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DECLARATION OF RIGHTS. 
BY REV, H, B. BASCOM. 

ARTICLE I. 
GOD, as the common FATHER of man

kind, has created all men free and equal, 
and the proper equality and social freedom 
of the great brotherhood of the human 
race, in view of the gifts and grants of 
the CREATOR, are to be inferred from all 
his dispensations to men. Every man, by 
the charter of his creation, is the equal 
of his contemporaries,-the essential rights 
of every generation are the same. Man 
as the child of Gon's creation, continues 
man immutably under all circumstances; 
and the right of ancestry are those of pos
terity. Man has claims, which it becomes 
his duty to assert, such as the indefeasible 
right of thinking and acting for himself, 
when thought and action do not infringe 
the rights of another, as they never will, 
when truth and justice are made the basis 
of human intercourse. These rights, 
common to the great family of man, can
not be abolished by concession, 6tatute, 



4 DECLARATION OF RIGHTS. 

precedent, or positive institution; - and 
when wrested or witlJ1eld from the multitude 
of mankind, by their RULERS, may be re
claimed by the people, whenever they see 
proper to do it. 

ART!CM: II. 
Man was created for society; his natural 

1·ights are adapted to the social state, and 
under every form of society, constitute 
properly, the foundation of his civil rights. 
When man becomes a member of civil 
society, he submits to a modification of 
some of his natnral rights, but he never 
does, he never can, relinquish them. He 
concedes the exercise of these rights, for 
his own and the general good, but he does 
not, cannot, cast them off. His rights 
receive a new direction, but do not termi
n.ate; and that government which deprives 
man of rights, justly claimed in virtue of 
his creation, and interwoven with the con
stitution 0f his nature, anrl the interests of 
society, denies to him the gifts of his 
CRE.A.TOR, and must be unjust. GOD can 
be the author of no government, contra
vening the wisdom of ms arrangements, 
in the creation of man. 

ARTICLE III. 
In every community there is a power, 

which receives the denomination of sover-



DECLARATION OF RIGHTS. 5 

eignty, a power not subject to control, and 
that controls all subordinate powers in the 
government. Now whether this power 
be in the hands of the many, or the few, 
it is indubitably certain, that those mem
bers only of the community are free, in 
whom the sovereign power resides. The 
power of a cornmunity is essential to its 
freedom, and if this power be confined to 
a few, freedom is necessarily confined to 
the same number. All just government 
must be founded upon the nature of man, 
and should consult alike the natural rights, 
civil wants, and moral interests of his being. 
All rightful AUTHORn'Y is founded in 
power and law; all just power is found
ed in right, and as one man's natural right 
to the character of LAWGIVER, is to all 
intents as good as another's, it follows, 
that all legitimate law must have its origin 
in the expressed will of the many. 

ARTICLE IV. 
As all men are essentially EQUAL, in 

their rights, wants, and interests, it follows 
from these, that representative government 
is the only legitimate human rule, to which 
any people can submit. It is the only 
kind of government that can possibly rec
oncile, in any consistent way, the claims 
of authority, with the advantages of LIB

ERTY. A prescriptive legislative bodv 
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making Jaws without the knowledge or 
consent of the people to be governed by 
them, is a DESPOTISM. Legislators, 
without constituents, and peers and fellows, 
deputing them, !IS their representatives aml 
actors-thus constituting themselves a le
gislature beyond lhe control of the people, 
is an exhibition of TYRANNY in one of 
its most DANGEROUS forms. In the mo
mentous affairs of government, nothing 
should be made the exclusive property of a 
FEW, which by right belongs to ALT., and 
may safely and advantageously be used by 
the rightful proprietors. The justice of 
every government depends essentially upon 
the original consent of the people :-this 
privilege belongs to every community, in 
right of the law of nature ; and no man, 
or multitude of men, can alter, limit, or 
diminish iL Constitutional law is an ex
pression of the will of the people, and 
their concurrence in its formation, either 
personally, or by representation, is essen
tial to its legitimate authority. 

ARTICLE V. 
No community can be said, without 

mockery, to have a constitution, wherP. 
there is a consolidation of the different 
powers of government in the hands of the 
same men, and the remaining portion are 
left of course, WITHOUT ANY SECU-
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RlTY FOR THEIR RIGHTS. Such a 
case presents an absolute GOVERNMENT; a 
government of men, not principles. A 
constitution is not the creature of govern
ment; the nature of things renders it im
possible that it should be an act of govern
ment. In strict propriety, it exists antP.rior 
to government;- government is based 
upon, proceeds from, and is the creature of 
the constitution. A constitution contains 
the elements and principles of government, 
and fixes the nature and limits of its form 
and operation; but is an instrument dis
tinct from government, and by which 
govP.rnment is controlled. It is a prelimi
inary act of the people, in the creation of 
government. It sustains to government 
the same relation that laws do to the judi
ciary; the latter is not the source of law, 
cannot make iaws, or annul them, but is 
subject to and governed by law. A con
stitution recognizes the rights of the peo
ple, and provides for their assertion and 
maintenance. It settles the principles 
and maxims of government. It fixes the 
LANDMARKS OF LEGISLATION.
It fixea the sovereign power of the people, 
giving LA w and Lnu1· to themselves and 
their representatives. 

ARTICLE VI. 
A government uniting the lei;islalive, 

judicial and executive powers in the hands 
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of the same men, is an ABSURDITY in the
ory, and in practice TYRANNY. The 
executive power, in every government, 
should he subordinate to the legislative, 
and the judicial independent of both.
Wherever, therefore, it happens, that these 
tliree departments of government a re in 
the hands of the same body of men, and 
these men not t e re.r.resentatives of the 
people, first maklii'g the laws, then execut
ing them, and finally the sole judm_of 
their own acts, there is no liberty, tnepeo
ple are VIRTUALLY ENSLAVED, and lia
ble to be ruined at any time. In a govern
ment, civil or ECCLESIASTICAL, where the 
same men are legislators, administrators, 
and ·udges, in relatwn to all the laws, and 
every possible application of them, the 
people, whether well or ill-treated, are in 
fact SLAVES; for the only remed llO'ainst 
such fl DESPOTISM, 1s OL1'. o con
sfitu ion can lie presumed a good one, 
embodying the principles of correct gov
ernment, which does not sufficiently guard 
against the chances and possibility of 
mal-administration. All absolute govern
ments owe their character to the manner 
in which they are administered; whereas, 
in a representative government, with 
proper CHECKS and BALANCES, it is 
the interest, even of the vicious, to promote 
the GENERAL WELFARE, by conforming to 
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the Jaws. The greater the equalityJ es
tablishe~<T men y g_overnments, 
tneiiiore virtue ana.fiErpineE?_s \y1l1 pre
vail; for where the """V01 11ntary consent of 
i ie governed is the basis of g0vernrnent, 
interest arid duty combine to promote the 
COMMON WEAL. 

Ar.:l'ICLE VII. 
· Every community should be the ASSERT

ER and GUARDIAN of its own rights. No 
government can be administered to the ad
vantage of the governed, for any considera
ble length of time, unless the people retain 
sufficient power in their own bands to 
COMPEL their rulers to act correctly. 
When a government is so constructed, that 
its acts are final, and preclude remedy by 
appeal to the people, its principles are 
unjust, and its administration cannot fail 
to be injurious ;-a virtuous administration 
can never change, or redeem the vicious 
principles of a government. And when
ever the subjects of a government, whose 
legislative, executive, and judicial func
tions, pertain to a few, independent of the 
choice of the people, find themselves ag
grieved and oppressed by the conduct of 
thei.r rulers, without any constitutional 
remedy for the redress of existing evils, it 
THEN becomes the duty, and is the impre
scriptable right of that people to CON-

2 
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TR9L THEIR RULERS, by extra-judicial 
measures. 

AR'l'ICLE VIIT. 
'Vhen all the power and forms of gov

ernment are held and managed by a few, 
who act without delegated right by con
sent of the people, the authority of the 
rulers is absolute, and the people are ms
F R~NCHISF.D of all right, in the various re
lations existing between them, as subjects, 
and those who hold the REINS of govern
ment. Such a government must always 
lead to 11iental debility, will depress the 
moral vigor of a people, and necessarily 
abridge the liberty of REASONING and IN

VESTIGATION. In all governments of this 
kind, right is the reature of FORTUNE, 
and the slave of CAPRICE. Those who 
Jive nnder a government which denies to 
the people the right of representation, 
blindly engage to submit to the will of 
others, right or wrong, and must continue 
to do so, or else deprive themselves of all 
the advantages of the community in which 
they live, in order to get rid of its evils.
The enactment of all laws and rules, there
fore, should be with and by the consent of 
the people, and their execution strictly un
der their CONTROL. 

ARTICLE IX. 
The right to be represented, where Jaw 

iB made to govern, is not only essential to 

J 
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civil freedom, but is equally the basis or 
RELIGIOUS liberty. Civil and religious lib
ert are intimate!~ ~e~ey usual,!y 
live an ilwto et er-;-a:iiili1e who is the 
Jn.en of the one, cannot consistently be 
the enemy of the other. If liberty, as is 
admitted on all hands, is the perfection of 
civil society, by what right can religious 
society become despoiled of this CROWN
ING EXCELLENCE of the social state? 
The New Testament furnishes the princi
ples, but not the forms of church govern
ment; and in the adaptation of forms to 
these principles, Christian bodies should 
be governed mainly by the few facts and 
;:irecedents furnished in the Apostolic writ
ings. The will and mind of the GREAT 
HEAD 01<' THE CHURCH, on this sub
ject, so far as clearly revealed, whether by 
express statute, or fair implication, cannot 
be contravened without im71iety; but in 
relation to a variety of topics, connected 
with the internal police and external rela
tion to the church, on which the scriptures 
are silent, it is left to every Christian com
munity to adopt its own reg'ulations, and 
the same is true of nations. Ministers and 
private Christians, according to the New 
Testament, are entitled to equality of 
righia and privileges-an identity of ir1-
terests implies an equality of rights. A 
monopoly of power, therefore, by the minis-
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try, is a USURPATION of the rights of 
the people. No power on the part of the 
ministry can depri~e the people lezitimate
ly of their elective and representative rights; 
as the ministry cannot think and act for 
the people, in matters of principle and 
conviction, so neither can they . legislate 
for them, except as their AUTHORIZED 
REPRESEN'l'ATIVES. 

ARTICLE X. 
The government of every Christian 

church should be strictly a government of 
principle, in relation to the governed; and 
every private Christian is as deep I y and 
reasonably intt)rested as the ministry.
DOMINION OVER CONSCIENCE, is 
the most absurd of human pretensions.
The as~umption, that absolute power in 
the aflairs of church government, is a 
-sacred deposite in the bands of the MINIS
TRY, libels the genius and charities of the 
New Testament. Whenever a Christian 
people place themselves under a ministry, 
who claims the right of thinking and 1le
ciding for them, in matters of faith and 
morality, they are guilty of impiety, how
ever unintentional, to the GREAT HEAD 
OF THE CHURCH, inasmuch as it is 
required of every Christian to reflect and 
<letermine for himself, in all such cases, 
and the duty cannot be performed by 
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another. And those- ministers who aim at 
principality of this kind, in the personal 
concerns of f"AITH and PRACTICE, are 
plainly g-uilty of usurped dominion over 
the rights and consciences of the PEOPLE. 

ARTICLE XI. 
EXPEDIENCY and RIGHT are differ

ent things. Nothing is expedient that is 
unjust. Necessity and convenience may 
render a form of govern111ent U:5Pful and 
effective for a time, which afterwards, un
der a chan~e of circumstances, and an ac
cumnlatinn of responsibility, rnHy become 
oppressive and intolerable. That system 
of things, which cannot be justified by the 
word of GOD, and the common sense of 
mankind, can never be expedient. Sub
mission to pnwer, gradually and insidious
ly usurped, should seldom or never be re
ceived as proof oft he legitimate conseut of 
the people to the peculiar for111 of govern
ment by which they are oppressed ; as 
snch submission rr.ay be the result of prin
ciples, attachments and energies, which 
owe thPir existence to causes foreign from 
the govern:nent, which is supposed tn pro
duce them. PeacPable submission by the 
people, to a system of government, can 
never be construed into a proper approval 
of it, as one of their own choice; for, as 
men by birth and education, may become 



14 DECLARATION OF RIGHTS. 

the subjects of a form of civil government 
they do not approve, so thousands may be 
born into the KINGDOM OF GOD, and 
nurtured in his family, under forms of ec
clesiastical policy, materially inconsistent 
with the lights and notices of revelation on 
this subject. The continued sufferance 
and submission of the people, so far from 
proving the divine rig-ht of those who gov
ern, does not even furnish proof of any 
ri ght at all, except the claim which arises 
from mere FORBEARANCE. 

ARTICLE XII. 
Without insisting- upon those portions of 

the New Testament, which go directly 
against the rig-tits of the ministry to exclu
sive rule, the well known indefiniteness of 
its langnaite on the subject of church f!OV

ernment, should admonish the claimants of 
such power, that their pretensions cannot 
be sustained. Nevertheless, in all al!es 
since the Apostolic, and in all parts oft.he 
world, with but few exceptions, a large 
majority of those calling themselves Chris
tian ministers, have shown a disposition 
both in ecclesiastical and civil affairs, to 
maintain an influence in matte rs of gov
ernment, ind ependent of the people, a11d to 
suppress the rig ht of inquiry, and free
dom of discussion. And this is readi
ly accounted for by adverting to the fact, 
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that the liberty of thinking and acting, and 
especially the free expressions of opinion, 
have always lessened the influence of min
isterial pretensions, and abridged the claims 
of an aspiring ministry to IRllESPONSIBLE 

DOMINATION. lt is lamentably true that in 
a thousand instance8, in the various divi
sions of PAPAL AND PROTESTANT 
CHRISTENDOM, oppression has been 
exercised under pretence of duty, and pro
fessed veneration for the dead; and their 
doing, and an earnest contention for pre
existing customs had been urged, as suffi
cient reasons for withholding the ril!'hts of 
the people, and lording it over GOD'S her
itage. 

ARTICLE XIII. 
It is true, to a great extent, that through

out all division~ of the Christian world, 
INTELLECT has taken but comparative
ly little hold of the subject of religion, and 
still less of the suhject of church GOVERN

ME!'iT1 and this affords the ministry an op
portunity of rrisleading the people on the 
subject of their rights, and in but too ma
ny instances, they resign themselves the 
passive subjects of their religious teach
ers, without once inquiring, whether, in 
doing so, they do not dis honor the GREAT 
HEAD OF THE CHURCH, in his mem
bers. Christian ministers are men of like 
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pnssions with other men, they are equally 
liable to err, and become depraved; they 
.should not be watched with an eye of ma
lignant jealousy, but their errors, oppres
sions and usurpations should be met and 
resisted by the people, with confidence and 
firmness. The people should teach their 
rulers, that they will find tliem alike free 
frtJm the spirit of faction, and the tameness 
of swerity. They should let them know, 
that with every disposition to render prop
er obPdience, they are determined not te> 
be OPPRESSED. 

ARTICLE xrv. 
Whenever the members of a church re

sign the right of suffrage, and of discussing 
freely and fearles~ly the conduct of their 
rulers, whether it be done by direct con
cession, or indirectly by attaching them
selves to, and continuing within the pale 
of a church, where ;;uch a system of polity 
obtains, they renounce to a fearful extent 
one of the first principles of the PRO
TEST ANT RELTGION, and bring dis
honor upon its name. Whenever spi ritual 
rulers attempt to check a perfectly free 
communication of thoug-hts and feelings 
among the people,-when the lips and the 
pens of the laity are interdicted, without 
their oversight and lice11se,-when they at
tempt to repress honest convictions and 
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free inquiry ;-when their disapprobation 
is shown to all who do 11ot support them, 
and tbeir displeast1re incurred by the dif
fusion of intelligePce among the people, 
not calculated to increase their power and' 
reputation,-then it. becomes the duty of 
the peo;ile to decline their oversight, as 
men unworlhy to rule the CHURCH or 
Gon. The rock on which the church has 
split foniges, is that the Fovereig-n pow
er to regulate al I eccle~iastical matters, 
(not decided by the Srriptures, and "hich 
of right belongs to a Christian con1munity 
as ~uch.) has, by a mnst miRchievo11s and 
unnatural polit_v, mis11amed EXPED1 ENCY, 
been transferred to the haur1s of a fw,. 
Ministers, who have been in part, the pa
tricians of the ~1rn1STRY, and the ARIS
TOCRACY of the church. 

ARTICLE XV. 
Government as a fixed anrl stable cause 

in the 
1

prngresa .of human affairs, is finally 
productive of a large amount of good or 
evil ; it is strictly in its 0peration, a moral 
cause, in the formation of character; for it 
necessarily presents circumstances and 
considerations, in the light of re&sons and 
motives which lead to results in the forma
tion of charnc!Pr, that b1•come habitual ancl 
permanent. The good of all concerned, 
therefore, should be the object proposed in 
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the adoption of any form of government; 
and when a system of government is 
adopted, which calls off the attention of 
the governed, from the general welfare, by 
depriving- them of all control in the enact
ment of the laws, the natural and una
voidable tendency, of a government of this 
description, is vicious and DED10RALIZil'iG; 

and such, are the character and influence 
of ali non-elective govermmmts. The 
members of a community, who place them· 
selves under the exclusive control of a 
few irresplinsible persons, as their Hole 
masters, in matters of government, thus 
tamely deprive themselves of the right of 
representation, and even of existence, ex
cept by EXPATRIATION, betray a 
criminal negligence of their best interests, 
anrl great imttention to the general wel
fare; and all governments recognizing 
such a distinction, contravene necessarily 
the influence of enlightened conviction 
and INDEPENDENT inquinJ. 

