








sixty-four missionaries overseas in 1900; that more than doubled to 146 by 1910.° The Assembly
Committees overseeing the mission work of the church both at home and overseas were, at first,
led by volunteer convenors and committee members all who had other employment either as
congregational ministers or in other professional occupations. As the church grew the
committees and their convenors were stretched to the limit. The Home Missions Committee,
Western Section, had been the first to try something different, asking the 1881 Assembly to
appoint a Mission Superintendent. The General Assembly appointed the Rev. James Robertson
to this role.'® Robertson’s office was wherever he was and he was everywhere across Western
Canada. More activist than bureaucrat, his appointment nonetheless signaled a change in
approach: there was space for mission or program specialists who were unattached to a
congregation. At the time even some of the college faculty, for example the Rev. Dr. J. I.
Proudfoot of Knox College, served congregations while teaching full course loads. Robertson’s
appointment was followed in 1892 by the Rev. R. P. MacKay’s appointment as the full-time
secretary of the Foreign Missions Committee of the western section of the church; a significant
step towards the creation of a Church bureaucracy.'' MacKay’s work was done largely by mail
as he connected with the growing number of missionaries overseas and addressed their policy
and procedure questions. He needed an office from which to do this, and he eventually joined the
church treasurer in the Confederation Life building in Toronto. From there things grew as the
committee responsible for Sunday Schools and Young People hired a full-time secretary. And
the Foreign Missions Committee hired an assistant to help MacKay. The Rev. John Somerville
“became the salaried head of a business office” in 1906 when he was given “a permanent
position in the Church offices.” That the Assembly could speak of “the Church offices” indicates
a distinct entity within the church had come into being. Somerville, as Chris Redmond has
described, brought financial accountability to the life of the church and through his service on no
less than seven national committees functioned as the communication link between various
committees in the church.'? An Assembly-level church office was coming into existence.

The growth of the Canadian Presbyterian church both at home and on the foreign mission
field drove calls for better methods of collecting money from the people in the pews to fund this
expansive mission. The demographic shift from rural and small town to urban changed how
Canadian congregations functioned. Large urban congregations had staff beyond the minister,
and expenses like utilities, maintenance, and mortgage payments on their large, prestigious
buildings. Not only were urban congregations in the first decade of the twentieth century
building large edifices to house their programs and staff, even small town congregations were
replacing their clapboard and wood frame buildings built in the 1850s through 1870s with new
large brick buildings. The total value of church property had risen from $14.7 million in 1906 to

° Acts and Proceedings of the Thirty-Eighth General Assembly of The Presbyterian Church in Canada
(1912): Appendix 551.

' For more on James Robertson see: Peter Bush, “James Robertson: Presbyterian Bishop of the West,”
Called to Witness: Profiles of Canadian Presbyterians: A Supplement to Enduring Witness, ed. John S. Moir, vol. 4
(Burlington, ON: The Presbyterian Church in Canada Committee on History, 1999) 38-51.

"' For more on R. P. MacKay see: Peter Bush, “The Rev. R. P. (Robert Peter) MacKay: Pietist as
Denominational Executive,” Canadian Society of Presbyterian History Papers 35 (2010): 13-42.

"> Chris Redmond, “John Somerville in the General Assembly: Case Study of a Presbyterian Unionist,”
Canadian Society of Presbyterian History Papers 13 (1988): 31-47.
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things are necessary: 1. Education. 2. System.”'” The system was the weekly offering envelope
for it was “businesslike and methodical and regular.”'® Mr. M. Parkinson, a Presbyterian
layperson from an unnamed Toronto congregation, bore witness to the extraordinary impact
introducing the weekly offering envelope had had in one congregation where contributions rose
by 400%."" Together with a focus on proportionate giving (a scientific approach to giving), the
weekly offering envelope would “solve all our problems of Church finances.”"®

These calls for the church to be more business-like impacted The Presbyterian Church in
Canada. At the 1913 Pre-Assembly Congress a banner hung in Massey Hall, where the
convention was held, depicting a conversation between a person dressed like a country squire
riding a rocking horse and another person driving a car. The horse was named ‘“Antiquated
Methods™; the car was named “Business Methods in Church Finance.” The driver of the car was
saying “Get in, brother, and make some progress.”'” Progress was the goal, it being the element
used to determine value. The car, the product of systematized and organized work in a factory,
was superior to the rocking horse, which was most likely made in a workshop growing out of the
seeming disorganization that exists in most workshops. Little else had to be said about how the
denomination’s leadership viewed the introduction of business methods to the church.

