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JonEsBorOUGH, JUNE, 1843.

Notr 5Y THE PRINTER —The manuscript copy of the following
pages, though in as fair a hand-writing as usual, and prepared with as
mnuch care as1s common, was nevertheless all written out and furnished
for publication, by the author, while he was unavoidably absent, on
other business—leaving the correction of the proof alone to the Printer.
Tliis statement is here made, as an apology for any mistakes, or mis-
print, that may be made, should any appear, as‘in all probability some
unimportant errors may occur. For, however good a proof-reader a
Printer may be, and however careful he may be to avoid errors, it will
be apparent to all, that no one can so readily understand the writer, .as
the writer himself. This explanation isgiven, in justice both to the
Printer and the Autlor.

TO THE READER.

As we haye neither time, paper, nor words to throw away, we will
briefly stale the causes which led to this publication—principally a
compilation. ! b i

A Pamphlet, written in the form of “ questions and answers,” and
professing to be explanatory of the government of the Methodist
Episcopal Church,” &ec., has been recently circulated in various parts
of Western Virginia. The paternity of this pamphlet is claimed by
“ Wm. B. Evans &J. H. Honour.” It abounds in misrepresentations,
carticfiures, and falsehoods, manifestly designed to proselyle members
of ﬂle M. B, C., to the ranks of ¢ reform.” And as we do not know
any person either minister or member of the ¢ Msthodist Protestant
Church ” in this country, (East Tennessee and Westem Virginia) whom
we are exactly willing to charge with circulating this pamphlet, knowing
its character, we have chosen to aseribe personality and agency to the
pamphlet itself, which we have arraigned in the character of a prisoner.

In accordance with this desien we have ascribed personality to certain
moral principles, operations, and dispositions. But we have not taken
the liberty to depart fromn wlml.l..w_v. deem rivid moral trath. Of this
the reader will judge when he exarhines the chaiges against the prisoner
and the testimony on which they rest.

If our brethren of the M. P. C. would attend to their own appropri-
ate work—the work to which they profess to be called, we would rejoice
in the good which might be done through their instrumentalily.—
But when they spend their strength in an eflort to create dissatisfaction
among the members of the M. E. C. by misrepresenting facts in
heer history, carricjturing her administration, and aspersing her ministers,
we think they clé#m've a rebule,

We were conversant with many of the circumstances which led to
the secession of “ reformers,” partly through the medium of the press,
and partly by personal observatian. We were in the general Con-
ference of 1828, when a strenuous effort was made on the part of
¢ reformers ”’ to effect some important changes in the economy of the
M. E. C. Numerous petitions were presented, praying for “changes,”
but numerous petitions were likewise presented praying against the

- oroposed “ changes.” No changes took place, and the reformers,”
¢ aceded with a great out-cry abont ‘“persecution, tyranny, oppression,
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&c.” Andwhy? Rither because they were nat permitted
in the bosom of the Church “ sowing dissensions™ andidisturhing!
peace by « im’eighing ? agaist her diseipline ; or ii‘éc,':-auae a compat
tive handful of “ reformers” could not contol some 600,000 min-
isters and chureh members, and bring them ‘over (o the doctrines of
¢ reform.”?

“ Reformers ™ had a right to think, and (o speak, and peaceably to
withdraw from the church if they chose ; but they had no right toremain
in her bosom disturbing her peace and quict ; neitlier had they any
right to control the sreatbody of her ministers an members swho were
of adifferent opinion.

We have not at hand, the statistics of the M. P. C., at the' time of
her orgunization ; but we distinelly remember having made a calcula-
tion of the ratio that seceded, and the result was the proof that a fraction
lesy than one for every seventy-two of the members at that tinie in the
M. E. C., went with the “reiormers.”  And yet, these are the persons
who cry out “equal rights, republicanisin,” dze. :

The M. E. C. belicves that no specified form of church government
ig required by the New Testament ; but that the Church of Christ ex-
ists under various forms. She helicves that the government of the church
may be different in some important respects under different circumstan-
ces. And while she prefeis her own modification of the Episcopal
form, and believes it to be the nearest gmodel, she freely accords to all
who differ from her, the right of juﬁgug in these matters. But she
cannot allow persons to remain in her enibrace, and disturb her peace
by warring against her institutions :—T'his is the head and front of her
offending.