ARTICLE XVI. 
Any government that does not allow the 

people to meet, deliberate, and decide upon 
matters that concern themselves, is evi
dently oppressive. For those who are not 
the representatives of the people to make 
laws for them, and then deny them the 
freedom of candid inquiry and honest ani-
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Jlllttversion, is a measure as irrational as 
it' is unjust. The maxim which assumes 
that the ministry has a right to rule and dic
ta.le exclusively, in the great concerns of 
RELIGION, is the fruitful source of implicit 
faith, which, tamely and without inquiry, 
receives instruction at the hands of men, as 
AUTHORITATIVE and final-impiously re
ceiving" for doctrines the commandments 
of men, and perverting the ORACLES OF 
GOD." When the ministry judge and 
determine for the people, without their le
gitimate concurrence, as m~tter of right, 
conformity becomes a question of polity, 
instead of resultine: from conscience and 
principle. A government which denies to 
the governed the right to inquire, remon
st rnte, and demand withheld justice, which, 
from its structure nnd operation, is calcu
lnted to darken the nnrlerstanding and mis
lead the judgment-and thus compel obe
dience to its mea~ures, in the great inter
ests of right anti wrong, must be essential
ly unjust, and ought not to be submitted to. 

ART ICLE XVIT. 
No power possesses so fatal a principle 

of increase and accumulation in it.sP-lf, as 
ecclesiastical power. Its faculties for re
production and multiplicntion ore many 
and frarl'ul, and should be vigilantly 
guarded against by all, who consider the 
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IMAGE OF Gon as closely connected with 
the RIGHTS OF MA~. Anrl whenever the 
growth and manifPstation of this power, in 
any of its innurnerable forms and modes of 
operation, shall clearly amount to an in
vusion of Christian rights, the injured and 
oppresseu should resist the encroachment 
with manly decision and unyielding remon
strance. 1.n every church, where the prin
ciple of representatio n is Pxcl11dPd, in the 
affa irs of its irovernment, the ri!!ht of pri
vate judgment bPcornfO's a null it}', and faith 
and prnctice a!e necessa rily, to a g reat 
extent, the off.;!'ring of presc ription. The 
right of rle«iding- what are the will and 
mind of GOD, in 1natters of faith and dis
cipline, by prescriptive interprttation, is 
conceded in the scriptu re;; to no man, or 
body of men exclusively: of course, the 
right of judgmPnt belong-s to all, eqiial(y 
and inalienab!i1, and whe n the ministry 
avail themselves of the indifference, inat
tention, or ignora nce of the people, brought 
under their charire from time to time, to 
constitute themselves their LEGISLA
TIVE MASTERS and EXECUTIVE 
GUARDIANS, they usurp the dominion 
of conscience, and although never com
plained of, are de facto relig-ious TYRANTS, 

bP.cause they assume and exercise rights, 
that do not, )lnd cannot, in the nature of 
things, belong to them. It should not be 
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overlooked, moreover, that when the min 
istry are considered by the laity, as the 
sole judges and depositories of faith and 
discipline, the people lose the only power
ful motive, the only direct incmtive, they 
can possibly have, to inquire aud decide 
for themselves, i11 the infinitely momentous 
concerns of TROTH and DOTY. Such a 
monopoly of power by the ministry, tends 
directly to mental debasement, con~Pqnently 
DEC ISION of character, INSINCERITY 
and MISGUIDED ZEAL. 

ARTICLE XVIII. 
That form of ecclesiastical policy, under 

which the revenues of' the church proceed 
from the people, when they have no par
ticipation in the enactment of its laws, 
furnishe3 no proper constitutional BAL
ANCE of POWER; for the legislative 
council of the church, consisting of the 
ministry alone, have it in their power, at 
any time to render the contribnt.iono of the 
people to an amount sufficient for their 
competent supply and even affluence, not 
a voluntary service, but a condition of 
membership; when such government ceases 
to be free, and necessarily becomPs ty
rannical. Any irovernment which places 
the public property of the governed in the 
hands of its rulers, so that it must proceed 
from their gift exclusively, without any 
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constitutional negative in its appropriation 
on the part of the people, is unjust and 
vicious in its nature. Property is domin
ion held in right of power; and if in the 
hands of a few, the balance of government 
is destroyed, by enabling them to control 
the destiny of the whole. As it is the 
duty of every community, to support 
those who are only called to the adminis
tration of its affairs, so it is plainly a mat
ter of right, that the will of the people 
should determine the necessary amount of 
suppiies, and the mode of their ASSESS-

. MENT and COLLECTION. 

ARTICLE XIX. 
Punishments should never be inflicted 

in any community, except when stcictly 
necessary, and plainly called for by the 
PUBLIC GOOD; and in all cases the in
fliction should be according to law. All 
punishments, proceeding from the regu
lar administration of constitutional Jaw, 
should be submitted to without resistance. 

Aancr.E XX. 
The subjects of all govtirnment.s have 

a right to know the official acts and doings 
of their agents and officers, anti to demand 
their publication accordingly. 

ARTICLE XXL 
The vindication of an injured people, in 
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a contention for their rights, is furniRhr.d 
by the SHAMEFUL denial of their EXIST
ENCE. 

ARTICLE XXII. 
Any movement by the oppressed, to re

cover their rights, will be resisted by those 
who have oppressed them; but sll.J!ering 
and persecution, in a cause which the love 
of GOD and MAN requires, should be 
FEARLESSLY MET AND RESOLUTELY BORNE, 

CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 

CHAPTER I. 

GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF GOVERNMENT. 

Question-Has not the Methodist Epis
copal Church, for some years, been greatly 
agitated by a controversy on the subject of 
church government? 

Answer-Yes. 
Q. Have any doctrines, or any other 

principles than those of government been 
involved in this controversy ? 

A. Yes; Slavery. 
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Q. Has not this controversy resulted in 
a c .. nsi<lerable secession from the M. E. 
Church? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Well, was the difference of sufficient 

magnitude t.o justify a secession from the 
church? 

A. Y es; it was una\•oidable. 
Q. Well, what is the nature of the gov

ernmPnt of' the M. E. Church ; that is to 
say, i.; it repub lican or anti-republican? 

A. Anti republican. 
Q. What are we to understand by a re

publican governmPnt? 
A. It is a government where the sover

eign power is in the hands of the people, 
or where all parts of the governed ure fairly 
repn·s,.nted in the legislature. 

Q. \tVh~t are we to understand by :in 

aristocracy? 
A. lt is a government where the power 

is in the hands of a fpw, and those not the 
representatives of the people nor amenalJ!e 
to them fi>r their official acts. 

Q. Whatisam,. narchv? 
A. lt is a government where all the 

power is in the hands of one person. 
Q. Are republican principles right or 

wrong--are they in accordanre with the 
.go8pel of J es us Christ, or opposed to it? 

A. They are in accordance with the 
gospel, aud consequently right. 

. 
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Q. And will it not follow, that if repub
lican principle::> are in accordance with 
t1ie gospel, and right, anti-republican prin
ciples are opposed to the ~spel, and con
-sequent ly wrong? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Can republican prim::iplcs be right 

in one ~ituat·ion, and wro11g in another? 
that is to say, can they oo right in the 
state and wrong in the church? 

A. No; for that would be to -say, that 
while the state frames her government in 
accordance ·with tbe gospel, the church 
ought to frame hers in opposition to the 
·gospel, which tvould be absurd, aR the 
Rev. H. B. Bascom ~1as justly said. (See 
Declaration of Rights, art. 9.) 

Q. ls it not, therefore, evident, that in 
proportion as monarchy or aristocracy pre
vails in the church, in the same proportion 
will the securities of civil liberty be weak
ened or destroyed? 

A. Yes; it would be a contradiction, to 
say that a man was a Tepublican in civil, 
a11d an aristocrat in ecclesiastical gov
ernment. 

Q,. But is it not contended that the gov
ernment -0f the .M. E. Church is republi
-can, because persons aufhorized to pre,,ch, 
must first be recommended by the people; 
'II nd does thia not -constitute them their rep
resentatives? 

3 
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A. Some do so contend, but others (yea 
end ministers of high standing) pubhcly 
thank God that their government is ntlt 
republican, and proclaim in their sermons, 
that no church can have a republican gov
ernment, without dethroning Jes us Christ. 

Q.. But does not the circumstance of 
their being so recommended by the peo
ple at first, constitute the government re
publican? 

A. No; for though, this be the case, the 
people never thought in that act, of con
stituting- them law-makers, but only re
commender! them as suitable persons to 
preach. That this is the fact is evident: 
First, because a majority so recommended 
and licensed, never become travelling 
preachers, without which they can have no 
voice in the government, and of course 
cannot be the representatives of the peo
ple: Second, many of those who become 
travelling preachers, never go to General 
Conference, and consequently cannot re
present any one there: Third, if some few 
do, after many years, become members of 
the General Conference, they may have 
changed their views very much since they 
were recommended to preach, and of 
course, could not suitably represent the 
views and wishes of the people now : 
Fourth, however corrupt they may have 
become since that time in their principles, 
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and oppressive in their measures, the peo
pl" have no authority to r .- move them from 
office and elect others in their places; so, 
you see, this is a curious kind of republi
canism; and this fine suprrstrurtnre, 
which bas been so much harped upon 
among the iznorant and uninformed, tum
bles to the ground, for want of a foundation 
to sup port it. 

Q. Then will it not follow, that if in the 
act of recommending them to preach, the 
people intended also to mai(e them repre
sentatives in the Genera 1 Conference, or 
law-making department of the church, they 
have been g reatly disappointed; for trav
ell ing preachers have prevented a large 
majority of the representatives of the peo
ple from g:oi11 g to the General Conference, 
though th e>y were elected for that !lurpose, 
according to this a rgument. Would this 
be allowed in the civil department? 

A. \Ve think the conclusion legitimate, 
if the premises be admitted. 

Q. But cl id not the people, at the organ
iz~tion of the church, consent to this kind 
of government by conventional enactment ; 
and if so, is it not founded in the will of 
the people; and consequently republican? 

A. No; the peuple were never consult
er! at the organization of the M. E. Chmch, 
they had no representative present: but a 
few ministers, of themselves, in the city of 
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Baltimore, in 1784, framed the government 
without the concurrence or consent of the 
people, and have held with tenacious grasp 
ever since, all legislative, judicial, and ex
ecutive prerogatives. 

By virtue of this usurped authority, this 
body has imposed 11 pon the Church articles 
of faith, without either their advice or con
currence, and thus has interfered with the 
free exercise of conscience and the right 
of private judgment, on the part of the 
laity, and in respect to matters with which 
their personal salvation is inseparably 
identified. What more has the Roman 
Catholic Church itself done than this, in 
controlling the faith of its members? 

Q. But did they not virtually embrace 
and approve of this kind of government, in 
the act of joining the church, and in this 
act concede to the preachers the right to 
make and execute all the laws, and will 
not this make it republican? 

A. No; not one in a hundred, if one in 
a thousand, thou!l'ht anything about the 
principles of government when uniting 
with the church, but were influenced in 
this act by entirely different considera
tions. 

Q. But do they not !lpprove of this kind 
of g'Overnment by continuing in the church; 
and is not this equivalent to a vote of ap
proval, and of course republican? 



CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 29 

A. No; a large majority in the church 
do not understand the principles of their 
own government, nor the government of 
reformers, or of the difference between 
them; and among those who are acquaint
ed with th,.m, perhaps there is a majority 
in favor of reform. 

Q,. If this be the fact, why then do they 
continue in the church ? 

A. They may prouably be influenced to 
this course from a number of considerations, 

, foreign to the government ; such as their 
attachment to favorite mini5ters; nn un
willingness to interrupt old associations 
and attachments. Some may be influ
enced by the argument taken from numbers 
aud popul.arity; others may think they can 
succeed better in their temporal avoca
tions, and that it will best subserve their 
secular interests, to belong to so large a 
community ; others, again, do not like 
to leave the meeting-houses which their 
money has built ; and not among the least, 
is a foar that the new church will not 
succeed-which tear ought now to be 
abandoned . 

Q,. It would appear, then, that if the 
preachers favorable to reform would come 
out and join the reformers, a large propor
tion of the members would go with them ; 
or if a majority of the people would come 
out, the preachere would follow-and so 
they are waiting one for the other ? 
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A. No doubt it is even so. 
Q. But is there not a majority of the 

members in the M. E. Church in favor of 
this kind of government; and is not the 
peaceable submission at it an evidence of 
that fact; and if so, is it not founded in 
the will of the people, and republican? 

A. This is very doubtful and uncertain, 
as it has never been tested; neither are 
the preachers willing to submit it to the 
voice of the members in a fair election, 
but have told them plainly that they have 
no right to a voice in such matters. (See 
the report of the Generul Conference in 
1828.) Mr. Bascom has discussed this 
question with considerable ability! (See 
Declaration, art. 11.) 

Q. Why then does the M. E. Church 
support anti-republican principle8, if they 
are opposed to the gospel ? 

A. I do not know; but "I wot that they 
do it ignorantly." 

Q. Is the government of the M. E. 
Church a monarchy or aristocracy? 

A. It is a mixture of both ; for though 
the government is in the hands of the 
travelling preachers, [this is aristocratic] 
they a re dependent on the Bishops at their 
head, [tliis is monarchical.] 

Q. Wl1at is the nature of the govern
ment of the w ESLEYAN CONNECTION? 

A. Republican or representative, as we 
shall see hereafter. · 
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CHAPTER II. 

METHODIST EPISCOPACY. 

Q. By whom was Methodist Episcopacy 
established? 

A. By Dr. Coke and Francis Asbury. 
Q. But do not the ministers of the M. 

E. Church attribute their Episcopacy to 
John Wesley? 

A. They do; but there is no sufficient 
evidence of this fact. 

Q. But did not Mr. Wesley consecrate 
Dr. Coke a Bishop? 

A. We have no proof that he ever made 
such an attempt-and had he done so, lie 
could not have succeeded ; for he never 
was a Bishop himse lf. · He could not there
fore confer powers he did not possess. 

Q. But was not Mr. Wesley the super
intendent of all the Methodists? 

A. Yes; anrl he could and did appoint 
Dr. Coke and Francis Asbury joint super
intendents of the Methodist societies in 
N orth America. 

Q. But <loes not the word superintendent 
signify the same thing as Bishop? 

A. Not always-not generally. There 
are many superintendents who are not 
BishopH-though all bishops are superin
tendents. 
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Q. Jam aware l!>fthis; bnt did not Mr. 
Wesley set a part Dr. Coke by the imposi
tion of hands? 

A. Yes; but this cere111ony, though it 
l!enerally accompani es ordination, does 
oot prove anything in itself. Jt was a cer
emony which, in the days of the upostl1 ·s. 
accompanied appointments to office, where 
no minislerialfunetion was either conferred 
or recognized. H was- also a common 
ceremor~y which accompanied the baptism 
of the Holy Ghost. Again, Mr. Wes ley, 
as the father and founder of the Methodist 
eocieties, often exercised the right of send
ing his preachers to particular fields of 
h .bor, and in doiog so, he frequently laid 
his hamls upon them in token of his bles
sing ; and this practice he professed t<> 
have de-rived from Acts xxxiii. 3. In one 
of his letters. he thus speaks,-" Paul and 
B11 r.nnlrns were separated for the work to 
which they were called. This was not 
onlaining them-it was only inducting 
them to the province for which our Lord 
had appointed them." 

Q. Have you seen Dr. Coke's commis
sion, or in other words, the lE<tter of 
Rppointment, which he received from Mr. 
W esley ? 

A. Yes; it is now lying before me: 
Q. Well, do you gather from that letter 

trie fact that Mr. Wesley constituted him 
" .Bishop? 
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A. I do not. Mr. Wesley put~ himself 
and Dr. Coke on a level, as it regards 
grades in the ministry. He applies thP, 
term presuyter to both. Mr. 'Wesley. as 
the father of the whole Methodist family, 
simply "appointed," "set apart" Dr. Coke 
to "s11perintend " and "preside over" a 
portion of his great family. This is all 
that can fairly be gathered from the com
mission of Dr. Coke. 

Q. Did not Mr. Wesley give, (in thi~ 
letter of appointment) as one rea:;on for 
the step he then took, that the Methodists 
iu North America desired "to continue 
under his care, and still adhere to the doc
trine and discipline oi the Church of Eng
land"? 

A. He certainly did. 
Q . Can we suppose then that he 11·ould 

violate his solemn ordir1Rtion vows, by or
daining a Bishop, while he was only a 
presbyter, and also that he would trample 
on the discipline of thr. church to which 
the " people still wished to adhere," liy 
thrusting upon the societies a Bishop of 
hiH own creating, contrar~ to the discipline 
of said church ? 

A. Such a position is too monstrous to 
be believed. 

Q . But did not Mr. Wesley intend that 
Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury should ordain 
other presbyters ? 
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A. ·undoubtedly he did. The necessi
ties of the case he supposed would justify, 
in America, this departure from English 
usage; but he could plead no such neces
sity for making a Bishop-believi ng as he 
did," that Bishops and presbyters were of 
the same order and had the same right to 
ordain." He did not confer upon Dr. 
Coke any additional ordi1. ation power, but 
merely set him apart to superintend the 
flock of Christ. 