In response to the pressures to find more money to fund both the ministry of the local
church and the mission of the denomination, the Assembly Committee on Systematic Giving
called attention to offering envelopes as a means to increase giving to both congregations and the
schemes of the church. The introduction of weekly offering envelopes, it was argued, needed to
be accompanied by support from the minister and a systematic visitation of all households in the
congregation. Following these practices would produce the product of increased contributions to
the work of the church. By 1911, 456 congregations had adopted weekly offering envelopes and
of those 370 were using duplex envelopes. Assuming those congregations which had adopted
offering envelopes were predominately self-supporting congregations, this represented just over
20% of the self-supporting congregations in the denomination. Changing the giving patterns of
congregations would take time. The committee was not discouraged by the slow rate of
introduction. Even though the described system of “a thorough canvass of the members” had not
always been used as part of introducing the offering envelope, only four of the 370 congregations
using the duplex envelopes indicated significant problems.*

The new method by itself, the Systematic Giving Committee made clear, was not
sufficient to increase giving or to deepen stewardship practices; those things happened only

" Thomas Urquhart, “The Best Methods of Missionary Finance,” Canada’s Missionary Congress
(Toronto: Canadian Council of Laymen’s Missionary Movement, [1909?]) 201. The 4,000 delegates gathered in
Toronto March 31 to April 4, 1909.

'® Urquhart 204.

7' M. Parkinson, “The Weekly Offering Envelope,” Canada’s Missionary Congress (Toronto: Canadian
Council of Laymen’s Missionary Movement, [190971) 207.

'8 J. Campbell White’s comment. White, President of the American branch of the Laymen’s Missionary
Movement, was the Chairperson of this session. See Canada’s Missionary Congress, 206.

E3)

' «Appendix: Charts Shown at Congress,” Pre-dssembly Congress: Addresses delivered at the
Presbyterian Pre-Assembly Congress, held in Massey Hall, Toronto (Toronto: Presbyterian Church in Canada Board
of Foreign Missions, 1913) among the unnumbered pages at the back of the book.

% «Report of Committee on Systematic Giving,”Acts and Proceedings of the Thirty-Seventh General
Assembly of The Presbyterian Church in Canada (1911): Appendix 229.
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among Presbyteries and Presbyteries only one figure to divide among congregations. This
change was in fact the first step in creating a unified budget. Nineteen eleven was also the year
the budget for all the schemes of the church combined reached $1 million. Having de facto
created a unified budget, the Committee asked and received permission to circulate the 1912
allocation figures to Synods enough in advance that Presbyteries could inform congregations of
their allocations for the 1912 year prior to congregational annual meetings in January 1912. In
order to do this the Committee on Systematic Giving was using estimates not yet approved by
the Assembly, for Assembly would not meet until June of 1912 to approve the 1912 budget.”*
Taking these actions to their logical conclusion the Committee asked Assembly to request all
committees and presbyteries in the church to send their views on “the amalgamation of all funds
for the prosecution of religious work” to the Committee by 1 April 1912.%

The creation of centralized finance and budgeting meant changes to how the committees
and boards of the Church functioned and the way they related to congregations and individual
members. Thus following the 1911 Assembly there was significant conversation within some
committees of the church regarding the proposed change. The Foreign Missions Committee was
pleased with the results of the experiment underway between the 1911 and 1912 Assemblies,
declaring it “a decided improvement on the old plan.” The Committee went on to note that R. P.
MacKay, Secretary of the Committee and Moderator of the Assembly that year, spent the entire
fall of 1911 visiting congregations and presbyteries promoting the unified budget and the
advantages of weekly giving. ® MacKay was a pietist with an extraordinary ability to re-frame
administrative and financial matters as spiritual issues. He was therefore providentially the
Moderator of the Assembly at this critical administrative moment in the life of the church.”” The
Home Missions Committee was supportive but required some assurances, namely: the Home
Missions Committee would be represented on the yet-to-be-formed finance committee and the
policies and procedures of the Home Missions Committee regarding the management of its
mission mandate would not be fundamentally altered.”®