But it may be said—the misrepresentations of “reformers’ have been
often corrected, and the oft repeated. and often published slanders, both
of the living and the dead, to which some “reformers” have lent them-
selves, have been often refuted. True, but they are new to many, and

the corrections, and refutations, are generally contained in works which °

ste in the hands of cempaatively but few in the Western counties of
Virginia, and the upper counties of East Ten. “And our design has
been, to put copies of orginal documents, from the pens of Mr. Wesley
and others, inte the hauds of many who have never seen them.

We have not had access to some two or thren of the authorities queted

on the tial ; but have taken the quolations from the “defence of our
futhers,” &c., by Dr. J. Emory.

The limhits prescriled for this publication, forbid our entrance into,the
arguments defensive of the cconomy of Eipiscopal Methodism in detail.
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TO THE READER. v

We do netithinle it esgential to a muan’s salvadion that ke embmee our
V;}:%gvs of chureh government 1;1e.ilher do we thinl.; th:}t o ecclesiastical
economy is a system of perfection ; but wedo think it the best adapted
to the erd proposed in its institution, i.¢.lo spread scriptural holiness over
these lands.”  If others think otherwise;, we have no quariel with them,
nor do we have any objection to their cinbiacing o diffrent form if
they prefer it.  Hence it will be seen, that we have meddled in but
one instance” with that part of the pamphlet of % Evaus & Honour,”
which concerns the gov. of the M. P. C., altho’ we think it exceedingly
defective. But if “reformers” are satisfied with it, we do not ohject.
But why do they keep up an incessant out-cry, about church govern-
nment? Do they believe the form of their chioice can save souls? or
that thereis any merit in {2 ot is it merely to give veul to a splenetic
effusion? or rather for pr‘ teizmm?  ‘Welnow the place; andavhere,
(when the door was oper®@®lor the reoeption of wembers into:the M.
P. C.) the officiating minister £indly informed the people that he
would “receive imembeis from other churchies.”  What condescension !
Men professingtobe teachers, should be compstent to give instruction,
and whatever else they may know or be igndrant of, nioral honesty
requires that t].ley should understand what they profess to teach. If
those who are concerned in cirevlating the Pamphlet of “ Evans &
Honour,” understand the subject with which they wre meddling.  They
are guilty of harsh and censotions judging ¢ * # * = % Ve
will leave vusaid those other words, which were almost at our pen’s
end. If they do not understand those subjects, then, in =o far as their
teachings on those subjects have mfiuence, they are « blind leaders of
the blind.” And in preportion to the importance of subjects on which they
mislead theit adh erents;the cause of truth and rightcousness sufferersby
them. In cither case, the ground which they oceupy is not enviable.
We think we have fully sustained the charges alledged acainst the
Pamphlet, not by assertions and dogmatiss; but by the testimony
of witnesses who understand what they say, and whereof they  affirm.
We have chosen to present our strictures, somewhat in the form of a
criminal prosecution. . But the reader must yremember that our court is
Mooral trihunal, and therefore we have not been pacticular to conform
the repert to the forms aﬂ:{ legal process. We have furnished the
<ounsel for the privoner with such testimony as is relied upon by the
authors of the pamphlet, and have put such argwmnents in his mouth as
are used by “reformers,” with the addition of a thouzht or two, which
we are aware they would disown; but which, if the charges against the
pamphlet are sustained, very well become the advocates of the attack
upon Episcopal Methodism. The abstract reasonings of writers in the
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“mutual rights,” as quoted by “Fvans & Hongar,” do not affect [.1-“:. [
queslion. & Taets are stubbom things.”  We submit the who]le t.()‘%, |

ey “the candid reader, and will cheerfully abide the decision. . : f | _ | ‘
ol s 8. PATTON. | MINUTES OF THE TRIAL AND CONVICTION OF A
Serixe Tivove, May 15, 1843. b | PRISONER.