Q. Did Mr. Wesley anticipate that Coke 
and Asbury would assnme and exercise 
the office of Bishops, and organize a sep
arate and distinct M ethodist Episcopal 
Church 'J 

A. It is very evident he did not. 
Q. ls there any evidence of this? 
A. Yes; he expected both preachers 

and people would conti11ue under Ms care, 
and" still adhere to the discipline" of the 
established church. 

Q. Is there any other proof? 
A. Yes; when Mr. Wesley found that 

his superinte ndents had taken the name 
of Bishops, he wrote to Asbury a Jetter, of 
which the following is an extract. "How 
can you, how dare you suffor yourself to be 
called a Bishop? I shudder, 1 start, at the 
very thought; men may call me a knave, 
or a fool, a rascal, a scoundrel, and I am 
content. But they shall never, by my con-
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sent, call me a Bishop. For my sake, for 
God's sake, for Christ's sake, put a full end 
to this. JoHN WESLl::Y."-(Moore's Life 
of Wesley, vol. 2, p. 285.) 

Q,. But is it not po•sible that it was ths 
name only to which Mr. Wesley objected? 

A. Mr. W. was not a stickler for names. 
And besides, as the name was scriptural, 
he certainly could not ohject, as a church
man , to their being called by a name 
which exactly designated their office. It 
is ridiculous to suppose that after he had 
made them Bishops, he so pointedly con
demned them for taking the name! Such 
a supposition is contrary to Mr. Wesley's 
whole character. 

Q,. Is there any other evidence that Dr. 
Coke never considered himself a Bishop in 
the Episcopal sense? 

A. Yes. Dr. Coke appears never to have 
been satisfied with his Episcopal authority; 
though he says, in his letter to Bishop 
White, that "Mr. Wesley did invest him, 
as fur as he had a right to do, with Episco
pal authority." 

Dr. Coke wrote a letter to Bishop White, 
dated Richmond, April 24, 1791, nearly 
seven years after Mr. Wesley had made 
him.a Bishop, making a formal proposition 
for a re-union of the Methodists in Ameri
ca with the Protestant Episcopal Chllrch ! 
He wrote to Bishop Seabury, of Connecti-
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cut, about the same time, making a similar 
proposition. 

Jn the former of these letters he express
ed the opinion that he "went farther in 
the Reparation" of the Methodists from the 
Established Chnrch than Mr. Wesl ey in
tended-that Mr. Wesley" did not intend 
nn entire separation "-that Mr. \<Vesley 
himself" went farther than he would have 
gone, if he had foreseen some events which 
followed! "-and that he is now sorry for 
the separation. How much does this look 
like constituting Dr. Coke a Bishop to form 
n separate Methodist Episcopal Church? 
These " certain events which followed," 
were, doubtless, the assumption of the 
name and office of Bishops, on the pa~t of 
Coke and Asbury, and their consequent 
proceedings! ln this Jetter, Dr. Coke 
styles himself a "Presbyter of the Church 
of England,'' and states that about 130 
preachers had been ordained, nnd that 
"the generality, and perhaps none of them 
would refuse to submit to a re-ordination." 
So much for the satisfaction of the prench
ers at that early day with ordination from 
Mr. Wesley's Bishops! In his letter to 
Bishop Seabury, which Dr. Coke read to 
Bishop ·white, he suggested that in case 
of a re-union, "ther6 would be use in conse
crating Mr . .!lsbwy lo the Episcopacy-and 
that although there would not be the same 
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reasons in his, (Dr. Coke's case,} because 
he was a reside nt of England ; yet as he 
should probably, while he lived, occasion
ally visit America, it would not be fit, con
sidering he was Mr. Asbury's senior, that 
he should appear in lou•er character than 
this gentleman." Hence it seems that Mr. 
Wesley's Bishops were only Presbyters 
11fter all-and that to be true Episcopal 
Bishops they needed, in the opinion of Dr. 
Coke, a new consecration. 

As lately as 1813, Dr. Coke applied to 
Wm. Wilberforce and several other dis
tinguished gentlemen i11 England, for an 
appointment to. the Episcopacy of India, 
and promising, if he could obtain that ap-

, pointment, he would return to the bosom 
of the church, and do all in his power to 
promote her interests. It is as clear as 
the sun, that Dr. Coke never considered 
himself properly a Bishop, though this ap
pears to have been the height of his am
bition . "If the less can bless the great
er;" if presbyters can make Bishops, then 
h ·1s Methodist Episcopacy something to 
stand upon, though it owes its existence 
more to these self-styled Bishops, Coke and 
Asbury, than to John Wesley. 

Q . Will yon give us the substance of 
what Mr. Wesley says reopecting sending 
laborers to America ? 

A. Yes. Page :n4, vol. vii. of his works, 
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Mr. Wesl ey thus states the whole case. 
"Hence those who had been members of 
the church, had none either to administer 
the Lord's Supper, or to baptize their chil
dren." .... Judging this to be a case of 
real necessity, l took a step which, for 
peace and quietness, I had refrained from 
taking for many years; I exercised that 
power which, l am fully persuaded, the 
great Shephnd and Bishop of Souls has 
given me. I appointed three of our labnrer11 
to go and help them, by not only preaching 
the word of God, but likewise, by adminis
terin{! the Lord's Supper, a11d baptizing 
their children, throughout that vast tract of 
land-a thousand miles long, and some 
hundreds broad." The same facts are re
ferred to as the cause of Mr. \.Vesley's ac
tion in this case, in hi,; Life by Coke and 
Moore. They there state "that Mr. As
bury informed Mr. Wesley of the extrPme 
tlnPasiness of the people's minds for want 
of the sacraments; that thousands of their 
children were unbaptizPd, and that the 
members of tl1e society in genern J, had not 
taken the Lord's Supper for years!" Ag-a in, 
in his own circular upon this subject, Mr. 
Wesley says, "J.'.,r some hundreds of 
milPs together, then· is none either to bap
tize or ailminister the sacraments; here, 
therefore, my srri1ples are at an end. as I 
violate no order and invad~ no man's right 
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by appointing and sending laborers into the 
luirvest." This then was his object, and he 
incidentally cites the practice of the Alex
andrian Church, as sustaining him in the 
ordination he perf ormed. Such a reference, 
however, would not have been relevant, 
had he ordained a Bishop, as the Bishops 
of that church were elected by the whole 
church previously to being ordained by the 
elders. Can any one believe that, at that 
time, Mr. W esley intended to assert and· 
defend his right to originate an Episco
pacy ? Is there another place in his vo
luminous works, where such a right is 
even adverted to? We believe there is 
not one. It is evide nt that the sublime 
conception of Methodist Episcopacy had 
not then entered bis mind : when it was 
forced upon him, we know how he expressed 
himself with regard to it. . 

Q . Is not the case of Scotland similar 
to that of America ? 

A. I think so. 
Q,. Will you give us the substance of 

what Mr. W esley says respecting" setting 
apart" preachers for Scotland? 

A. Yes ; the soc ieties in Scotland were 
without any to arlminister the sacraments, 
and many memhers had been lost in con
sequence. Hence he says in his Journal, 
"Aug. 1, 1785. Having, with a few se
lected friends, weighed the matter thor-
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oughly, [yielded to their judgment, ·a nil 
set apart three of our well tried preachers 
to rninititer in Scotland." Again, in his 
works, page 314, vol. vii. he says," After 
Dr. (not Bi>hop) Coke's re turn from Ameri
ca, many of our fri e nds begged I would 
consider the case of Scotland." Then, 
afler mentioning the evil arising from the 
want of ordained ministers there, he adds, 
"To prevent this, I at lenirth consented 

- to TAKE THt: SAME STEP WITH REGARD TO 
ScnTLAND, AS I HAD DONE WITH REGARD 
TO AMERICA! " The three preachers re
frrred to, were undoubtedly inte nded to 
superinte11dthe societies in Scotland, which 
were, shortly after this, divided into three 
circuits. So far was Mr. Wesley from 
originating any Episcopal establishment 
"to supersede the Prutestan t Episcopal 
Church," that, in the same document, he 
(Mr. W .) says, "\!Vhatever then is done, 
EITHER IN AMERICA on ScoTLAND, rs NO 
SEPARATION FR<>M Ttn: Church o.f Eng-
land. I have no thoug-ht of this!" Let 
thPse facts be considered well. 

Q.. The "SAME S'l'EP" with reg-ard to 
Scotland as America. Did Mr. Wesley 
erer ordain any BISHOPS for Scotland? 

A . I have never heard that he did. 
Q.. If he took the same steps with reirard 

to Scotland as A rnerica. and ordained no 
Bishops for the former place, is it not very 
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strange that the ministers of the M. E. 
Church should 71ersist in asserting that Mr. 
Wesley is the author of Metlwdist Episco
pacy'! 

A. lt certainly is; anrl it cannot he ac
counted for only on the ground of ignorance, 
prejudice or disl:oncsty ! 

Q. How long was it after Messrs. Coke 
and Asbury were appointed superintend
ents liefore they took the name of Bish
ops? 

A. lt appears from "Lee's History of 
Methodism," that when the society was 
firat organized under Messrs. Coke and 
Asb11ry, these gentlemen were not known 
as Bishops. The title was not assumed 
until about three years after the organiza
tion, and then without the knowledge or con
sent of the conference. We know, too, that 
many of the preachers were opposed to the 
change, and that after considerable debate 
a vote was passed, NOT APPROVING OF THE 

ACT, but acceding lo the request of the super
intendents, upon Mr . .!J.sbury's explanation 
of the term, to allow it to remain." Mr. 
Wesley's letter to Asbury appears to have 
been despatched immediately after this, 
namely, in 1788. So that he lost no time 
in endeavoring to correct the evil. 

Q. Was Dr. Coke ever received in Eng
land as a Bishop? 

A. No; about five months after Mr 
4 
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Wesley's death, the Conference assembled, 
This was in 1791. Dr. Coke, who had 
been seven years a Bishop, was present. 

• But he did not preside as Bishop, nor yet 
as superintendent. He did not preside at 
all. William Thompson was chosen Pree
ident, and Dr. Coke Secretary. The next 
year, Alexand er .Mather was chosen Pres
ident, and Dr. Coke Secretary. And the 
three following Conferences, Dr. Coke 
acted not as Bishop, not as President, but 

. as Secrttary. 
Q. In what light did the Wesleyan 

preachers view Dr. Coke's " consecra
tion"? 

A. Some supposed .Mr. Wesley had 
attempted lo make a Bishop, among whom 
was C. Wesley ; others considered it a 
kind of Presbyterian ordination. They 
were all thunderstruck ! The thing was 
done in a private chamber! C. \,Y esley 
was in the same town at the time, but 
knew nothing of the business till all was 
over. One of the preachers, when he 
heard of the transaction, said, "It is a new 
mode of ord ination, to be sure, on the 
Presbyterian plan." Another said," It is 
neither Episcopal nor Presb;ljterian, but a 
mere hodge-podge of inconsistency." [Not 
for from the truth,] 

Q. How many orders in the ministry 
~foe.s the .M. E. Church hold to 1 
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A. Two theoretically; three practically, 

Methodist .Bishops are inducted to the 
Episcopacy by a triple ordination. The 
forms for the ordination of a Bishop are 
more pompous than those of an elder. 

Q. 1'hen is not the pretence that all 
this parade is only to ordain to an o.ffice, 
(not an order,) a miserable shift to avoid 
an obvious difficulty ? 

A. It is so received by all reflecting, 
unprejudiced minds. To admit that a 
Bishop is superior in order, would be to 
admit that John Wesley,- made a greater 
man than hirnself,-or that Coke created 
himself a Bishop, and then created the 
triple crown for Asbury. To deny that a 
Bishop is superior in any sense to a pres
byf11r, would be to lower down the ~pisco
pal standard,-hence this dodging and 
trimming_ between office and order. It is a 
mere play upon words-a distinction with
out a difference. 

Q. As a presiding elder is next in office 
to a Bishop, and superior in many respects 
to other elders, why not ordain him ? 

A. Echo answers, why'!-
Q. Do you think the Episcopal Metho

dists would ever have had any doubts 
about a third order, had their Episcopacy 
come from a regular Bishop of the estab. 
Jished church ? 

A. I do not. 
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Q.. Then is it the peculiar character of 
their Episcopacy, that leads them to make 
this distinction without a difference, is it 
not? 

A. Most evidently it is. In the lan
guage of an English Wesleyan preacher, 
"it is a kind of hodge-podge of inconsis
tency." 

Q. Are not the usages of the established 
church more consistent with her doctrine 
of a third order, than are those of the M. 
E. Church with her doctrine of but two 
orders? 

A. Without doubt. 
If the IJishupric is only an office in the 

church, it is about the seventh, in the room 
of the third. I. Class-leader. 2. Exhorter. 
3. Local preacher. 4. Junior preacher. 
5. Preacher in charge. 6. Presiding elder. 
7. BISHOP! But the bishopric is the only 
office that happens to be ordained. Such 
an ordination to ojfice merely, is supremely 
ridiculous! 

CHAPTER Ill. 
GENERAL AND ANNUAL CONFERENCES, 

COMPOSITION, POWER~, &c. 

Q.. By whom are the laws made, for the 
government of the M. E. Church? 

A. By the General Conference. 
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Q,. Of whom is the General Conference 
composed? 

A. Of travelling preachers. 
'l'he travelling clergy, by their delegates 

in General Conference, control the entire 
church both in respect to its "/ aith and 
practice," and hereby destroy the very 
foundations of all religious liberty, and 
provide a basis for rearing up an absolute 
despotism. 

Q,. By whom are the members of the 
General Conference appointed? 

A. By the Annual Conferences. 
Q,. Of wl1om are the Annual Conferen

ces composed? 
A. Exclusively of travelling preachers. 
Q,. Can no one be elected a member of 

the General Conference but a travelling 
preacher? 

A. None. 
Q. Can no one vote for members of the 

General Conference but a travelling 
preacher? 

A. None. 
Q,. May it not then be emphatically 

called a government of travelling preach
ers? 

A. Yes. 
Q,. Upon whom are the laws of the Gen

eral Conference binding? 
A. Upon the travelling and local minis

ters, and membership. 



46 CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 

Q. Have the local ministers and mem
bers any representatives in the law-making 
department ? 

A. No; it is denied that they have any 
right, either natural or acquired, to repre
sentation. (See the report of the General 
Conference of 1828.) 

Q. How did the travelling preachers get 
the power to legislate for the local preach
ers and members, without their consent ? 

A. They assumed it. 
Q. Ought the members quietly to yield 

this right, secured to them by the God of 
nature and grace, and submit to be gov
erned by this assumed authority; or how 
can they be justified in this act? 

Q. We think Dr. Bascom has placed this 
subject in a clear point of view. (See 
Declaration, art. 14.) 

lt is upon such principles and with such 
powers, that the legislat1:ve department of 
the M. E. Church is cohstituted; princi
ples and powers at utter variance with 
human rights and the heaven-sanctioned 
equality of the Christian brotherhood. 
Look at it, reader, and say if you know of 
a parallel, ei tlier civil or religious, except 
among the absolute despotisms of the Old 
World? 

Q. By what argument do the travelling 
preachers attempt to support the assump
tion of power? 
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A. By their call to the ministry, or 
because they are " divinely instituted." 
(See report of the General Conference of 
1828.) 

Q,. And do they not acknowledge that 
the local preachers are also called of God, 
or "divinely instituted"? 

A. Yes; and many of them have been 
itinerants. 

Q. Do they then believe that when a 
preacher ceases to travel he loses his 
divine right, and has no longer authority 
to expound "gospel doctrines, ordinances, 
and moral discipline"? 

A. They do not in so many words say 
this, but it is evidently implied in their 
report. 

Q. If they do not believe this, why do 
they deny the local preachers a voice in 
the government, when they are entitled to 
it upon the same principles that they them
selves claim it? 

A. I will leave this difficulty to be ex
plained by themselves. 

Q. Well, will not the call to the minis
try, or the divine right, be as good an 
argument in favor of local preachers 
making laws to govern the travelling 
areachers without their consent, as it is 
m favor of travelling preachers making 
laws, &c. for them? 

A. Yes; it holds equally good, whether 
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they claim this by nature, by becoming 
Christinns, Methodists or ministers. 

Q,. Have the local ministers and mem
bers any negative on the laws, which are 
to affoct their property, persons, and repu
tation? 

A. No; to object to, or reason against 
them, is called sowing dissension and in
veighing against discipline. 

Q,. What is the pPnalty annexed to this· 
all eged crime of sowing dissension and 
inveighing against discipline ? 

A. Expulsion from the church. 
Q,. Cannot persons be expelled by this 

rule of discipline from the M. E. Church, 
without being charged with a breach oi 
the laws of Jesus Christ? 

A. Yes ; the preacher can exclude 
them for a breach of the rules of the disci
pline, and not for immoral conduct. 

Q,. Is it not contended by many that 
they have a sufficient check upon their 
rulers, by withholding their pecuniary con
tributions, and consequently, the support 
of the ministry? 

A. Many use this argument, and think it 
unanswerable. 

Q. Is it not a good argument? • 
A. No; 1st. Because it could never be 

effected ; for though some might withhold 
their support, others wonld not, and in such 

,case, the deficiency could be supplied 
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from the immense book and chartered 
fond, which is entirely under the control 
of the ministers. 2d. Because it is made 
the duty of the members of the church, 
both by gospel and the discipline, to sup
port those who minister to them in holy 
things. But upon this plan of correcting 
the evils of the government, this obligation 
is violated. 3<l. This plan of withholding 
support, as the only check upon oppres
sive rulers, if carried out, would greatly 
retard the spread of the gospel, as it would 
not only stop the operations of government, 
but the preaching of the gospel also. 4th. 
It would be the very essence of rebellion; 
and it must be a bad government indeed, 
which has no other remedy for existing 
evils but rebellion. " Shall we do evil 
that good may come? God forbid!" 