The Board of French Evangelization was not as sanguine about the merging of fund-
raising efforts, wanting recognition of the distinct challenges and needs of mission efforts among
French-speaking Canadians. The board asked that: the Synod of Montreal and Ottawa be given
special funds which the Synod could designate for the support of mission among French-
speaking Roman Catholics; second, the special superintendent appointed to the Synod be fluently
bilingual and would have the same status as the other superintendents across the country; and
finally, the Mission School at Pointe-aux-Trembles receive a grant directly from the Assembly
and the school be empowered to made direct financial appeals to congregations and Sunday
Schools. The request for a direct appeal to congregations undermined one of the central reasons
for having a unified budget: all financial appeals to congregations would come from one source

* Acts and Proceedings (1911): Minutes, 89, 90. In 1912, the Committee on Systematic Giving estimated
the total Unified Budget at $1.1 million. The budget was changed by the 1912 Assembly to $1.2 million. But there is
no evidence that the Committee on Systematic Giving revised the figures they had supplied to Synods in the wake of
the Assembly decision. Therefore the Committee’s report to the Assembly in 1913 speaks of the 1912 budget being
$1.1 million. The Committee ignored the instructions of the Assembly.

® Acts and Proceedings (1911): Appendix 232.
*® Acts and Proceedings (1912): Appendix 266.
*7 See Bush, “The Rev. Dr. R. P. MacKay.”

* Acts and Proceedings (1912): Appendix 6.
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importance. The board was given the power to hire an individual to carry on its “executive
work.” In proposing the creation of the Finance Board, the committee was aware of the power
being given to the Board “to which is entrusted in so large measure the financing of all the
Schemes of the Church.™

The Finance Board had become a super-committee through which all funding decision
would flow. The Eastern section of the Church (the Maritimes) had its own treasurer and
processes, so the impact of the changes was somewhat muted although still felt in that part of the
country. Given the makeup of the new board, a place had been created where the committees and
boards of the church were compelled to meet and, it was hoped, work out together how they
would do the work of the Church. The board was one more level of structure, further distancing
the General Assembly from the staff responsible for carrying on the work of the Church. In
hiring someone to manage the day-to-day financial leadership of the Church, the Assembly was
recognizing that specialized skills and abilities were required in the leadership of the
denomination; skills having little to do with the pastoral ability required in congregational life.
The Finance Board would manage all requests to congregations for funding: direct appeals from
committees and boards were no longer allowed. The Finance Board had the power to re-write the
draft budgets of committees, thereby choosing if they wished, to privilege particular work of the
church and disadvantage other work.

The development of centralized budgeting meant national committees knew what was
being paid to the secretaries and other staff of all the other committees. Since all staff members
working for the Church were to be paid from one source, bringing equity to the salaries paid was
a priority. The 1912 Assembly made some changes to deal with a few glaring problems, and
mandated the Finance Board to create “a permanent scale.” With the Finance Board setting the
salaries, the various boards and committees of the Assembly lost a tool by which they could
express appreciation or disapproval of the work of their staff.**

In bringing together the mission work of the Church under one budget the logical
decision was to re-organize some of the responsibilities between the Home and Foreign Missions
Committees. Until 1912, work in Canada that was obviously cross-cultural, was largely regarded
as foreign missions. Thus work among the Chinese immigrants, the Native people of Canada,
and Jewish immigrants all fell under the Foreign Missions Committee. Even work among
Francophones had its own Board, distinct from Home Missions. The Assembly, with the
agreement of the Home and Foreign Missions Committees and the Board of French
Evangelization, created a Board of Home Missions. This newly minted entity was responsible for
all the work previously called home missions, plus ministry among the Native people, work
among the Jews, and the work of the Board of French Evangelization. The school at Pointe-aux-
Trembles had its own board appointed by the Assembly and therefore reported directly to the
Assembly.”” The work among the Chinese immigrants remained a responsibility of the Foreign
Missions Committee because of links between the Chinese community in Canada and regions in
China where the Presbyterian Church had missionaries. Disrupting those links it was believed
would hamper the mission work in Canada. In this shift, ministries that had been recognized as