" . As we do not wish to implicate the innocent, or to report the (rial of
the wrong' prisoner, we will describe the aceused. He is then, a nine-

, peony paniphlet; to which we have aseribed personality and agency— |

| a compounnd of “ questions and answers, ” professing to be ¢ explanatory

| of the Government of the Methodist Episcopal Church. ¢ Inter-

i spersed with questions aud answers' explanatory of the government of

: the Methodist Protestant Clurch, ” &e.

" | ‘The Court consists of his Honor, Judge Justice, Chief Judge, Judge
) . Trath, Judge Honesty, auﬁu g Candor, associate Judges.  Mr. Fair- |

. | dealing, is Attomey for thé*Commenwealth of Brotherly-love, and M. |

_ Hategood, a wiy-face, grim looking fellow, is counsellor for the Prisoner. .

| ] The cose was set for hearing, in the State of General Information, and’

: o in the Township of Enlightened Public Sentiment

i} Mr. Fairdealing opened the case somewhat in the following manner,

to-wit : :

: May it please this Honorable Court, our business here isnot to disensy
the principles of Church government.. The Prisoner at the bar s not
arraigned for a difference of opinion in matters of Clinrch polity; but
on certain grayve charges, the investigation of which comes legitimately
before this Honorable Court.

|

[ We charge that the Prisoner is guilty of many and heinous

| offences against the peace and dignity of sociely, and especially against

I a highly respectable denoimination of Chiristians, to wit: the Methodist
S } ,  Episcopal Church. But that we may not be tedious, we propose for the

]

present, to pass by niany of his unrighteous doings; and moral outrages,
and to puthim upen his trial for a Jew of his most flagitious crimes,

Pursuant to this design, we charge first, that heis enviousand jealous— ‘o
thet his envy and jealousy have led him to harsh andunrishteous
Judging, and to the high crime of evil speaking, directly in opposition
to theinjunctions of our Lord, and the Aposile Poul. "We found  this
charze on the words of the Prisoner—page 9, where he insinuates that
some “members of the M. E. €. are “influenced ? to conlinue in the

) i Church “ by theargument taken from numbers and popularity,” and

P Ry 4 that “others may think they can succeed better in their-tempnra] avoca-

Sy =2 tions, and that it willbetter subserve their secular interests to belong (o

so lage a community. ”  The same foul slander is uttered specifically

against ministersof the M. . ¢, see page 29, but the above quetation is
sufficient for our purpose.

We charge secondly, that the Prisoner has suppressed ‘fruth, and
misrepresenied facts, with the design to make a false impression, inju-
sously to fﬁ"ect others, and that in so doing, he is guilty of bearmg
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false wituess against his neighbor, in direct violation of the ninth
commanduient.  We found this charge on the words of the Prisoner—
page 8, where he says concerning the M. i C., *q fow ministers of
th.emse{ ves in the city of Baltiore, in 1784, framged the govemment
"‘5']:7'}1““‘- the concurrence.or consent of the people.”  See algo! puﬁ'E;lB

where he labors to makethe impression that Mr. Wesley \"aé'b]ipoieci o
an Episcopal form of gayemment, and fo prove it introduces an extract
from Mr. Wesley’s letter to Mr. Asbury, dated © Loudon, Sept.,20, 1788,
See also page 13, where he represents the tiavelling preachers of the M.

E. C., a3 having power to expel members for the ¥ alledged erime of
sowing dissentions, and inveiching against discipline,” when such
members are ¢ not charged with a breach of thelaws of Jesus Chyist.