Q. But does .the Discipline of the M. E. 
Church make it the dnty of the members 
to support the ministry ? 

A. Yes; it is said in the Discipline, that 
the annual allowance of the travelling 
preachers shall be $100 and travelling ex
penses; their wives, $100; each child, to 
the age of seven years, $Hi ; from seven 
to fourteen years, $24; and in addition to 
this, a house is to be provided in each cir
cuit for the residence of the preacher, fur
nished with heavy furnitnre, together with 
fuel an<l table expenses, for the preacher's 
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family. Now does not all this imply ati 
obligation on the part of the members to 
contribute; and if they refuse do so, do 
they not violate this obligation? 

Q. Bv whom are the laws made for the 
government of the Wesleyan Connection? 

A. By the General Conference. . (See 
Discipline.) 

Q. Of whom is the General Conference 
composed? 

A. Of an equal number of ministers and 
laym en. 

Q. By whom are the members of the 
General Conference elected? 

A. By the joint ba!Jot of an electoral 
college, composed of the itinerant minis
ters and delegates belonging to the Annual 
Conference, and of one minister, who is 
riot under the stationing authority of the 
Conference, from each cirCJJit and station; 
the minister thus added, to be elected by 
the unstationed ministers of the circuit or 
station.* (See Dis. p. 26.) 

Q. Are there any restrictions upon the 
General Conference with regard to the 
making- of laws ? 

A. Yes ; th.e Genera I Conference shall 
have full powers to make rules and regu
lations for our churches; but, they shall 

* Unstationed ministers in the W esleyan 
Connec tion, are what are termed local 
preachers in the 1\1. E. Church. 
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not contravene any principle essential to 
Wesleyan Methodism, a~ expressed in our 
Articles of Faith, General Rules, the 
maintenance of an Itinerant Ministry, and 
the rights of our members and ministers, 
as set forth in our Elementary Principles; 
nor shall they make any distinctions, in the 
rights and privileges of our ministers and 
members, on account of ancestry or color; 
nor shall they constitute any courts for the 
trial of members or ministers, except the 
particnlar churches or conferences to 
which they may belong. (See Dis. p. 27.) 

Q. Of whom are the Annual Conferen
ces composed? 

A. Of all the ministers who are in full 
connection, and those who are to be re
ceived into full connection, and as many 
lay delegates from each circuit and station 
as there may be ministers in full connection 
or to be received into full connection on 1 

said station or circuit. 
Q. By whom shall the delegates to the 

Annual Conference be elected? 
A. The quarterly conference of each 

circuit and station next preceding the an
nual conference, shall elect from among 
the members in full connection within the 
bounds of their circuits and stations, the 
lay dP]egates to the annual conference, 
and give such instrnctions to the delegates 
as they may judge for the advantage of 
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the wor.k, and the benefit of their respec
tive circuits and stations. 

[It has been sugges ted that it wonld be 
more republican to have the delegates 
elected by the male members of each cir
cuit and station. This alteration will 
probably be made at the next General 
Conference.] 

CHAPTER IV. 

JI I SHOPS AND PRESIDING ELDERS j APPOINT· 

MENT, POWERS, &c. 

Q. Who are the highest officers in the 
M. E. Church ? 

A. The Bishops. 
Q,. By whom are they appointed? 
A. lly the travelling preachers. 
Q. How long do they hold their office? 
A. During life, unless removed for 

crime. 
Q,. What powers do they hold which 

aro objected to? 
A. They hold the power of stationing 

all the preachers. 
Q. How many preachers are there, 

whose itinerant destiny is placed in the 
hands of the Bishops? 

A. Between 3000 and 4000. 
Q,. Have the preachers any appeal from 

the appointment of the Bishops? 
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A. No; they must either go to their ap
pointments or leave the itinerant ranks. 

Q,. Does not this place the preachers in 
a state of dependence on Episcopal power? 

A. Yes; as they can favor or oppress 
them, in giving them good or bad appoint
ments, keep them near home or send them 
afar off; they may be under the necessity, 
sometimes, of learning obedience by the 
things they suffer. 

Q,. Do not the Bishops, from these cir
cumstances, acquire very great influence 
over the preachers and people ? • 

A. Yes ; this was exemplified in the 
General Conference of 1820, in putting 
down what were afterwards called the sus
pended resolutions, after they were carried 
by a majority of upwards of two-thirds of 
the General Conference. 

Q,. Does not the New Testament speak 
of Bishops in the primitive church? 

A. Yes. 
Q,. Were those prerogatives possessed 

by the Bishops spoken of in the ~ ew Tes
tament? 

A. No; the New T estament gives no 
account of such prerogatives being claimed 
or possessed by Bishops; and Mosheim, in 
his Ecclesiastical History, published by the 
M. E. Church, (vol. 1, p. 91,) states, that 
"a Bishop in the first ages of the Christian 
Church, was a person who had the care of 
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one Christian assembly, which at that time 
was, generally speaking, small enough to 
be contained in a private house." Again, 
in the same volume, (p. 88,) Mosheim says, 
" the rulers of the church were called 
either presbyters or .Bishops, which two 
titles were undoubtedly applied to the 
same person." More in another place. 

Q. vVhat are some of the most alarming 
prero:::n tives of Methodist Bishops? 

A. 1. Their power to gag and put rlown 
the annual conforences. This power they 
exercised from 1836 to 1840 on the slave 
q11Pstion particularly. Their right to pre
vent an annual conference from expressing 
a sentiment by resolution or report on 
what they considered an important moral 
question, was warmly contested. The 
General Conference, however, of 1840, ap
proved their course, and gave them this 
power by express provision. This preroga
tive they have exercised since the last 
General Conference. Thus an annual 
conference of 200 members, many of whom 
are older, and perhaps wiser and better 
than some of the .Bishops, however much 
they may feel impressed that they ought 
to express a sentiment on a moral enter
prise, may be prevented by the Bishop, if 
he please pronounce the proposition un
constitutional or out of order; admitting no 
appeal from his decision, he may thus tram-
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pie on the consciences of his brethren, and 
do it according- to JUethodist Episcopal 
law! He may know that nearly a whole 
conference are in favor ot a measure; he 
may know they deem it of great impor
tance to the cause of God; yet if it be not 
contained in the few items laid down in 
the Discipline, it must go by the board at 
his beck! And this is the monster which, 
if you touch, you are, in the opinion of a 
million souls, pie1·cing yonr Holy Mother! 

1 could give many instances of the ex
ercise of this arbitrary power, but will only 
refer to two or three: 

In 1837, at the session of the New Eng
land Conference, at Nantucket, .Mass., me
morials from the membership were sent to 
the conference, signed by two or three 
thousand persons, praying the conference 
to express a sentiment in opposition to 
slavery. The presiding Bishop (B. Waugh) 
peremptorily refused to permit these pe
titions to be received for the purpose of 
expressing a sentiment on th e general sub
ject of slavery-refusing also •my appeal 
from his decision-thus trampling on the 
laity as well as the ministry. 

Jn 1838, at the session of the New Eng
land Conference, in Boston, Bishop Hed
ding refused to put the question for the 
adoption of a couple of resolutions which 
had been ndopted, one in the Pittsburg, 
and the other in the Genesee Conference ! 
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ln 1842, at the session of the New Eng
land Conference, in Springfield, Mass., 
Bishop Waugh again presided. 

The following resolution was introduced, 
which the Bishop refused to put, and statPd 
that it was "too late in the day to give his 
reasons" for such refusal! 

" Re.solved, That it is the solemn con
viction of the New England Aqnual Con
ference, that all slaveholding, that is, all 
recognition of the right of property in hu
man beings, is contrary to the laws of na
ture and religion, and ought therefore to 
be discouraged by all wise and prudent 
mean~." 

How is it possible for a resolution to be 
more mildly worded than the above? How 
reasonable that such a resolution should 
have passed! How cruel and tyrannical 
the refusal! As lately as 1842, a body of 
Christian ministers denied the privilege of 
uttering the above language! Their rights 
and consciences trampled under foot by 
his Holiness in the chair! 

And yet ten thousand preachers, trav
elling and local, and a million members, 
submit in silence to such treatment-to 
such a government! ! The same power 
and prerogatives which the Bishops have in 
the annual conferences, about two hundred 
presiding elders have in the quarterly con
ferences-and they have often exercised 
them. The exercisP, of this power, on the part 

I 
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uf Bishops and presiding elders, has been 
the cause, or the principal ca use of the 
late extensive secessiun. But for this, the 
writer's eyes might never have been open
-ed to see clearly the deformity of .Metho
dist Episcopacy. If the secession results 
in ill io the M. E. Church, upon the heads 
'Of Bisl1ops, presiding elders, and especially 
upon the General Conference, which has 
sanctioned their course, be the conse
quences. Could we have had an open 
field and fair play-could we have had 
free nntrnmmeled conference action from 
the beginning; which the South have al
ways had, we should probably have re
mained longer, anrl fought the anti-slavery 
battles 'Oil the old Methodist Epi >copal 
-platform. But when, as lately as 1842, six 
years after Episcopal obstacles began first 
to 'be thrown in our way, a .Methodist 
Bishop refuses to put such a resolution ai! 
the foregoing, and wraps himself up in his 
Episcopal dignity, and coolly says it is too 
late in the day to give his reasons for such 
conduct, we -think it time to march round 
and attack slavery from a point where 
:Episcopacy cannot hedge up our way. 

A. 2. The exclusive power which the Bish
'Ops have to appoint all the preachers to 
their several fields of labor, and that, rn 
many instances, contrary to the wishes of 
the people, is very objectionable. 

5 
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No matter how much any people may 
desire a particular preacher-no matter 
how much the preacher may wish to serve 
that people; unless the Bishop please, they 
cannot be gratified-and he don't always 
please, in such cases, as we shall soon see. 
No matter how much any people may dis
like a preacher-nor how much they may 
remonstrate against his being stationed 
with them, if the Bishop please, they must 
take him. 

I will give a few instances, out of scores· 
that might be selected to show what a mild 
clever little thing this Methodist Episco
pacy is-and how it regards the rights and 
consciences of the ministry and laity. 

At the session of the New York Con
ference in 1839, it was in some way inti
mated to the Washington Street Church, 
in Brooklyn. L. I., that the Rev. B. Griffin 
was to be appointed to that charge. 'l'he 
church accordingly, through a committee 
appointed for that purpose, presented itself 
before the Bishop and remonstrated against 
Mr. Griffin's being sent to them as their 
p,astor. But the remonstrance was disre
garded, and Mr. Griffin was stationed at 
Washington Street. 

At the session of the New England 
Conference, in 1841, both of the large so
cieties in Lowell, Mass., petitioned for a 
particular preacher, but they were told 



CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 59 

that they should not have the men they 
asked I for. One of the churches [St. Paul's J 
then requested to be left without a supply 
by the Bishop, having made arrangements 
to employ a local preacher. But the Bish
op rPgard ed not the request, but forced a 
preacher upon them. In both these cases 
the preachers petitioned for, also, added 
their request to the voice of the churches, 
·so that the wishes of both preachers and 
people were disregarded. 

Wesley Chapel Station, after being de
nied the preacher they wanted, selected 
some four or five others, and stated to the 
Bishop that they would be satisfied with 
either l of them. But no; they must not 
have either. And to cap the climax of in
sul t, the very man wns sent them to whom 
t~ had objected, either officially or un
offi~ally. 

It needs hardly be stated tlrnt in all the 
above-mentioned instances the preachers 
were rejected - tho11gh after a contest 
of som~ months, these churches worried out 
the Bishops and obtained the preachers 
they wanted. 

T here was no objection, tn the preacher 
appointed to St. Paul's ;-under other cir
cumstances he would have been well re
ceived. But the church did not wish the 
Bishop to send them any preacher, if they 
could not have the man they had petitioned 
for. 
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One circumstance connected with the 
Lowell churches ought not to be over
looked. In consequerice of rejecting their 
preachers and electing others, they were 
publicly declared, through Zion's Her
ald, to be without the pale of the church. 
This was done by the two rejected preach
ers, with the approbation of the presiding 
elder, in a note appended to the Episcopal 
Bull. A very few who adhered to the re
jected preachers, escaped these maledic
tions. This alarming- step of dismembering 
whole churches without the forms of trial, 
developes another of the alarming features 
of Methodist economy- especially when 
it is considered that the subject was car
ried up to the Bishop, and he approved of 
the course of the preachers and pronounced 
it METHODISM! 

· Thus the doctrine is established, that 
when an M. E. society dares to reject their 
preacher, it may be dismembered at a blow! 
Who can desire membership in such a 
ch urch. True, these exscinded churches, 
by reconsidering certain resolutions which 
gave some offence to th e Episcopacy, were 
llrac i ou~ly taken back agaiu, en masse, by 
these divines, with another stroke of th eir 
Episcopal pPns. A new way this to expel 
and receive churches-but it is pronounced 
to be l\IETHODISM ! Good Lord de liver 
us from such Methodism as this! It is not 
Wesleyan M ethodism ! 
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The Chesnut Street M. E. Church, in 
the ci~y of Providence, was treated by the 
Bishops in .a similar manner, about the 
time of their rejection of the Lowell pro
scriptions-viz., in June, 1841 . This was 
a large church, and it had fixed on a par
ticular preacher. The request was unani
mous; but it was rejected. The conse
quence was a secession, which- has resulted 
in the organization of a Wesleyan church, 
with a new and beautiful house of worship, 
all paid for, I believe. 

The same administration in other places, 
will fill up the ranks of the Wesleyan 
Connection at no very slow rate. And 
why not carry out the same principle in 
other places 1 It is pure Episcopal Meth
odism. 

A. 3. The power which the Bishops 
have to transfer men from one end of the 
continent to the other, and that contrary 
to their wishes, is wrong. That they have 
power to transfer the whole or any portion 
of the New England Conference to South 
Carolina, and bring preacher£ from that 
Conference to New England, will not be 
denied. Bishop Hedding has openly pub
lished this doctrine to the world. He says, 
in his address on the Discipline, as the only 
sure method of curing " heresy," and 
other evils, " Let the General Conference 
command the Bishops to remove the cor-
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rupted majority of an Annual Conference 
to other parts of the work, and scatter 
them among Annual Conferences, where 
they can be governed, and supply their 
places with better men from other conferen
ces. But such men would not go at the ap
pointment of the Bishop. Perhaps they 
would not personally ; but their names and 
their memb(fl'ship would go where they could 
be dealt with as their sins deserve. It is 
true, the Bishops have authority to do this, 
and in some cases it might be their duty to 
do it, without t.he command of the General 
Conference." 

It is by this power that an anti-slavery 
conference may be scattered for its heresy, 
and its "heretical" members be reduced 
to subordination or expelled from the 
church. In the language of another, "It 
is as plain as daylight, that no men, in any 
church in this country, have it in their 
power to exert such an influence in favor 
of slavery. Think of it! They have the 
right, and according to the letter of the 
Discipline, they may forthwith change the 
residence of THREE THOUSAND ministers, 
for the purpose of carrying out their de
signs against abolition, if they choose to 
do so. They may, as soon as they can 
persuade themselves it will be ' for the 
good of the church,' send every abolitionist 
from the free conferences, and make them 
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members of the slavebolding conferences, 
by whom they might he expelled forthwith. 
And this they might do, as well as they 
could remove one presiding elder from his 
district, because he was an abolitionist, 
and put another in his pl:lce, because he 
was not an abolitionist." 

What a tremendous power for five men 
to exercise over thirty-five hundred of 
their brethren in the ministry ! How 
dangerous-how contrary to liberty of 
conscience ! And yet scores of young 
ministers are annually bowing their necks 
at the feet of the Episcopacy, and taking 
upon them " ordination vows," which 
oblige them to obey their chief ministers
without making any provision for the ex
ercise of a " good conscience towards 
God ! " 

What, are not Methodist itinerants inde
pendent 1 Independent enough of the 
people, (except in the mere item of bread 
and chee3e) hut yet in servile chains to the 
EPISCOPACY. To be sure, it is a vol
untary enslavement on their part, but this 
only makes it so much the worse. De
pendent as they are, primarily, on the 
Bishops, and, secondarily, on the presiding 
elders, for their appointments, and conse
quently for their oread, they are ever 
tempted to conciliate their spiritual lords 
by flattery, false respect, and fawning 
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arnund the source of power, hoping by th fu. 
means to obtain a more favorab le disposi
tion of their lot. For the same reason, 
they are ever ready, for the most part, to
surrender, or carefully conceal, their opin
ions upon any moral question, however 
vital to human interest, t.hat may have. 
fallen under the Episcopal ban. This is 
true, more especial ly of a multitude of. 
young men, and the less talented of the 
old ministers of the conferences. 

Q. A re there not C>fficers in the M. E .. 
Church called presiding elders 1 

A. Yes. 
Q. Who appoint the presiding elders r 
A. The Bishops. 
Q. Is there any precedent to be found; 

for this kind of officers in the Scriptures, 
or the usages of the primitive church 1 

A. I know of none·. 
Q. \V hat are the powers of the presi-

ding elders 1 
A. They are placed over the travelling 

and local preachers, exhorters, &c., in the 
absence of the Bishops. They also exer-· 
cise a secret influence in stationing the 
p.reachers. 