3 Acts and Proceedings (1912): Appendix 272-73.
* Acts and Proceedings (1912): 65.
* Acts and Proceedings (1912): 64-65, Appendix 271-72.
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The Assembly in 1912, excited by the opportunities to do mission and hopeful that the
promises of systematic giving would be realized, increased the 1912 goal from the $1.1 million
recommended by the Committee to $1.2 million. In the end $1,132,513 was given, a 13.5%
jump. This was just over twice the rate of inflation, which was running at about 6.25% in 1912.
The average member gave $3.76, an increase of 6.5% above inflation, over the previous year.’’
Again the work of MacKay and Grant played a role, as did the significant amount of
conversation the changes would have caused. A conversation about stewardship raises people’s
awareness of their own giving patterns, and may result in some people re-examining what they
give. If no conversation about stewardship is taking place, fewer people are likely to think about
1t.

Contributions to the unified budget surpassed $1.2 million in 1913, for a 6% increase;
after inflation this was about a 4% increase. The membership of the denomination rose by 4%.
Factoring out inflation and membership growth, the average Presbyterian did not increase what
they gave to “the schemes of the church” in 1913 over what they had given in 1912.*° The
intense focus on stewardship present in 1911 and 1912 was not repeated following the 1912
Assembly, and less attention on stewardship questions meant a lessened awareness of the issue.
Second, 1912 was the first of the Church Union votes. While it is beyond the scope of this paper
to evaluate what impact the vote might have had on Presbyterians giving patterns, it is a factor
that needs to be remembered in this conversation.

The unified budget may have made it easier to raise funds since committee and board
staff had less need to go out and cultivate donors. Further, the competition among the agencies of
the Church was reduced. But the evidence is less than compelling that offering envelopes, and in
particular the duplex envelope, significantly increased the amount of money available to carry
out the mission and ministry of “the schemes of the church.” The envelope system by itself was
just a system; changing what people gave was, as the Committee on Systematic Giving said in
1911, a spiritual issue. When attention was given to discussing the spiritual dimension there was
an increase in what the average Presbyterian gave.

Three brief case studies follow which seek to demonstrate how the shift to a unified
budget and the development of “corporation” thinking changed the mission life of the Church.

Knox College Student Missionary Society®'

The Knox College Student Missionary Society (KCSMS) was the most influential student
organization at Knox College from the college’s founding until World War 1. When the
denomination would not provide adequate support to send Jonathan Goforth to China, the
KCSMS found the funds to send him. During the school year the Society provided supply
preachers to congregations in and around Toronto, as well as volunteers for the various city

% Acts and Proceedings (1919): Appendix 518.
* Acts and Proceedings (1919): Appendix 518.

*! For a longer discussion of the Knox College Student Missionary Society see Peter Bush, “Sending the
Gospel; The Development of the Knox College Student Missionary Society, 1845-1925." Canadian Society of
Presbyterian History Papers 12 (1987): 49-70. Knox College was not the only theological college with such an
organization. Presbyterian College in Montreal and Queen’s University also had influential Student Missionary
Society’s whose histories follow a similar trajectory to the one at Knox College.
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kept to an hour and a half, had a sermon, and used a modified form of the Greek rite. The
buildings in which they worshipped looked like Ukrainian Orthodox buildings. At its peak the
Independent Greek Church claimed to have twenty-four pastoral charges and 24,000 members.