We charge indly, that he is guilty of basely perveriing the truth, to
the great, disgrace of the christinn nume, and to the great'injury of the
cause of truth and righteousness, We found this charge ort what he
says—page 8, concerning the Ministers of the M, EL ' C., of whom Le

Wwith tenacious grasp all

legiglative, judicial, and executive prerogalive. * - See also page 12,
where, founding a- question on o false pesumption he aslks < By what

argument do tle travelling preachers atlenpt to support the assumption

of power? ” and answers “by their call t6 the miuistry, or because they

are ¢ divinely instituted,’ and refers o the repott of the general Confer

énce of 1828. Sée also page 21, where hie represents the travellimg

preachers as claiming the right of property in the. M. E. C..’t and as
% claiming the powerfor & difference of opinion, Lo tumn out the socigty

and possess the property Liniself. »  Charges similar to these we now

“alledee, might be founded on. ihe sayiugs: of the Prisoner on wvarious
subjects, especially the * ook establisliment, 7 charleved fund,”” and

“ periodicals, ” with the alledged ¢ hmmense reyenue ” which he repre-
sents as adsine {rom them, all'of which seem to have given him greas

trouble; but lest we should trespass npon thepatienee of the Court, we
decline formal charges further than those alrendy alledged, - a

The Court enquired of the Prisoner what he had fosay to the first
charge in the indictment ; fo which he replied, through his comsellor,
that he was not guilty, and put in p plea of Justification, and to sustain

this plea, he introduced us witnesses, Mr. vy, Mi Jealousy, M,
Prejudice, Mr. Suspicion, Mr. Tatler, and Me. Always-wiong.

On hewing the names of these (niock) gentlemen, the court decided
that they were not competent (o:give evidence in the case, us it was on
secord inthe aichieves of the Court thal they had all been declared
outlaws—that they had been convicted of hich crimes themselves—ihat

they had been cropped and branded, a fact whicli they vainly strove to

hide by wupalled heads; and murky countenances. .

The Court decided that no further testimony, was mecessary on the
part of the prosecutiony as the miroduction of such switnesses as the
Prisoner had called in, was of itself, sufficient ‘to conviet him of the
erime alledged in the first charge. Judize Justice added, moreover, that
it was an indignity offered to the Court, for wh ich the Prizoner should be
remembered at the proper tinie. i -

? CONVIOVION OF A PRISONEIG . 9
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The Court asked the Prisoner what ke had to say to the second

“charaein the indictment ? to which he replied 2ol ouilty as criminals

generally do ; and again put in a plea of Justification.

The court. enqu'Lrndail’ Lie had any wilnesses to sustain lis plea
in reference fo what 1y n].ELd gaidd about ¢ ministers—framing the gov-
emment,” &e.

My. Hategood replied, that his client had heard it said that “a few
ministers framed the government, without the concurrence or consent
of the peaple,” and introduced an extract from private letter of Mr.
Wesley to Mr. Asbuty, dated Tiondon, September 20th, 1788, to prove
that Mr. Wesley was opposed (o the espiscopal form of government.—
Mz. Hatesood read from Uie letter s follows, (o wit = # But in one pomt
ity dear brotheér, I am a little afraid yon and the doctor differ from me:
1 stady tobe litdle, you to be great; I creep, you strut along: T found'
a school, you a colleze; nay; and call it after your own names. Oh,
Beware! Do not seck to be something. Tiet me be nothing, and Christ
beallinall. Oneinstance of thisyour greatness hasgiven me great/concers
How can you; how dare you suffer yourselves® to be called a bishop ?
T shudder, ‘¥ start, at thevery thougld ; men may eall me a lnave, a
fool, & rascal, or a scoundrel—I am content  But they shall never, by
nty consenty call-me abishop.  Tor my galce, for God’ssale, for Christ’s
sake, put o full end to this.”—Jouy WesLev.