Q. May they not then be considered the· 
agents of the Bishops, who exercise their 
power in their absence 1 

A. Yes. 
Q. May it not then be said of them, as-
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well as of the Bishops, that the preachers. 
are in a state of dependence on them 1 

A. Yes. 
Q. Has not this a tendency to trammel 

the ministry, and consequently to injure· 
their piety 1 

A. We think so. 
Q. Is there anything done by the presi-· 

ding elders, in the circuits or stations,. 
which might not be as well done by the. 
preachers in charge 1 

A. No. 
Q. Is it not then an unprecedented, as. 

well as an unnecessary office, and attended 
with unnecessary expense to the church 1 

A. Yes. 
Q. A re there any Bishops or presiding 

elders in the Wesleyan Church in the old 
country, where Methodism was first es
tablished 1 

A. They never had any there. 
Q. Has not the Wesleyan Church been 

as successful there without these officersr 
as where they have existed 1 

A. Yes. 
Q. vVhat is the inference to be drawn 

from these facts 1 
A. It is obvious, that if our brethren 

have succeeded as well in Europe without 
them as those in America have done with. 
them, they are unnecessary. 

Q. And is the Wesleyan Church in 
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England, under a civil monarchy, more 
liberal and republican than it is in this 
country under our free institutions 1 

A. Yes; and Mr. ·wesley, when he 
learned that Mr. Asbury and Dr. Coke 
had established an Episcopal form of gov
ernment in the United States, addressed to 
them a very pointed and impressive letter, 
an extract from which has already been 
given. 

Q. Are there any Bishops or presiding 
e1ders in the Wesleyan Church in this 
country 1 

A. There are none. 
Q. Who are the highest officers 1 
A. The Presidents of the Conferences. 
Q. How are they chosen! 
A. They are elected by the Confer-

ences. 
Q. How long do they hold their office 1 
A. For one year. 
Q. What are the duties of a President 

of an Annual Conference. 
A. To preside in the conference as 

moderator. To decide all questions of law 
and order, subject to an appeal to the con
ference. To preside in the council for 
stationing the preachers. In the intervals 
of conference to employ and change preach
ers, with the consent of the churches and 
preachers. 

He shall have his regular appointment 
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as a preacher on a circuit or station, and 
shall have authority to supply his place, 
with another preacher, whenever it shall 
be necessary for him to travel through the 
conference. 

Provided, that each Annual Conference 
shall have power to employ its president 
to travel through the conference. (See 
Dis., p. 31.) 

Q. How are the preachers to be sta
tioned? 

A. By a committee appointed by the 
conference, consistsng of three ministers 
and three laymen, 'lf whom the President 
of the Conference is to be chairman. It is 
the duty of this commit.tee to confirm, as 
far as possible, previous arrangements be
tween preachers and people. 

Q. Is there any appeal from the decision 
of this committee 1 

A. Yes ; any member of the conference 
may appeal, and the conference may con
firm or annul as they think best. 

CHAPTER V. 

RECEPTION OF MEMBERS. 

Q. How are the members received into 
the M. E. Church 1 

A. By the preacher in charge. 
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Q. Has he power to receive members 
contrarY, to the voice of the society 1 

A. Yes ; it would seem so. 
Q. Have the members no right secured 

to them in the Discipline, to reject a person 
they consider unworthy 1 

A. 'There is no such rule. 
Q. But is it not generally asked, if there 

be any objections 1 

A. Yes, this is frequently done; but 
it depends on the will of the preacher, (as 
there is no rule requiring him to ask such 
questions,) whether he does this or not, 
and he can receive them if he pleases, after 
an objection is made. 

Q. How are members received into the 
Wesleyan Church 1 

A. By the church. 

APPOINTMENT OF STEWARDS AND LEADERS. 

Q. How are the stewards appointed in 
the M. E. Church 1 

A. The preacher in charge has the right 
of nomination, and the Quarterly Confer
ence confirms said nomination. 

l,J,. Must not the stewards then always 
be the choice of the preached 

A. Yes. 
Q. How are the leaders appointed? 
A. It js the duty of the preacher in 

charge to appoint ALL the leaders, and 
change them when HE sees it necessary. 
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Q. Has he not power, according to thi~ 
rule, to appoint a leader over the society, 
to whom they are generally opposed, or to 
take one from them that they love. 

A. Yes. 
Q. But is this ever done 1 
A. Yes, frequently. 
Q. Has not this been a source of great 

grievance to the church 1 
A. It has. 
Q. How are the stewards appointed m 

the Wesleyan Church 1 
A. By the Quarterly Conference. 
Q. How are the leaders appointed 1 

A. They are elected by the respective 
classes, annually, or oftener if necessary. 

CHURCH PROPERTY. 

Q. Who controls the property in the M. 
E. Church 1 

A. The travelling preachers. 
Q. Is not the society who buy or build 

the property, allowed to hold it under all 
circumstances? 

A. No; the preacher, who is the agent 
of the Bishop, and appointed by him, 
claims the power to control the pulpit so 
long as it is the will of the Bishop to leave 
him there, who can send another agent in 
his place. 

Q. Are not the churches held by trus
tees 1 



70 CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 

A. Yes ; but for the use of the preach
ers. 

Q. \Vhat is the probable amount of 
church property thus controlled by the 
travelling preachers? 

A. It is supposed that it cannot be less 
than.five millions of dollars. 

Q. Is not this interest greatly augment
ed by the quarterly and yearly collections? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Have they not, also, a large charter

ed fund and book establishment under their 
exclusive control? 

A. Yes; they have in the city of Phila
delphia, a chartered fund of about thirty 
thousand dollars, and in the city of New 
York, they have a large book establish
ment, with a capital of from five to eight 
hundred thousand dollars, and their period
icals brin,!!" them an immense reven ue, one 
of which is worth, perhaps,forly thousa.nd 
dollars per annum. 

Q. Is not this interest rapidly increas
ing? 

A. Yes; great efforts are making to ex
tend the interest of the establishment ; 
hence it is made the duty ofpresitling- elders 
and preachers to promote the circulation of 
books, make collections, &c. 

Q. What is the aggregate amount of 
the whole? 

A. Perhaps not less than six millions of 
dollars. 
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Q. Does this establishment receive a 
liberal support from the members of the 
church? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Have the members who thus liber

ally contribute their support to this estab
lishment, any voice or control in its man
agem ent or government? 

A. No; they have no voice, eithP,r di
rectly or indirectly ; but it all belongs to 
the travelling preachers. 

Q. Does not the history of the church 
in past ages admonish us of the danger of 
placing in the hands of the clergy, and 
under their exclusive control, such a vast 
amount of wealth? 

A. Yes ; but we are slow to learn from 
such examples, and consequently, they 
have to be repeated again and again. 

Q. Well, but have not the local preach
ers as much right and interest secured to 
them in the meeting-houses, as the travel
ling preachers? 

A. No; they are secured for the spP.cial 
use and benefit of those preachers author
ized by the General and Annual Confer
ences. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

TRIAL OF MEMBERS. 

Q. How are the members brought to 
trial in the M. E. Church 1 

A. Before the s0ciety, or a select num
ber, in t'he presence of a bish<Jp, elder, 
<leacon or preacher. 

Q. What time is allowed the accused 
to prepare for trial 1 

A. This depends entirely on the will of 
the preacher in charge. 

Q. Can the accused have his choice, 
whether he will be tried by the society, or 
a select numbed 

A. No, the preacher decides, and tries 
him accordingly. 

Q. Wh<J appoints the jury to try the ac
cused 1 

A. The preacher in charge. 
Q. ls there any inconvenience arising 

<Jut of this power, exercised by the preach
er in charge 1 

A. Yes, he can pick a jury, either 
favorable or unfavorable to the accused, as 
he may stand affected. 

Q. Is the right of challenge secured to 
the accused 1 

A. No, his enemies may be kept on or 
removed at the pleasure of the preacher. 
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Q. Are there any privileges secured to 
the accused ? 

A. He is allowed an appeal to the next 
Quarte~ly Conference. 

Q. Oan the accused, if acquitted by the 
jury appointed by the preacher, be arraign
ed agaih on the same charge ? 

A. Yes, if the preacher in charge differ 
in judgment from the committee, he can 
refer the case to the next Quarterly Con
ference t 

Q. Oan any person who sits on the 
case · as a committee-man, vote again on 
the same casein the Quarterly Conference 1 

A. Yes, if he be an official member, 
which is very often the case. 

Q. Of whom are the Quarterly Confer
ences composed 1 

A. Of the travelling and local preach
ers, exhorters, stewards and leaders. 

Q. Upon whom are a majority of the 
members of the Quarterly Conference de
pendent for their office 1 

A. On the preacher in charge, as heap
points all the leaders ; these generally 
make a majority. He nominates the 
stewards, licenses the exhorters, &c. 

Q. May not the Conference thus consti
tuted, be considered, in the case of appeals, 
as the preachers' jury 1 

A. Yes. 
. 6 
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Q. With all these advantages, may he 
not turn out or keep in whom he pleases 1 

A. It does appear so . 
Q. How are the members brought t0> 

~rial in the vVesleyan Church ? 
A. Before the society, or a committeer 

as the acC1lsed may determine. 
Q. What time is allowed the accused 

for trial? 
A. A :reasonable time, at least ten days .. 
Q. Who appoints the committee? 
A. The church. 
Q. Are there any other pri.vileges se-· 

cured to the accused 1 

A. H e is allowed an appeal from the 
decision of the committee to the whole
church , whose decision is final. 

Q. Can the accused, if acquitted by the. 
jury, be arraigned again on the same 
llharge 1 • 

A. No, the decision in snch case is 
:final. 

Q. Of whom are the Quarterly Confer
ences composed 1 

A. Of all the ministers, preachers, ex
borters-, stewards, leaders, and trustees, 
belonging to the circuit or station . 

Q. Are any of the rnemliers of the 
Quarterly Conference dependent npon the· 
preacher for office? 

A. No, the preachers and exhorters are 
licensed by the Quarterly Conference, 
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after being first recommended by the so
ciety ; the stewards and trustees are elect
ed by the church, and the leaders are 
elected by the classes, so that they are 
ipso facto the representatives of the peo
ple, and dependent on them alone for office. 

Q. Who presides over the Quarterly 
Conference 1 

A. Each Conference elects its own 
chairman, [if they are members of the 
church.) 

CHAPTER VII. 

DOCTRINES, GENERAL RULES, AND MEANS 

OF GRAbE. 

Q. In what respect do the doctrines and 
general rules of the two churches differ1 

A. There is no essentml difference with 
regard to doctrine. The Wesleyan Disci
pline omits a few obsolete articles respect
ing Popery, &c., and adds on!'. or two new 
ones. The general rules are very nearly· 
the same as the old ones, with the excep
tion of the rules on temperance and slavery; 
these are much stronger in the new Disci
pline. 

Q. Are the means of grace peculiar to 
Methodism, such as love·feasts and class
rneetings, enjoyed by the members of the 
Wesleyan Church? 



76 CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 

A. They are; but there is this differ
ence with regard to the love-feast :-In 
the M. E. Church no person can be admit
ted oftener than three times, without be
coming a member, while in the Wesleyan 
Church serious persons may be admitted to 
the love-feasts at the discretion of the 
preacher in charge, and to class-meetings 
at the discretion of the leader. The Disci
pline fixes no limit as to the number of 
times. 

CHAPTER VIII. 

THE GOVERNMENT OF THE M. E. CHURCH 

CONTRASTED WITH THE SCRll'TURES AND 

THE USAGES OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH. 

Q. Is there any warrant in Scripture, 
or the usages of -the primitive church, for 
this kind of government? 

A. No, but right in opposition to it. 
(See Matt. xx. 25, 27. Chap. xxiii. 8, 

·12. Chap. vii. 12. See, also, the follow
ing extract from Mosheim's Ecclesiastical 
History, vol. 1, 87 ;) "In those early 
times, every Christian church consisted of 
the people, their leaders, and the ministers 
and deacons; and these, indeed, belong 
essentially to every religious society. The 
people were undoubtedly the first in author
ity, fQr the Apostles themselves showed 

I 
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by their examples, that nothing of moment 
was to be carried on, or determined, with
out the consent of the assembly :• ancl 
this method of proceeding was both pre
dent and necessary, in these critical times.'' 
It was therefore the assembly of the peo
ple which chose their own rulers and teach
ers, or received them by a free and author
itative consent, when recommended by 
others. The same people rejected or con
firmed, by their suffrages, the laws that 
were proposed by their rulers to the assem
bly, excommunicated profligate Ol" unwor
thy members of the church, restored the 
penitent to their forfeited privileges, pass-

• ed judgment on the different subjects of 
controversy and dissension that arose in 
their community ; examined and decided 
the disputes which happened between the" 
elders and deacons; and, in ;i. word, exer
cised all that authority which belongs to 
such as are invested with the sovereign 
power.'' 

Lord King says, in his account of the 
Primitive Church : 

" But as for the le!!islative, decretive or 
judicatorial power, that appertained bot!t to 
dergy and laity who conjointly made up 
that supreme consistorial court, which was 
in every parish," &c. (Page 99.) 

Nothing is plainer, both from Scripture 

"'Acts i. 15. vi. 3. xv. 4, xxi. 22. 
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and the early Christian writers, than that 
the laity constituted an essential part of 
the councils of th e church. But the 
laymen in the M. E. Church, as we 
have seen, have no part either in her 
legislative or judicial assemblies. The 
doctrine of the predominant priesthood, in 
respect to this participation of power on the 
part of the laity is, " We know no such 
rights-we comprehend no such privi
leges." 

The primitive bishop was limited in his 
jurisdiction to a single parish or church, 
being indifferently called bishop, presbyter, 
elder, or pastor: while a bishop, in the M. • 
E. Church extends his authority over all 
the ministers and societies within its limits. 
King says, in the work already quoted 
from, (p. 13) "that the ancient dioceses 
are never said to contain churches in the 
plural, hut only a church, in the singular." 
He remarks, (p. 16) "The bishop had but 
one altar in his whole diocese, at which his 
whole flock received the sacrament from 
him." To confirm this, he gives numer
ous proofs, which the reader may see by 
consulting his work. The fact is, the 
term bishop was originally applied to the 
minister of any particular church as over
seer of that flock. 

In addition to this, each individual 
church elected its own pastor or bishop. 
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Says the author alluded to, (p. 20) " When 
the bishop of a church was dead, all th~ 
people of that church met together in one 
place to choose a new bishop." He gives 
instances: Speaking of the church at 
Rome, he says, (p. ·28) " Upon the death 
of Anterus, aU the people met together in 
the churcb to choose a successor, where 
all the people unanimously chose Fabi
anus." 

Lord King further says, "A pariFh and 
R particular church are synonymous term8, 
signifying one and the same tiling-; and 
consequently, a Bishop, having but one 
parish under his jurisdiction, could extend 
his government no farther than one partic
ular congregation; because a single con
gregation and a parish were all one, of the 
same bulk an.d magnitude." (p. 15.)' 

"Wtien a parish or bishopric was vacant, 
through the death of the incmnbent, all 
the members of that parish, both clerg-y 
and laity, met together to choose his suc
cessor." (p. 39., 

"lf a presbyter did all a Bishop did, 
what was the difference between them? 
A Bishop preached, baptized, and confirm
ed,-so did a presbyter. A Bishop ex
communicated, absolved and ordained-so 
did a presbyter. Whatever a Bishop did, 
the same did a presbyter: the particular 
acts of their office were the same." (p. 55:l 
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The only difference L ord King makes 
between the two is, that a Bishop or over
seer had charge of a particular parish or 
church, while a presbyter had no particular 
charge. But is this the only difference 
between a Methodist Episcopal Bishop and 
an elder? No; the dominion of a Meth
odist Bishop more nearly resembles that of 
the Pope of Rome than that of a scriptural, 
primitive Bishop. 

"The whole body of the church were 
members of the spiritual court, clergy as 
well as laity, and laity as well as clergy; 
not one without the other, but both to
gether." (p. 102.) 

" The members that composed these 
synods, werP. Bishops, presbyters, deacons, 
and deputed laymen, in behalf of their re
spective churches." (p. 121.) 

.F'rom the above, it appears that the gov
ernment of the M. E. Church is as contra
ry to the usages of the primitive church, 
as it is to the principles laid down in the 
Holy Scriptures. Jt is not pretended that 
any form of g-overnment is expressly laid 
down in the Scriptures; nevertheless, the 
Scriptures abound with elements or princi
ples of church government. The Metho
dist black law of 1840 is a gross violation 
of those principles. But there is no more 
Scripture for METHoms·r EPISCOPACY than 
for the black law. We say this without 
the least fear of refutation. 
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Q. But do not the Episcopals pretend 
that the great success which has attended 
their system of operations is an evidence 
of the righteousness and utility of Episco
pacy? 

A. Certainly. 
Q. Well, inasmuch as the last three 

years have been the best that Methodism 
ever experienced, especially the last year, 
(the increase being about 150,000,) may 
they not argue with as much propriety, 
that the black act of 1840 is n:ght, and is 
one cause of this unprecedented prosperity, 
as that the government of the church is 
right, from the fact that God has blessed 
the ch9rch ? 

