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208 THE CANADIAN PRESBYTER. :
OUR HOME MISSION FIELD.

The work befure our Church in this country is a great work, an'l properly to
accomplish it, will require not only individual energy, but 2 comprehensive and
systematie plan of operation.” To this we are steadily working our wav, and
every year adds something to our experience, while it removes some difficulty
towards the realization of our desires, .

Hitherto our Church has done but little more than supply the wan's of des.
titute Presbyterians.  We have had neither men nor means to be aggressive;
we have scarcely held our own.  This cannot, however, be the proper position
of any Church. We must regard every uncouverted sinner as (he object of our
solicitude and christiau effort. Scotch, Irish, English, French, Duteh, Ameriean
and Negro must be all alike to us.  We must lay ourselves out to gather in all
classes and peoples.  We must have regular missions in every place where they
are needed, so far as God cenables us,

In new settlements where the inhabitants are still struggling with pecuniary
difficulties 5 in localities where the Presbyterian po, ulatim furms a small por-
tion of the whole ; in districts which have to a large extent lapsed into a s'ate
of utter indiffeience to 1eligion. and where the worlk is wholly mis<ionary,~the
practical question mets us, * Ilow are the expenses of gospel «rdinances to be
met "

In the cases veferred to the people cither cannot, or will not, do enough.  Are
they then to be nezlected, or are we to hand them over to other Chnrelies, say
ing, “ Qur Presbyterianism can do nothing towards pieaching the gospel to the
poor or reaching the most careless™?  This we cannot do.  Funds then mug
be procured, independently of thus- to whom we thus seck to mini ter.  These
must either come from the Church or from an extrancous source.  Much mis
sion~woik has been done in Canada. by money received from Societies and
Churches in Britain and the Tuited States.  But we rejoice to think that now
the Methodists, the United Presbyterians and ourselves have rea-lied « sedfsus
taining independence.  We nuw receive no money for missionary purpeses and
we have no Clergy Reserve Fund to fall back upon.  Our only hope thenigin
the Church. To her weare satisfied to luok.  To her the great Head has given
the commission to preach, and to a guod cxtent now the ability to contribute
towards the preaching of the gospel among thuse who know not God. We
have no douut that the Church will respond when solicited in an cfficient
manner, and will give us what is needed for our Home Mission operations.
We fully sympathise with a clause in a report laid before the United Preshr
terian Churchy, and believe it would be found true among us also: *Tu nearly
all the congregations a willingness was expressed to contribuie freely to the
Home Mission Fund, in order that tae weaker congregations may be encouragel
and sustained.” .

‘We have tried to do our work by Home Mission Funds in Presbyteries; and
to some extent this has been successful. This plan has the advantage of division
of labour. But still there are defects in the system which in our view mare
than counterbalance auy advantage.  One of these is the necessity of having large
fields unoceupied in puorer I'resbyterics, while the time and encrgy of a labourer
are given to a comparatively small and unimportant place.  Auncther diffieultyis
the inequality in the labour, and in the expease required in different Pre<byter
ies, cousidering the extent of their field aud the circumstances of the people-
an inequality which will increase and become more marked if new Presbyteris
are formed. To illustrate these defects et usinstitute a comparison between twodl
our Presbyteries, as reported at the Synod of 1857—the Presbyteries of Cobou
and Montreal. We find that the Montreal Presbytery has a field in Canalt