The experiment eventually failed. It has been suggested it failed because priests from the
Ukraine finally arrived, and the Ukrainians returned to their historic expression of the faith rather
than remain part of the denomination within a denomination. Alternatively, the suggestion has
been made that the democratic values of the Presbyterian Church could no longer be suppressed
and the Ukrainian community reacted by leaving the Presbyterian fold. John Webster Grant
argued the cultural divide between Canadian Presbyterians and the Ukrainians was simply too
great to be bridged, and the collapse was inevitable because of the cultural division.

These explanations fail to account for the events of 1912. Defining the exact nature of the
relationship between The Presbyterian Church in Canada and the Independent Greek Church had
always proven problematic. Many Presbyterians believed the denomination was part of the
Canadian Presbyterian Church, while others argued there was an arm’s length relationship.
Reports about the Independent Greek Church appeared regularly in the Acts and Proceedings of
the Assembly, and the Presbyterian Church oversaw the development of a Ukrainian hymn-book
and catechism. Things were equally unclear to the leadership of the Independent Greek Church.
Bodrug believed it was an independent denomination, while other Ukrainian leaders saw it as
part of The Presbyterian Church in Canada. As 1912 brought a more business-like approach to
the church, this confusion had to be clarified.

The Board of Home Missions described what happened:

For some time The Presbyterian Church in Canada has been rendering assistance
to the Independent Greek Church, and each year the Home Mission Committee
set apart an apportionment for this purpose. The work assumed such proportions
that the assistance proved inadequate. The Ruthenian [Ukrainian] ministers
continued to urge for larger salaries and that homes and church accommodation
be provided. The Board declined to spend money on property not vested in the
Presbyterian Church, and hesitated to guarantee salaries to workers not our own,
and consequently not under the control of the Board.*’

The Board of Home Missions, which was established in June 1912, had by August ended an
experiment the Home Mission Committee had been operating for nearly a decade. The lack of
control over the funds expended was a critical concern, and so the Board cut its support to the
Independent Greek Church and imposed a new accountability model. The Board would establish
Presbyterian Missions in Ruthenian Settlements which would be placed “under the supervision
of Presbyteries.” This chain of authority treated the work within the Ukrainian community as
though they were Anglo congregations: they were to look like, be like other Presbyterian
congregations. Those individuals who had been serving as ministers in the Independent Greek
Church were interviewed in a process to their becoming ministers or missionaries of the
Presbyterian Church. The experiment had been regularized out of existence in an effort to ensure
effective accountability of both the financial expenditures and the product produced.

® Acts and Proceedings (1913): Appendix 7.
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practices in determining how to do ministry and mission. The models used to find the money
were the models applied to the use of the money in mission and ministry.

The leadership of the Church had other options besides turning to centralized fundraising
and budgeting. The Church had for decades functioned in a de-centralized manner and while it
was Inefficient and cumbersome at times it meant the committees of the Church had the freedom
to respond to mission opportunities in unconventional ways. The decentralized approach led to a
variety of models and ideas being explored, rather than the one homogenous model being
imposed on all. The Church could have developed a plan to raise funds through a unified effort
and then allowed the committees and boards to spend the funds given to them in ways that each
committee thought best; thereby creating space within which the committees of the Church were
free to best carry out the work of the Church. Further, given the experience of the Mission to the
Jews, the Finance Board could have allowed groups like the Knox College Student Missionary
Society to nurture a collection of dedicated donors to support work that paralleled or
supplemented work already being done within the denomination. Making such links between
donors and mission would likely have found new money being given in support of the work of
the Church. Both of these approaches would have required space within the corporate church
model. The model was unable to do that, given its commitment to the values of uniformity and
efficiency. The modernist drive towards conformity had no room for the non-traditional or the
difficult to categorize.

Confronted with the financial challenge of finding funds sufficient to do the work of the
denomination, the leadership of the Presbyterian Church turned, not unexpectedly, to the
methods of the business community. It was money they were trying to raise, and the business
community dealt with money. Finding in the business world the values of efficiency and
systematization, the Church adopted them. In the process of this adoption de-centralization was
replaced by centralization; appreciation for diversity was replaced with a call for conformity; and
freedom for experimentation was replaced with systematization.
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