A. If the argument is sound in the one 
cnse, we see not why it is not in the other. 
The M. E. Church is charged before 
heaven and earth, with wickedness and 
cruelty in the passage of the black law, and 
probably more than one half; both of that 
church and of the whole nation, believe a 
criminal and most outrageous act has been 
committed! The reco~ds of the church 
are stained with blood, and are wet with 
the sweat aud tears of God's suffering 
poor! 

The M. E. Church has reduced the 
image of God to a level with the brute 
creation! "A wonderful and a horrible 
thing is committed in the land," and the 
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M. E. Church has done it. She has viola
ted and trampled upon that command of 
Christ which reqnires a brother or sister, 
who has been injured, to tell it to the 
church. She has said some eighty thou
sand of her mPn1bers shall not tell their 
wrongs to the church; and if they do, it is 
"highly unj11stifiable and inexpe~ient" tn 
receive their testimony ! Blush, 0 ye 
heavens , and be thou astonished , 0 earth! 

This villa.nous a.ct of the church has pro
duced a tremendous excitement. Many 
ministers and members of the M. E. com
munion have written and preached against 
it-and still God has blessed the church ; 
and the last year, one hundred and fifty 
thousand were added. But God could not 
bless the church so wonderfully, if it were 
wrong t.o trample on the dearest religious 
rights of eighty thousand poor and oppress
ed Christians ; therefore, it is not wrong, 
but rig-ht. 

This is precisely the mode of reasoning 
adopted by Episcopal Methodists to sup
port their system of church government. 
" It icorks well " -" the Lord blesses it." 
Sn did that which is nnw the Apocalyptic 
beast, once work well. The Church of 
Rome was once pure-and much purer, 
when it was the age of the M. E. Church, 
than the M. E. Church now is. None but 
those blinded by ignorance, prejudice, in-
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terest, or the love of sect, can fail to see 
the seep.s of Pnpery in the M. E. polity. 
Indeed, those seeds are pretty well sprout
ed already. The church is not yet sixty 
years old, and Methodist Episcopal Bish
ops have more power, in some respects, than 
Rornan Catholic Bishops 1 And the his
tory of the last seven years teaches us that 
these Bishops have still an open field. 
They may assume almost any prnrogative, . 
and the General Conference will sanction 
their assumptions ' And why not 1 Of 
what is t~e General Conference composed 1 
Perhaps one-half are presiding elders
creatures of the Bishop ; and perhaps one
eighth are looking for some General Con
ferenc~ office, such as Editor, Book Agent, 
Missionary Secretary, &c. ; and then not 
a few of the younger members are looking 
for the presiding eider's office; and more 
are looking for the bishopric than ever can 
wear the triple crown. Is it tlierefore 
strange that a General Conferen~, com
posed of such materials, should sustain all 
Episcopal innovations and assumptiuns, 
and even authorize the Bishops, by legal en
actments, to continue their encroachments 1 
Such is human nature , that it would be 
strange if it were otherwise. 

Never was there an ecclesiastical system 
so well contrived, by the dependence of · 
all its parts upon a great central wheel, to 
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accumulate power, and put clown ·every op
posing thing, as that of METHODIST 
EPISCOPACY. Hence its dangerous 
tendenr.y, both to our civil and religious 
institutions. 

Q. Well, if the government of the M. 
E. Church cannot be justified on · the 
grounds of reason, Scripture, or the histo
ry of the church, may it not be justified on 
the ground of expediency 1 

A. Let Dr. Bascom reply : "Expedi
ency and right are different things. Noth
ing is expedient that is unjust. Necessity 
and convenience may render a form of gov
ernment useful and effective for a time, 
which afterwards, under a change of cir
cumstances and an accumulation of ~spon
sibility, may become oppressive and intol
erable. That system of things, which 
cannot.he justified by the word of God, and 
the common sen~e of man kind, can never 
be expedient." (Declaration, Art. 11.) 

Q. Since this svstem is inconsistent with 
Scripture, reason, ·tbe history of the church, 
and the princi pies of expediency, may it 
not bejustifie on the grounds of its utility J 
for none, perHaps, have heen more success
ful in reforming mankind, than the M. E. 
Church. Now, if these principles were so 
very pernicious, would God sanction by his 

· blessinir the people who patronize them 1 
A. Though the answer to this question 
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has already been anticipated in part, yet 
as this is the strong hold of' our opponents, 
a few additional remarks seem to be called 
for. 

If' revivals, or the success of the M. E. 
Church, prove the government to be right, 
then it would prove absolute contradic· 
tions; for while it would prove aristocracy 
to be right in the M. E. Church, it would 
as clearly prove republicanism to be right 
in the Presbyterian, Baptist, Methodist 
Protestant, and other churches, for these all 
have revivals and success, as well as the 
M. E. Church. Moreover, if this is a good 
argument in favor of any peculiar form of 
church government, it would be equally 
good in favor of doctrines; hence it would 
prove Calvinism right, Arminianism right, 
Campbellism right, and every other ism, 
and by proving too much, destroys itselt; 
and proves nothing at all. But the fact is, 
this has not been the ground of their suc
cess; no one has ever been awakened, or 
converted, or joined the church, because of 
the government, but have been influenced 
in this by the goodness of their doctrines, 
the industry of their ministry, and the piety 
of the church, while some, it is to be feared, 
have joined the church from motives less 
praiseworthy than the above. 

Q. And ·are these the principles the 
Episcopals are supporting and endeavoring 
to send down to posterity? 
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A. Yes. 
Q. Upon what principles can the local 

preachers and lay members support this 
~ystem? 

A. Only on the principles of passive obe
dience and non-resistance. 

Q. Are not many of the ministers, as 
well as the members, who are yet in the 
M. E. Church, Wesleyan in sentiments? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Why, then, do they not act accord

ing to their convictions, and not throw 
their example and influence in favor of 
erroneous principles, and in opposition to 
truth? 

A. Several considerations may induce 
them to take this ton rse, such as the Wes
leyaus being in the minority, fears of final 
success, and, not among the least, fears of 
pecuniary support. 

Q. Well, do not such persons act. a little 
like Bunyan's waterman, who looks one 
way, and rows the other? 

A. They do. 
Q. But should not Christians follow their 

honest convictions, whether popular or un
popular; whether it makes in favor ot; or 
against their secul~r interest ? 

A. Yes; we think this is required by 
Christian sincerity. 

Q. Well, did the vVesleyans ·make suffi
cient efforts to reform the church before 
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they secedr.d; if th ey did not, were they 
justifiable in this course? 

A. Yes; they did all that could reason
ably be done, to effect this object. 

Q. \Vhat was done in order to effect 
this reformation ? 

A. The subject was discussed for neady 
eight years, freely and fully, with great 
clearness and abi lity, in which some of the 
most distinguished ministers, as well as 
members, took an active part. 

Q. Was any thing more done? 
A. Yes; th ey sent in petilions from tht? 

ministry and membership, from different 
parts of the U nit.ed Stales, to the General 
Co nference of 18:16 and 1840, asking for a 
redress of grievances. 

Q. What did they do with the petitions? 
A. They refused to grant thPm. 
Q. How has the Wesleyan Church pros· 

pered? 
A. Beyond the expectations of the most 

sanguine. The church was organized in 
June, 1843, and now, March 1844. (nine 
~)it consists of six Annual-Conter
enccs, rxtending from Main e to Illinois, 
and between 300 and 400 preachers, and 
more than 15,000 members. 

Q. Have there been any secessions 
from the dominant body of Methodists in 
Englanrl? 

A. Yes; there are the" Primitive Metho-
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dists," so called, numbering upwards of 
65,000 members, and 5,803 preachers, itin
erant and local ; and besides these, there 
are other very large bodies of seceders 
from that church, namely, the Kilhamites, 
the Wesl eyan Association, and the Protes
tant Methodists. The communicants in 
the a hove named bodies of the secede rs, at 
our last returns from that country, amount
ed to 200,000. There have, also, been 
very considerable secessions in Canada, 
Nova Scotia, and the British West India 
Islands. So much does arbitrary power 
contribute to dismember churches of the 
same faith. 

Q. What injury would the travelling 
preachers of the M. E. Church sustain by 
allowing the people a voice in the govern
ment? 

A. None at all; they could preach as · 
much, pray as fervently, and he quite as 
useful, as they can under the present form 
of government ; and more so ; for it is rea
sonable to suppose, the people would have 
more confidence in them if they did not 
manifest such a fondness for power and 
prerogatives. 
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CHAPTER lX. 

PROSPECT OF REFORM. 

Q,. Are there not many, both in the min
istry and membership, who remain in the 
M. E. Church from a hope that she will be 
reformed, both in her government and in 
regard to slavery? 

A. Undoubtedly there are. 
Q,. Well, is there any real prospect that 

she will reform? 
A. 1Tbere is no prospect that she will 

give up slavery till forced to do so by the 
Legislatures of tbe different States where 
slavery exists. But more on this subject 
in another work now in the course of pre
paration. As to her government, all efforts 
at modification and improvement have 
proved abortive; and the Episcopacy of 
the church never was established on so firm 
a basis as at present. 

Q,. How long after the church was or
ganized was it before attempts at reform 
were commenced ? 

A. About six years. 
Q,. Will you give me a brief summary 

of the facts relating to attempts to reform 
in the M. E. Church government? 

A. Yes; Two things have been aimed 
at in all efforts at reform,-one bas been 

7 
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to curtail the Bishop's power, and the 
other to bring the influence of the laity 
into the councils of the church. 

It has al ways been seen by a large por
tion of the traveiling preachP.rs, that if the 
presiding elders were elected by their suf
frages , and associated with the Bishops by 
right in making out the appointments, it 
would abrid~e the Bishop's power over 
them, and afford them some little voice in 
determining their own fields of labor. To 
secure this point, therefore, lrns been an 
object with many of the preuchers, almost 
from the first.. 

The secession, already mentionPd, that 
took place in 1792, with Jam es 0 ·1telly at 
its head, was in consequence of the unlim
ited power of th e Bishop in stntiouing the 
preachers. lt was a very small abridge
ment of the Bishop's preroirative that Mr. 
O'Kelly and his friends asked, but the 
General Conference refused, to grant it. 
The restriction desired was in the follow
ing words: 

"After the Bishops appoint the preach
ers at the conference to their several cir
cuits, if any one thinks himself injured by 
the appointment, he shall have liberty to 
appeal to the Conference and state his ob
j ections; and if the Conference approve 
h is objections, the Bishop shall appoint 
him to another circuit." 
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After a debate for three days on this pro
positi<ln, it was lost; probably through the 
great influence that Bishop Asbury held 
over the pret!chers, as it was understood 
that he was decidedly hostile to the meas
ure. 

At he Conference 0f 1800. another at
tempt was marle to abridg·e the stationing 
power, by associating a committee of 
preachers with the Bishop, in making out 
the appointments. 'l'his also failed. The 
same ' question was introduced into the 
Conference of 1812, and lost by only three 
votes. 

In 1816, a resolution was introduced 
into the Conference to make the presiding 
elders elective, and to constitute them a 
council to assist the Bishop in stationing 
the preachers. This was also lost. 

The same resolution, with slight modifi
cation•, was brought forward in 1820, and 
passed by quite a nmjority. After its adop
tion, hpwever, the Rev. Joshua Soule, who 
had j~st been elected to the Episcopal 
office, i·efused to act under the restriction, 
and consequently resign Pd his office. Bish
op McKend ree joined with .Mr. Soule in his 
opposiiion to the measure, and through 
their joint influence they succeeded, at 
length, in brin ging over a ninjority to their 
side, and obtain ed a suspen, ion of the res
olutions fo r four years. ln 1824, their 
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suspension was continued, and at the 
General Conference of 1828, they were re
scinded.* 

Thus an effort to abridge the powers of 
the Bishops, and continued for more than 
thirty years, was finally defeated by the 
Bishops themselves ! 

~'his effort was renewed at the last Gen
eral Conference, ( 1840,) but met with its 
usual fate. The disposition on the part 
of the Conference to weaken any of the 
Episcopal functions, has grown less and 
Jess from the time that McKendree and 
Soule took a stand for themsolves and their 
successors in 1820. 

Q. What efforts have the laity made 
to be represented in the councils of the 
chnrch? 

A. There never has been a period in the 
history of the church when the laity have 

· been universally satisfied with its govern
ment. Several strenuous efforts have been 
made by the laity, at different times, to ob
tain their just rights-but all to no pur
pose. Secession has been their only 
-remedy. 

The secession from the church that took 
place in 1828, was preceded by an ener
getic struggle for reform on the part of a 

* F or the val idity of th e facts here stated, 
see Bangs' History, Vol. II. p. 330, and on
ward. 
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large number of local preachers and lay. 
men, together with some few travelling 
preachers. Of course the latter class, in 
any such reform, will be al ways small, as 
they are the party interested in sustaining 
the "ancient regime" of priestly preroga
tives. 

The reformers at the time alluded to, 
commenced their discussions in favor of 
the rights of the laity, first in the " Wes
leyan Repository,'' and afterwards in the 
"Mutual Rights." They argued strenuous
ly against the Episcopal form of church 
government, and insisted on a lay repre~ 
sentation in the General Conference. Me
morials were sent up to that body both in 
1824 and 1828, to secure for the laity a. 
share in its deliberations. .But it was like 
asking the despot to yield his sceptre in 
favor of his vassals. In the report which 
the Conference made on the subject of the 
memorials in 1824, they modestly reply to 
the petitioners, "p ARDON us IF WE KNOW 

NO SUCH RIGH'l"S-JF WE COMPREHEND NO 

SUCH PRIVILEGES." 

At the next Conference (1828) the in
jured people made another rally, and once 
more laid their grievances before this cleri
cal judicatory. In answer to their claim, 
the Conference deny that the right of the 
laity to representation is a natural right, 
because, as they affirm, "the foundation 
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of rights in ecclesiastical bodies rests on a 
different basis." They also deny that it i~ 
an "acquired right" which they are en
titled to, either on the ground "of becom
ing Christians or of becoming Methodists." 
And as the right, if it exist at all, must be 
either natural or acquired, therefore they 
gravely conclude that no such right exists. 

lt was with such logic that they justified 
th emselves in the exncise of arbitrary 
power, and resisted the claim of inaliena
ble rip;ht on the part of the people. 

After this defeat of liberty in 1828, little 
was said or done by the disappointed and 
exhausted people to gain their right, until 
the Conference ·of 1:840, when petitions 
again flowed in upon this subject. But the 
Conference had become so confident of its 
authority, so callous to the claims of jus
tice, and so void of all sense of religious 
freedom, that it did not give the memorials 
a respectful consideration, nor deem the 
petitioners worthy of an honorable answer. 
It is true the petitions were referred tu a 
committee and were reported on. Bur 
such was the manner of their reference , 
(having been first laid on the table,) and 
such the report upon them, (consisting of a 
peremptory refusal of the prayer, accom
panied with a reflection upon the manner 
in which the memorials had originated,) 
that the whole subject was treated with 
utter contempt. 
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Q,. What has been the result of treating 
in this manner preachers and people who 
have sought for reform in the M. E. 
Church? 

A. It has resulted in repeated seces 
sions. Dr . .Bangs tells us, in the History 
of which he is the author, that in 1791, 
(about1 six years after the organization of 
the church,) the R ev. Wm. Hammet, a 
very pppular preacher, became dissatisfied, 
and withdrew with a party from the churc h. 
He passes over this secession very rapidly, 
leaving us to guess at the probable number 
of the lseceders. About a year after this, 
according to the same author, R ev. J. 
O'Kelly, with a number of travelling and 
local preachers, left the church on account 
of tlieir dissatisfaction with the power 
lodged in the hands of the Bishops and 
presiding elders. '"ln the latte r part of 
1793," says the Dr., "they began to form 
~ocietie.s, and hundreds of the people were 
induced to forsake the M. E. Church, so 
that in some places whole societies were 
broken up." And he tells us that this dis
affection was not. confined to Virginia, the 
place of Mr. O'Kelly's residence, but ex
tended also into North Carolina. Here, 
t'hen, in about eight years after the organi
zation of the M. E. Church, Dr. Bangs tells 
us of two very important secessions on ac
count of the odium of the government. 
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The next secession that he mentions, 
took ·place in 1813. This, he tells us, was 
composed of local preachers and laymen ; 
several of the former, and a considerable 
number of the latter. This body, which 
originated in New England, under th e name 
of" Reformed Methodists, " th e Dr. tells 
us, " has long ceased to exist." On wh at 
authority he makes this assertion, I know 
not ; but I do know that the " Reformed 
Methodist Church " still flourish es, and 
numbers in its communion, about fifty or
dained, and twenty-five licensed preachers, 
a.nd two or three thousand members. 
\ The next prominent secession took place 

in· 1827-8 . The seceders organized under 
the name of the " Methodist Protestant 
Church.'" Some thousands soon gathered 
to their standard, and at the present time 
they number about seventy-five thousand 
members. 

Since that time, a multitude of smaller 
separations from the church have taken 
place, besid es a host of individual with
drawals, both from among the ministers 
and laity. 

In consequence of the pro-slavery char
acter of th e .M. E. Church, and also the op
pressive and unscriptural character of her 
gov.ernment, after long and prayerful de
liberation, in November, 1842, Rev. Messrs. 
J. Horton, L. R. Sunderland and O. Scott 
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publicly withdrew from the M. E. Church, 
and started a new paper called the True 
Wesleyan. The second number of this 
paper contained the withdrawal of Rev. 
Luther Lee, am] the 3rl number, that of Rev. 
L. C. Matlack, one of the M. E. stationed 
preachers in the city of Boston. And from 
that time to the present, (March, 1844,) 
not a week, I believe, has passed, but has 
brought to the Wesleyan office the news 
of secessions either from th e ministry or 
membership of the M. E. Church, and gen
erally rrom both. 

