ was In the printed teport, In many
tespedts 2 _ourypbal as to lead one cognlzant of the
whele fau. 10 say . * If that Is the report of the Forelgn
Mussion issues, I'l bave no falth in their reposts from
India and China'” In reference to the printed re
ports, I can only say that they have Invariably been
based with gieat case on the seports furnished by the
missiopaties 1o the ficld and by brethren In Maniioba,
who, Lke the late D1, Black, bad very much better
opportunites than I had of knowing the character and
progress of the woik, This paragraph ralses the
quesuon of trustworthiness as between M, Sieveright
and those who were before him at Prince Albert. It
mught have been wiser for him not to have suggested
the companson, for, if the Church has to choos2
between the seliability of men Lke Nisbet, McKellar,
and Johason, and the gentleman who charges the
Foraign Mission Committee with making merchan-
dise out of the bodies of their fellow men by a sale
which he himsell reported, and sust have sanctioned,
1 do not think it will be greatly to the advantage of
Mt. Sleveright,

1 have seferred to only a small portion of tha inac-
curacies of this letter, but I hope enocugh has been
satd to show that the Forelgn Mission Committee
dealt very mildly with a gentleman who took anwar
tanted hberties in dealing with their property, and
did not display any special wisdom or marked re
gard to their interests in his actings, and I trust also
that the real value has been made appareat of his at
tempts to discredit the committes and their work.

Toronto, 7tk Sep., 1883. Wat. MACLAREN,

BELIEVERS MEETING AT NIAGARA—A
REPLY.

MgR. Lut1or,—1 have just had placed In my hands
a copy of yout paper, of Aogust 22nd, in which there
appears a letter signed ¢ Presbyter ” professing to give
a repont of a Bible reading delivered by me at the
Naagara Conference, and the friend who gave it me
has requested that I shall write and correct the mis-
representations which have been made by your anony-
mous comrespondent who, fror. under cover, has
attacked me with personalities and mads false state-
ments as to what I sald on that occasion, As to the
personalities I am not concerned to answer them, thess
things move me not—they are to be expected. My
work remains with Him who judgeth righteously, and
aetthet the kindly sympathy of partial friends noz the
cnvenomed attacks of concealed foes can affect that
judgment,

As to the false statements made, it would be a
wearisome and thankless task to refute them in detail,
a task for which I have not the time to spare or you
the space to wastt , but, with your permission, I will
gtve two or three Instances of the writer’s perversion
of my statements which will servs as 2 sample of bis
whole letter .—Speaking of the parable of the sower,
in profcsuny to give my views, he says. “but to say

there was only one fourth of the field frultful ts a gra-
tultous and ridiculous assumption.” Now this assump-
tion Is /s, not méne. 1 never said o or assumed any
such thing. I stated, and gave as my authotlty the
Word of God, that only one fourth of the seed sown
produced fruit. I nover confounded the seed whichls
the Word, Matt. «ill. 13 and Mark Iv. 14, with the
field in which It is sown. If Presbyter can ses no
differenca between the 5. and the fe/d I cannot
surely be held responsible for his lack of perception,

Again he says . “ Here let me give you Mr, Par
lane’s version of the parable of the leaven. The
kingdom of heaven ls corruption which the mother of
harlots and abominations bid In or among the saints
of God or the Church, uatll the whole of the salnts or
the whole of the Church was corrupted.” I most em-
phatically deny that I gave any such Interpretation of
the parable, and assert that the statement of your cor-
respondent Is a gross perversion of what T did say.
I repudlate such an exposition of the parable which
must have bad ts origin In Prasbyter’s own festile
Imagination. It Is the fitst time I ever heard of it.
The gist of what I said respecting the parable of the
feaven (on which I dwelt but little, for the reason 1
then gave, that the subject had bsen discusted ex
haustively the day before I arrived) was this, viz
that the kingdom of heaven, which I had already ex
plained to be, not “the saints of God or the Church
of God,” but professsn, Aristendim, wasto be leavened
as to three parts (Lke as three parts of the seed are
unproductive so three measures of meal are leavened)
and that leaven which Is naturally fermentation and
corruption was symbolical of false doctrine. The
woman who hid the leaven, being, as I believed, the
mother of hatlots.

Just as Presbyter in the parable of the sower con
founds the Jccd with the .47, so again here as far as
I am able to gather his meaning, which is difficult, he
tegards as one and the same thing the kingdom of
heaven in Matt. xiil., which bas within it “/ares,’
Man. xiit, 2€, ¥ things that cfernd) etc, Matt. «iil.
4. Yevery kind™ ¢ bad as well as good)” Matt, xiii.
47, 48, (the kingdom in mystery, the mysteries of
which it is given to the Children of God to know, Matt.
xlil. 11} with the Church of God “ which is His body,”
Eph. L 23, “ which is without spot or wrinkle or any
such thing,” Epb. ». 27, and as a patural result is
hopelessly confused , the fact being that be is pro-
foundly lgnorant of dispensational truth. T use the
word ignorant in no offensive sense, for we were all
equally ignorant unti! Divine grace enlightened our
understanding. ‘That it is justifiable to explain leaven
as false docirine can be seen (without searching more
deeply} from a study of Luke xil. r; Matt. xvi. 6;
Mark viil. 15, and whether existing facts bearus cut
In saying that professing christendom has been cor-
rupted by the false doctrines of the mystic Babylon
can easily be seen by those who read the signs of the
times in which we live. Is christendom corrupted
with ritualism (Pharisaic observances and bypocrisies)?
Is it honeycombed with rationalism Sadducesism)?
Has it been smothered in the adulterous embraces of
the secular power (Herodianism)? or isit in a highly
spiritual condition free from the taint of all these
leavening influences? Thesec are questions that
Christians can answer for themselves,

I must not close without protesting against the cun.
ning insinuations madeis the accusation “that I bad
expressed very decided opinions about the character
of ministers of the Gospel” Tt s strangethat ¥ I had
done what Presbyter here asserts, that no one in the
lzrge audience T addressed, composed to a consider-
able extent of ministers, uttered a remonstrance
against such opinions. Wby did they uot do so?
For the simple reason that 7 sade o charges against
the character of ministers of the Gospel as Presbyter
would Insinuate. I did express an opinion, by no
means too strong, 25 to “the fowls of the air? the
children of the wicked one, who enter the ministry
from anworthy motives ; and with them T classed the
wicked rulers of Christendom in the middle ages who
piostituted the name of Christianity for their own pur-
poses. If Presbyter means that in saying this “1
expressed very decided opinions about the character
of ministers of the Gospel,” all T can say iz that words
to him can convey no meaning.  So far from being at
variance with the ministers of Christ, T count among
them some of my warmest and dcarest friends who are
bound to m2 not only by the common bond of love
and service to the same blessed Maker, but who are
csteemed by me very bighly in love for their work’s