A corivention was ca !led at the city of 
Utica, N. Y., in the month of May, 1843, of 
ministers and laymen, which formed the 
"Wesleyan Methodist Connection of 
America." This connection extends to 
every free stale and territory in the Union. 
It ha8 six annual conferences, with from 
300 to 400 preachers, and from 15,000 to 
20,000 members! 

It is ~ut just to remark, that previously 
to the secession of Horton, Sunderland and 
Scott, a local secession had taken place in 
Utica, N. Y., another in Cleaveland, 0.
and also pretty extensive secessions in 
Michigan. Our brethren in Michigan had 
formed themselves into an annual confer
ence, and were in successful operation pre
viously to the above-named secession. 
They numbered, at the time of the Utica 
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Convention, over t,wenty preachers, and 
about a thousand members. They now con
stitute a very important branch of the Wes
leyan Methodist Connection of America. 

The probability is, the number of annual 
· conferences will be increased at the next 
G1•neral Conference, which meets in Oct, 
1844, in Cleaveland, 0. The Wesleyan 
Connection is now in a state of great pros
perity, and new recruits are weekly coming 
to us from the old church. 

Probably there are not less than one 
hundred thousand Methodists in the Uni
ted States, under various names, who stand 
liisconnccted with the M. E. Church, and 
in hostility to her government. Such an 
amount of dissatisfaction and disruµtion is 
without a parallel in the history of any 
other church in this country, if, indeed, in 
any other. And let it be noticed, too, that 
these secessions have taken place notwith
standing the stroni;- bond of union calcula
ted to bind the Methorlist body together, 
growing out of unity of faith, homogene
ousness of usage and religious habit, strong 
attachment to the early pioneers of the 
cau•e, and endearing relations, strength
ened by a thousand delightful considera
tions. 

vVith what expulsive power, therefore, 
must a system operate, that can sunder 
such bonds of union, and throw off thou-

·- . . ~ 

. 

• 



CHURCH GOVERNMENT. 99 

sands and tens of thousands from their con
nection with it! Must not such a system 
be radically and necessarily wrong ") 

CHAPTERX. 

LOCAL PREACHERS. 

Q. What provision i.loes the M. E. 
Church make fur local preachers? 

A. "If a local preacher be distressed in 
his temporal circumstances on account of 
his services in the circuit, he may apply to 
the quarterly meeting conference, who may 
give him what relief th ey judge proper, 
after the allowance of the travelling 
preachers and their wives, and all other 
regular allowances are discharged." 

'Who can mark the terms of this provis
ion, and not pronounce it a monstrons out
rage upon justice, and an aggravating in
sult to misfortune ? One would have 
thought that the conference which adopted 
it would have blnshed for v,ery shame in 
the act. It is, however, but another proof 
of the heartless and merciless character of 
absolute power. Mark ; in the case allu
ded to in the provision, it is admitted that 
the local preacher is" distressed in his tem
poral circumstances on account of service 
in the circuit." This, of course, would 
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give him n claim in r~ght, paramount to the 
claims of all others not thus afflicted. Yet 
he can claim nothing. "He may apply to 
the quarterly meeting conference, who 
may give what relief they judge proper, 
AFTER the allowance of the travelling 
preachers and of their wives, and ALL 
OTHER rtp;ular allowances are dis· 
charged"! If there is anything left, the 
conference "may give what relief they 
judie proper." 

Thus we see that the tra veiling preacher 
must first receive his allowance, however 
comfortable his circumstances may be, 
whil e the local preacher, who has broke 
down under excessive labors "in the cir
cuit," and is "distressed in his temporal 
circumstances," can receive nothing, un
less there should be a surplus "after all 
other regular claims are discharged," and 
the conference should "judge proper" to 
bestow the fragments of its funds upon 
him. Alas ! for the poor man, even on ' 
this ten ure; for it is seldom that all · the 
" regular allowances are discharged." 

In concluding this brief notice of the 
local ministry, I would say, that though 
they are thus subordinated to the ruling 
hierarchy, some of the most talented, pious , 
and liberty-loving men are found in their 
ranks. They have always furnished a 
large proportion of the leading spirits who 
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have enterprised reformatory measures in 
the church, though it is to be regretted 
that many of them are either too insensible 
to their own condition, or too regardless of 
their own rights and responsibilities, to 
make the necessary efforts to pluck them
selves and the church from the grasp of a 
spiritual despotism. Six thousand local 
preachers, with such proportion of the 
laity as they might ~ecure to their cause, 
could shake the fabric of Methodist Epis
copacy to its foundations. 

Q. What provision is made for local 
preachers in the Wesleyan Church? 

A. Any unstationed preacher in the 
VVesleyan Connection is at liberty to labor 
wherever there is an opening, and receive 
what the people are willing to give,-and 
whenever he performs regular pastoral 

· Jaber for at least one-half the Sabbaths, he 
is eligible to membership in the annual 
conference. The unstationed ministers of 
every circuit and station can be represent
ed in the election of delegates to the Gen
eral C*nference; and all unstationed el
ders are eligible to membership in the Gen-
eral Conference. · 
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CHAPTER XI. 

INFLUENCE OF THE METHODIST EPISCOPAL 

SYSTEM ON THE REPUBLIC, 

Q. What is the influence of this system 
on our civil institutions? 

A. No one, I thi11k, can have failed to 
see, during the course of this investill'a
tion, that republicanism and the .Methodist 
Episcoµal economy are perfect antagonists. 
While republicanisn1 recogn izes the right 
of the people to frame the government under 
which they are to !iv .. , we have seen the 
government of the M. E. Church organized 
exclusively by the travelling preacher~, 
without even consulting the laity in respect 
to it. While republicnnism provides for 
the frequ ent election of la w-makers, by the 
voice of the citizens, Methodist Episcopacy 
invests the law-making power in the trav
elling clergy, by a provision unalterab!P, 
e:ccept b.1J the tmvelling preachers themselves! 
ln a republic, the people a lso elect their 
executive and judicial officers ; hut the 
conference preachets in the M. E. Church 
have usurped both these departments of 
responsibility an~! power. Jn a republic, 
the public moneys and publ ic edifices are 
under the supervision of the sovereill'n 
pE!ople; but the vast funds of the M. E. 
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Church, together with the houses of wor
ship, with a few exceptions, are under the 
absolute control of her regular ministry. 
In a republic, the people choose their own 
public servants; but the Methodist socie
ties are obliged to receive such teachers 
as the Bishops may see fit to send them. 
Jn a republic, a man is tried for an alleged 
offence, by a jmy empanm•lled upon just 
principles; but, in the M. E. Church, the 
stationed preacher tries the accu~ed mem
ber, by a committee of his own selectinf;. 

This series of particu la rs, showinir the 
antagonistic character of Methodist Epis
copacy to republican principles, might be 
greatly extended; but it is by no means 
necessary, since th e most superficial ob
server cannot fail to see that it has no one 
feature compatible with the civil polity of 
our country. What, then, must be the 
inflnence of this ecclesiastica I superstruc
ture on the American Republic? Must 
not its legitimate tendency be dangerous 
nnd destructive? With its eight hundred 
thousand members, its nine thousrtnd 
preachets, its million and a half of support
ers, its central organs of information, its 
half million of money, it.s nrchly construct
ed machinery, set in motion by the great 
centra I wheel of tlrn Genera 1 Conference, 
and extending its influence, by means of 
a thousand subordinale wheels, to every 
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society and class throughout the Union, 
together with its absolute head in the per
sons of the Bishops, render the Methodist 
Episcopal organization a most dangerous 
institution to the liberties of the nation. 
lt is, indeed, far more dangerous than Ca
tholicism itself; for the corrupt and liberty
crushing character of that organization has 
long since been exposed, so that the ever
watchful eye of liberty is always open to 
its dark plotting-s and jesuitical designs. 
But Episcopal .Methodism is a Protestant 
system, sprung up almost imperceptibly in 
our midst, under circumsto nces and aus
pices which have, till lately, shielded it 
from public reprobation, and, for the most 
part, even from any general suspicion. 
Here lies the difference. 

It is easy to see that a people, trained 
und er the influence of such a svstem, are 
poorly prepared to appreciate tlle benefits 
of civil freedom, and consequently are 
dangerous hands into which to commit the 
guardianship of our free institutions. At 
least one-twelfth part of the American pop
ulation are either directly or indirectly 
connected with the M. E. Church; and 
when the consolidated and homogeneous 
character of the organization is taken into 
view, it must be readily discovered that 
the same political views must generally 
obtain throughout this entire body. The 
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political power, therefore, of this numerous 
people, subject as they are to a central con
trol, may be brought to bear, in any given 
case, with tremendous effect upon the des
tiny of the republic. A hint may be sug
gested by the Bishops to their presiding 
elders, by the presiding elders to the 
preachers on their several districts, and by 
the preachers to their class-leaders in the 
several societies, by the leaders to the 
members of their classes, and thus a 
scheme may be extended, and simultane
ously arlopted, from one end of the Union 
to the other, in every society of the con
nection. 

It is not intended by these remarks, to 
intimate, that this church wr.s instituted 
for any corrupt purpose, or that the pres
ent generation of her ministers entertain 
any treasonable designs towards the gov
ernment of our country; but the object is, 
to show, that when, under the influence of 
rapidly increasing wealth and power, and 
the despotism of its principles, it shall be
come corrupt, then it will afford a most 
ready and efficient agency, by which a 
worldly and an1bitious priesthood, joined 
with some intriguing and liberty-hating 
political party, may upturn the foundations 
of our government, demolish the temple of 
freedom, and establish an absolute despot
ism over the la.nd. Such is the tendency 

8 
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of this system; and, if the result is not re
alized, it will not be from any want of 
adaptation in the principles which the sys
tem involves, but because the spirit of lib
erty will' be too vigilant to suffer herself to 
be slain by its perfidious hand . 

.By tracing the parallel lines of civil and 
ecclesiastical history up to antiquity, it 
will be found', that in proportion as reli
gious freedom has obtained, in the same 
proportion has civil government been ad
ministered accor<lil'lg to free principles. 
Do we not owe our own republic to a band 
of religionists, who fled to the wilds of 
America, to secure to themselves and their 
posterity the God-given and inviolable 
rights of conscience?· 

ls not the church designed of God to be 
the standard of justice and right "J But are 
not the recognition and administration of 
;ustice and right, the essentials of civil 
as well as religious freedom? lf, then, the 
church exerts her appropriate power on 
the community in which she exists,. and 
does not at the same time sustain the prin
eiples of freedom by securing liberty of 
conscience to her own members, can we 
expect that ci'Vil freedom will long contin
ue? It is manifest that if the church· ex
erts the power it is its province to exert, it 
will give character to a nation; in whicb 
ease, if a despotism ex.ists in the former it 
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will sooner or later sway its iron sceptre 
over the latter. lf not, why is the spread 
of the Romish Church in this country con
sidered so dangerous to its liberties? If it 
is no matter what church org·anization we 
have, then let Catholicism multiply itself 
till it swallow up all sects and banish 
Protestantism from the land. Why not? 
Is despotism any more dangerous in the 
Romish than in the Methodist Episcopal 
or any other church? Does not the M. E. 
Church, in effect, set up infallibility, deny 
the right of private judgment, and cut off 
the exercise of inuividual conscience? 

In alluding to the rights of self-govern
men~, do not her authorities say, " We 
know no such rights 'J." And yet it is this 
organization, involving as it does princi
ples at deadly war with inalienable rights, 
that is exerting a direct control over a 
large proportion of the American people, 
and by an influence, more remote, but not 
less certain, is wearing a way the founda
tions of civil freedom itself. 

The M. E. Church not only exerts a dan
gerous influence on the liberties of the na
tion, by the direct and legitimate tendency 
of its principles, but also by the support 
which it gives to the system of slavery in 
our land. This church has taken the 
ground, either in her declaration or acts, 
that slavery, as it exists in the United 
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States, is not a moral or political evil; that 
is, that it is no evil at all. It has cast the 
broad regis of Episcopal authority over 
the e.ystem as a shield of defence. It has 
prohibited the agitation of the slavery 
question, and enforced the violation of its 
edicts with the severest of ecclesiastical 
penalties. It has shaped its policy, on this 
questi6n, according to the slave laws of the 
South, in rejection of the plainest precepts 
of Jesus Christ. It admits to its commun
ion and ministry hundreds of slaveholders 
who hold in cruel bondage tens of thou
sands of their own brethren and sisters in 
Chriot; and, to accommodate slavery, has 
disfranchised all its colored members 
throughout the slaveholding States of the 
Union. 

In doing all this, and much more that 
might be mentioned, the M. E. Church is 
giving its support to an institution which, 
more than all others, is calculated to sap 
the foundations of our civil freedom, and 
hasten the republic into the grave where 
lie the mouldering kingdoms of antiquity. 

In looking in upon the state of things in 
the M. E. Church, it does not require a 
very sagacious observer to see, in their in
cipient beginnings, the very corruptions of 
the Romish Church. And as sure as the 
Bishop of Rome was ever vested with the 
name and power of a Pope, and as certain 
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as John Tetzel, in the name of Leo X. 
bartered indulgences to sin, so sure the 
E. Methodist Church, unless it change its 
policy, or is controlled by some foreign in
flu ences, will degenerate into a Popedom, 
in which a cringing and degraded laity 
will he b1Jt the passive tools of a despotic 
priesthood. 

The Romish Church at the close of the 
third century, was not so subject to the 
dominance of the clergy, nor so liable to a 
reign of spiritual despotism, as is the 
Methodist Episcopal Church at the present 
moment. 

The corruptions and usurpations in the 
primitive church sprang up incidentally, 
and were nourished by circurnstances, but 
the M. E. Church, as has been seen, has 
its origin in usurpation, and involves in its 
organization the very elements of ABSO
LUTE POWER. 
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[Written for the Wesleyan Companion.] 

The powers and investments of 
the Ministry of the M. E. Church 
Anti. Primitive. 
1. The government of the M. E. Church 

is wholly under the control of the ministry, 
and ever has been since its organization. 
Proof-Discipline, page 8, givir1g the par
ticulars of the organization of the M. E. 
Church in Baltimore, 1784. Those who 
composed this conference were minwlers, 
and only ministers, though there were then 
in the societies in the States 14,988 mem
bers. And from that time to t,he present, 
the only body claiming the right of making 
laws for the government of the church, 
have been ministers and only ministers. 
There never was a layman admitted to an 
assem bly in the M. E. Church, which was 
organized for the purpose of regulating its 
government; nor was ever a layman ad
mitted to vote in the election of delegates 
who compose the General Conference, the 
law-making body. · All and every altera
tion that is made in the Discipline and 
government of the church, is effected sole
ly by the ministry; and the only alterna-
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tive left for 1he membership is, to submit 
to Jaws enacted without their being re}'re
sented, or to leave the church. 

2. Bishops are empowered with the pre
rogative of overseeing the spiritual and 
temporal business of the church.-Dis. p. 
27, answer 5. How mncb is meant by 
overseeing the temporal business of the 
church, the writer never kne w; but as the 
overseeing of the spiritual business is an 
authoritative investment, the conclusion is, 
that it is the same in relation to the tem
poral business of it. 

3. Both deacons and elders are consti
tuted by a b.ody of ministers only.-Dis. 
pp. 32, 33. In the case of local preachers, 
the quarterly conference recommend them 
to the annual conference, but uo one can 
be ordained without an election by the 
travelling ministry of an annual confer
ence; and in the case of itinerant minis
ters, the people have nothing to say in re
lation to their being constituted either dea
cons or elders. 

4. A Bishop, or presiding elder, can 
either of them receive a preacher to travel 
in tht'1 interval of a conference, independ
ent of the voice of the people.-Dis. p. 36. 

5. t£'hose who have charge of circuits, 
can choose committees independently of 
all the members of their charge, to apprn
priate moneys that have been raised for 
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building churches, and paying debts upon 
churches.-Dis. p. 44, answers 17, 18. 

6. The Bishops of the M. E. Church 
have the absolute po1oer of determining the 
appointments of the whole of the travelling 
ministry, where and how they please; and 
neither the ministry or membership have 
the right to interfere in any manner what
ever. This is the right of the Bishop un
checked; nor is there any possible means 
for the abridgment of this power by the 
people.-Dis. p. 26. 

7. The power of Bishops absorbs all the 
power of presiding elders and preachers in 
charge. Proot:-They are general super
intendents. A superintendent has authori
ty to do by himself what he can do by 
another. This is universally true. But 
we are not left to rest the matter here. 
The proof is abundant from the Discipline, 
us well as from the natme of their office. 
When a Bishop is preswl, he is the first 
one named to do the business to be done. 
If a preacher is to be received in the inter
val of the annual conferenc~ the bishop or 
presiding elder is to clo it. Showing that 
the bishop is to do it of right, if present, 
and disposed to exercise it.-Dis. p. 36. 

A preacher must have his license signed 
by a bishop or presiding elder; showing 
the same fact, that if a bishop is present, he 
has the authority, und not the presiding 
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elder, to sign such license: p 37. Presid
ing elders have authority to try a travelling 
preacher only in the absence or the bishop. 
The bi.shops have the autbority in all thPse 
cases when present: p. 65. In the trial of 
members, bishops are the first class of ad
ministrators named to preside, and then 
elders, and deacons, and preachers: p. 92. 
Stewards are to be subject to bishops, pre
siding elders, &c.: p.168. The same fact 
of precedence is here observable, as in the 
foregoing instances. The truth is, when 
a bishop is present, he absorbs all the power 
of presiding elders and ordinary ministers, 
unless it be in some trifling instances 
where the General Conference has, by 
special enactment, devolved some duty 
upon those in charge of circuits. But 
nothing is now recollected that is done 
while the bishop is present, that would form 
an exception to this statement. Now to 
sum up; when a bishop comes to a quar
terly conference, he possesses all the au
thority of controlling the meeting, by virtue 
of his general superintendency, which is 
made up of particulars, of which this is one. 
The presiding elder for the time being 
loses his authority by the presence of the 
man who gave him his authority. All the 
authority a presiding elder has when the 
bishop is in his uistrict, is to "ATTEND 

HJM."-Dis. p. 31. But when the bishop 
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is present he cannot change, 1·eceive or sus
pend preachers in his district, unless by the 
special permission or order of the bishop: 
p. 30. And whe11 a bishop comes to a 
station, the preacher in charge loses his 
authority in the conducting a trial, and in 
all other instances, unless the General 
Conference has, by positive enactment, 
ordered otherwise. In the trial of mem
bers, the sole authority is in the bishop to 
preside, if present; next is the presiding 
elder, and then the preacher in charge. 
But of right, the preacher in charge of the 
circuit is utterly dispossessed, if the pre
siding elder is present, and both of them 
are without authority to preside in the 
trial, if the bishop be present. Now see 
how this might work in the trial of a mem
ber, should the bishop preside, and then be 
president of the quarterly conference. All 
qu estions of law are to be decided by the 
president at both trial~; and in case of an 
appeal of this nature, it might be made to 
the same person at the trial at the q=rler
ly conference, and finally at the annual con
ference, should the bishop be present and 
exercise the authority with which he is 
invested. And thus, the very object for 
which an appeal is taken would be defeat
ed; as it is a question that is not debata
ble, and in the instances here mentioned, 
it would be the same man who should de
cide in all the three cases of adjudication. 
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Let it not be said that this absorption of 
power is unprecedented, or too monstrous 
to ascribe to any good man in the M. E. 
Church. Mr. Asbury formerly possessed 
this power and more too. In the bound 
minutes for 1779, we fine the following 
question and answer:-

" Ques. 13. How far shall his (Asbury's) 
power extend? 

"Ans. ON HEARING EYERY PREACHER 

FOR AND AGAINST WHAT IS IN DEBATE, 

THE RIGHT OF DETERMINATION SllALL 

REST WITH HIM ACCORDING TO THE nllN

UTES." 
8. The power of presiding elders, in 

their districts, while the Bishops are absent, 
is the same as that of .Bishop• when pres
ent, ordaining excepted. They oversee 
the spiritual and temporal business of the 
church in the districts. They have charge 
of all the preachers and exhorters in the 
districts. They can change, receive, and 
suspend preachers in their districts. And 
they are to take care that every part of 
the Discipline be enforced in their dis
tricts ; as also to decide all questions of 
law in a quarterly meeting conference. A 
presiding elder is in all cases the repre
Eentative of the Bishop, and can do all the 
Bishop could, within the limits of his dis
trict, ordaini11g excepted. 

9. All the power the lay members of 
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the M. E . Church possess, is the power to 
withhold their support from the ministry 
and institutions of the church, and, when 
a man is to be liceusP.d as an exhorter or 
preacher, the class or society vote to ap
probate or disapprobate, when there is no 
leaders' meeting held in the place. But, 
as in most places there are leaders' meet
ings helcl, the practical results are, in most 
cases, they do not vote even here. And 
though the laws of the States authorita
tively invest members of churches an<l 
congregations with the r ight of voting, in 
the election of trustees for holding 
churches, yet the Discipline provides, that 
in all cases, when new boards of trustees 
are to be created, it shall be done (except 
in those Htates where the statutes provide 
differently) by the appointment of the 
preacher in charge, or th e presiding elder 
of the district.-Dis. p. 167. 

"We know nothing of the righ t of the 
society to admit members into church fel
lowship; and the Methodist preacher who 
concedes this right, betrays bis trust, and 
should be held amenable for del inquency 
to his brethren. We know not if this has 
ever happened; but Mr. Lee speaks of the 
contrary doctrine as a matter which is not 
questionable: and hence we have interred 
that he, at least, practised upon this opin
ion when he was a travelling preacher; 
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and, as he has done so with impunity, if he 
has done so at all, we have been led to 
fear that some portions of the church may 
be gradually sliding into a compromise 
which would so alter the relation between 
pastor and people, as to SUBVERT OUR 
WHOLE ECONOMY." 

"The ad mission and expulsion of church 
members by a vote of the society, is as ab
surd in theory, as .it would be ruinous in 
practice."-Editorial, Christian Advocate 
and Journal, Nov. 25, 1840. 

Here we have the secret let out: that if" 
the management of church affairs are so 
far under the control of the laity, as for 
them to admit members into the church, it 
would tend to "subvert our whole econo
my." 

Primitive Church Usages .... Tes. 
timony of Mosltiem. 

"In those early times, every Christian 
church consisted of the people, their lead
ers and the ministers and deacons; and 
these indeed belong essentially to every 
religious society. The people were, un
doubtedly, the FIRST IN AUTHORITY; for 
the apostles showed, by their own exam-
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ple, that nothing of moment was to be car
ried on or determined without the consent 
of the assembly.-Acts i. 15; vi. 3; xv. 4; 
xxi. 22. It was therefore the assembly of 
the people which CHOSE RULERS and 
TEACHERS, or received them by a 
}'REE and AUTHORCTATIVE CON
SENT, when RECOMMENDED by oth
ers. The same people REJECTED or 
CONFIRMED, by their SUFFRAGES, 
the LAWS which were PROPOSED by 
their rulers to the assembly; EX COMM U
NICATED profligate and cnworthy mem
bers of the church; RESTORED the 
penitent to forfeited privileges; PASSED 
JUDGMENT upon the different subjects , 
of CONTROVERSY and dissension that 
arose in their community; EXAMINED 
and DECIDED the disputes which hap
pened between the ELDERS and DEA
CONS; and, in a word, EXERC I SED ALL 

'.l'HE AUTHORITY which belongs to such as 
nre inVPsted with SOVEREIGN POW
ER."-Vol. I. page 37. V\Tuod & Co., 
Baltimore, 1832. 

Now if the six or seven things that the 
primitive members of the churches did, by 
authoritative investment, not more than one 
of them can be done by the members of 
the M. E. Church, and even that one is 
denied them by pretty good authority, as 
will be seen hereafter. 
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Lord King on the Primitive Church af
fords the most ample proof of the correct
ness of the foregoing quotation from Mos
hiem. I. He proves that bishops were 
common pastors: p. 27. 2. "When the 
bishop of a church was dead, all the people 
of that church met together in one place to 
choose a new bishop. So Sabinus was 
elected bishop of Emerita 'by the SUF
FRAGE of ALL THE BROTHER
HOOD, which was the custom throughout 
all Africa,' for the bishop to be chosen in 
the presence of the people."-p. 37. 

"In all ordinations all the people were 
consulted, and none were admitted into 
holy orders without their approbation, as is 
assured by Cyprian, l.Jishop of this diocess, 
who tells us that it was bis constant cus
tom 'in all ordinations to consult his peo
ple, and with their common counsel to 
weigh the merits of every candirlate of the 
sacred orders.' "-p. 47. 

Of the members of the primitive church
es, Lord King observes, "As soon as they 
were baptized they commenced members 
of the church universal, and of that par
ticular church wherein they were baptized, 
and became actual sharers and exerters of 
all the privileges and powers of the faith
ful. What the distinct and separate pow
ers of the faithful were, must be next con
sidered; several of them, to make the dis-
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course under the former head complete, 
we touched there, as their election and 
choice of their bishops, their attention to 
those who were ordained, and such like, 
which will be unnecessary and tedious to 
repeat here; and others of them cannot be 
well separated from their conjunct acts 
with the cleri,:y. As they had power to 
elect their bishops, so if their bishops 
proved afterwards scandalous and grossly 
wicked in life. or at least heretical iu doc
trine and apo~tates from the faith, they had 
power to depose them and choose others in 
their room."-p. 101. 

"As for the judges that compose the 
consistory or ecclesiastical court, before 
whom offending criminals were convened 
and by whom censured, they will appear 
to have been the 1d1ole church, both clergy 
and laity; not the bi8hop without the peo
ple, nor the people without the bishop, but 
both conjunctly constituted that supreme 
tribunal, which censured delinquents and 
transgressors."-p. 109. 

"But as for the LEGISLATIVE DECRE

TIVE or judicalorial power, that appertain
ed both to cleri:ry and laity, who conjointly 
made up that SUPREME consistoral court 
which was in every parish, before which 
all offenders were tried, and if found guilty, 
sentenced and condemned."-p. 111. 

"And whosoever will consider the fre-
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quent synods that are mentioned in Cy
prian, will find that in his province they 
met at least once and sometimes twice or 
thrice in a year. As for the members that 
composed these synods, they were bishops, 
presbyters, deacons, and DEPUTED LA nrnN 

in behalf of the people of their respective 
churches."-p. 132. 

"When a synod was convened, before 
ever they entered upon any public causes, 
they chose out of the gravest and renownd
est bishops among them, one, or sometimes 
two, to be their moderator or moderators. 
The o4Iice of a moderator was to PRESIDE 

in the synod, to see all things calmly and 
fairly debated and decreed; and at the 
conclusion of the cause to sum up what 
had been debated and urged on both sides, 
to take the votes and suffrages of the mem
bers of the synod; and last of all to give 
his own."-p. 134. 

"When a moderator was chosen, then 
they entered upon the consideration of the 
affairs which lay before them, which may 
be considered in a twofold respect, either 
as relating to foreign churches, or to those 
churches only of whom they were repre
sentatives. As for foreign churches, their 
determi

1
nations were not obligatory unto 

them, because they were NOT REPRE
SENTED BY THEM; and so tlie chief 
matter they had to do with them was, to 

9 
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give them their advice nnd counsel, in any 
difficult point proposed." 

"But with respect unto those particular 
churches whose representatives they were, 
the decrees were binding and obligatory, 
since the regulation and management of 
thei r affairs was th e general end of their 
conversing."-p. 134. 

Jn Dr. Ruter's Hietory of the Church, 
published at the Methodist Book Room, 
we have the same testimony substantially, 
as that of Mosheim and Lord King. He 
says : " Presbyters were chosen by the 
united consent of thei r clerical brethren 
and the people at large, and ordained by 
the Bishops, assisted by the presbyters."-
p. 26. 

Of the beginning- of the second century, 
he says : " The Bishops and presbyters 
were still undistinguished by any superi
ority of station or difference of apparel; 
they were STILL CHOSF.N by the people, 
and subsisted upon n proportion of the vol
untary offeringa which were paid by every 
believer according to the exigencies of the 
occasion, or the measure of his wealth and 
piety. 

The follo wing scriptures show the part 
the mPmbers of the church took in eccle
siastical affairs, in the primitive church. 
Acts i. 15. The multitude were instructed 
to choose Matthias, to fill the vacancy 
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caused by the apostacy of Judas. Chap. 
vi. 3. 'I'he multitude of the disciples, by 
the directions of the apostles, chose the 
seven deacons. Chap. xv. The impor
tant question respecting circumcision, 
which agitated the church at Antioch, was 
considered and decided by the apostles, 
elders and brethren. And the letter written 
to the church at Antioch, began in this 
Christian and republican manner: " The 
apostles and elders and brethren send greet
ing, &c." At the same time, this assem
bly chose Barsabas and Silas, chief men 
among the brethren, to go with Paul and 
Barnabas, and convey the letter upon this 
subject. Chap. xi. 22. The church at J e
rusa lem sent Barnabas on a mission to 
Antioch and other places. The church did 
_iL Chap. xiv. 27. Paul and Barnabas 
give an account of th eir labors among the 
Gentiles, to the church; uot to a body of 
ministers-not even to the apostles them
selves. Chap. xviii. 27. The brethren 
wrote, recommending Apollos, eloquent 
Apollos, to the reception of the disciples 
in the region of Achaia. Besides all this, 
churches sent their salutations to other 
churches-sent messengers to their breth
ren. 2 Cor. viii. 23. Luke was chosen 
of the churches to travel with SL Paul. 

Ministers had some voice in the selec
tion of their fields of labor, and at times 
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declined to comply with the wishes even 
of an apostle. '!'his is evident from 1 Cor. 
xvi. 12. Titus went to Corinth of his own 
accord.-2 Cor. viii. 17. 

'I'he above contrast is presented to the 
consideration of the thinking and consider
ate, in the hope that it may awaken to open 
investigation, and as constituting a part of 
the radical difference between the govern
ment of the M. E. Church and the primi
tive churches. 'l'he italicizing is my own. 
And this subject, but a mere outline of 
what might be exhibited,-a subject upon 
which the author has bestowed much 
thought-is now submitted, in the hope that 
it may render some aid to those who are 
seeking to understand the character of the 
church "built upon the apostles and proph
ets, Jesus Christ himsdf being the chief 
corner stone." c. PRINDLE. 

N. Ferrisburgh, Vt., March 21, 1844. 
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Strange Things. 
Written for the .B.merican Wesleyan Observer 

in 1840, by REV. J. D. BRIDGE, a lifinis
ter of the N. E. Co11ference of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church. 

" " " " Another strange thing which 
is worthy of being chronicled in all our 
periodicals, is the CAUSE of the Springfield 
District controver.~y. And what is it 1_ 

Ecclesiastical domination,-an unwarrant
able exercise of episcopal and clerical 
power. Is not this a strange thing 1 Yes, 
and true as it is strange. Had almost any 
other man beside the incumbent now on 
that District been appointed as supervisor 
of its interests, the painful breaches of 
confidence and fellowship which have 
taken place, would not have been realized, 
at least to such an extent and degree as 
we now behold them. There are some 
points to which we should pay special at
tention. I. The Bishop had good reason 
for apprehending that Mr. Dorchester 
would not be acceptable to a large portion 
of the brethren on the District, when he 
first appointed him to be its spiritual head. 
2. It is known that in the town of Spring-
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field, when the news arrived that Mr. D. 
was appointed successor of Joseph A. 
Merrill, both abolitionists and anti-aboli
tionists were roused and filled with feelings 
of regret and disappointment. 3. Mr. D., 
in those Quarterly Meeting Conferences 
where anti-slavery resolutions were intro
duced, did go to the utmost limits of his 
power in his endeavors to crush the sub
ject. He trampled upon the feelings, 
CONSCIENCES and HIGH TS of his brethren. 
4. This course roused the dormant ener
gies of all the freemen in the District, and 
they determined never again to submit to 
such tyranny and dictation. 5. But at the 
next Conference this Presiding Elder was 
FULLY SUSTAINED by the "prime minis
ters" [not by the Conference] of our 
church, and sent back to stretch the rod 
of oppression another year over the fair 
fields and churches of Springfield Dis
trict! ! 6. It has been said that Mr . D. 
resisted this appointment as far as is con
sistent for a man to do who has vowed 
" reverently" to " obey " the " godly ad
vice " of his " seniors in office " · but 
still, these reverend " seniors in ofnce" 
knew better than the people on Springfield 
District what ki11d of a Presiding Elder 
they needed, and so they decided that Mr. 
Dorchester must go back ; and to make 
his birth more comfortable, some of the 

·---- --... - - ·-
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more unmanageable of the preachers on 
the District were removed, that they might 
not so easily annoy the Bishop's vice
gerent in the exercise of his official powers. 
Here I pause, and ask-Is this METHO
DISM 1 If it is, good Lord deliver me 
from it. Such powers as our Bishops are 
now exercising, never ought to be invested 
in the hands of any man, or body of men ; 
for power depraves the heart, blunts the 
conscience, darkens the understanding, 
freezes the philanthropy of the sou 1, and 
converts its possessor into an unfeeling 
tyrant ! Will our abolition preachers and 
people sulmiit to such dominion as is claim
ed by Bishops and Presiding Elders 1 
N ever, unless we mean to be slaves out
right. But 1 may be answered, It is 
Methodism. So much the worse ; for if 
this is the case, Methodism has deceived 
us until now; but she can deceive us no 
longer. The slumbers of bigotry and at
tachment to church polity are broken ; and 
some, at least, will henceforth stand dis
enthralled. For one, I am fully determin
ed nevn to submit to the PRESENT 
EXPOSITION of Methodist economy ! 
vVhen I do, let my right hand forget her 
cunning. Ecclesiastical thunder falls ter
rorless on my ears ! 

Messrs. Editors,-In view of the aston
ishing powers which have been exercised, 
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is it not high time that the fundamental 
principles of our church government were 
fully discussed 1 So it seems to me. 
W7iy should we fear to do it 1 Do we 
love to slumber in the lap of an ecclesiasti
cal Delilah so well as to risk all in the 
hands of the Philistines 1 If so, I will 
mark this fact as worthy a place in the 
chaos of unaccountables. Let our Jay 
brethren come out boldly and assert their 
rights, and discuss them, proclaim them, 
and defend them. Now is the time, and 
emphatically the day of their salvation. 
Let not this opportunity pass unimproved. 
Persecution we shall have, it is true, but 
what of th;i.t 1 Martyrdom were better 
than slavery. Let us stand up, then, in 
the name of God, and do the work which, 
in His providence, H e has assigned us to 
perform. J. D. BRIDGE. 
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