And in support of what the prisoner had said conceniing preachers
having power to “expel persons from the chiureh,” without sach persons
“heing charged with a breach of the lnws of Jesus Cligt”  Mr, Hate-
good read from the discipline of the M. E. ., as follows: “If any
member of ot chureh shall be clearly convicted of endeavotingto sow

. dilsension in any of our societies, by mveighing against either our doc-

irines or discipline, such personso offending shall be first reproved by
the senior minister or preacherof his circuit, and if he persist in such
pernicious practices, he shall berexpelled from the ¢hurch,” page 90,
(late edition 93.) '

He also. tead from the digcipline, page 83 (late edition 85) “ What.
shall we do with those members of our church who wilfully and re-
peatedly neglect to meet their eldss i

« Answer. 1st. Lot the Elder Deacon, orene of the preachers visit
ther whenever it is practicable, and ex Slain fo them the consequences
if they continue to neglect, viz, e:x‘pl}zsiou.” 2. «1f they do not
amend Tet him who has the charge of the eircuit or station, brin their
case hefore the society ora select number before whom they shall have
been cited to appear ; and if they be found guilty of wilful neglect,
by the decision of a majority of the members before whom their case
1a brought, let them be Jaid aside, and let the preaclier show that they
are excluded for a breach of our rules, and not for immoral conduct.”

Having read theabove extracts, the counsel for the prisoner proceeded..
May it please the cour(, ruy client has been araigned on s charge: of

®My: Wesley’s letter has “yourself.?
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\ bearing false witness against his neignbor. in saying certain things, as

contained in the mdictment by the Altomey for the prosem]tjo'n'. May
it please your mighty highness, my client isnot guilty. ¢ The: people
were never consulted dt the organization of the M. H. €., they had
no representative present.”®  Methodist bishopmust certainly be very
had things, for *“they hold the power of stu}'n‘“'mg all the preachers,”
and this “places the preachers in a state of dependance on them: 't and
besides (his,the preachers are vequired in their ordination-vows, to be in
subjection to the “powers that be.”  Now all this is very far from ‘mny
clients nolions of liberty and independence.
agauch le disdaing those ecelesiastical restsaints which are thrown around
the preachers in the M. E. C.

The extracts which I have read from Mr. Wesley’s letter, and the
discipline fully justify my client in what he has said.” "Mr. Wesley’s
Ietter shows that he (Mr. Wesley) was opposed to an episcopal form
of zovernment, and the discipline produced in evidence shows that
“persons con be expelled” by the “rule” concerning sowing dissensins,
&e., without heing chiwged with a breach of the laws of Jesus Chuist.”
“And Dbesides this 1 think my clients declaration ought to be relied
uponr. I hope the cowrt will give o verdict in his favor.” I cannot
however forbear expressing a wish for my client’s sake, that his honor,
Judge Blind-lo-truth and Judge Resisé-cvidence were on the bench, for
T am aware, that the Attomey for the prosecution can. say some pretty
strong things. - If the court =would only admit the testimony of my
clientiund i few others of his family, sich-as the “mutual rights” and
“History and niysiery of Methodist Fipiscopacy,” 1 could prove all I
wisgh, but I must submit to the rules of the cowrt. My client is certainly
a clever fellow s bat I fear he isnot in the good graces of of your hon-
ors.  proping for the best T submit the cage.

M. Fairdealing, the Attorney for the prosecution proceeded to es-
tablish the clhiarge against the prisonor as follows, to wit :

May it pleaze this honorable court. We have charged that the pris-
oner is guilty of suppressing the truth, and misrepresenting facts,—that
he is guilty of bearing falss witness against his neighbor. His plea,
and the evidence on which he relies for a verdict have been heard. We
have the most ample testiinony to make good the charge in the indict-
ment. The prisoner says “a few ministers of themselves—framed the
govetnment without the concurrence or consent of the peoplo,” p. 8:—
He represeils that Mr. Wesley was opposed to an episcopal form of
government in the Thiled Bfates, p. 18. - These items we  shall take
together; as they are inseparably cormected in the listory of the times
to which they rclate, what then are the facts in the case !

My. Drew, the biozrapher of Dr. Colke, says, “The revolution which
terminated in the political independence” of the United States “led to
to the subversion of the”fEnglish “ecclesinstical hierarchy”—that “the
clerey of the established church abandoned their Hocks”—that “when
they had forsaleen the country, the Methodist societies found themselves
destilute of the sacraments—and for their ehildren they could obtain no

*Questions and Answers, page 8 FQuestionsand Answerg, page 16.

He is a free man, and

i
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baptism,” that ““for the administration of these ordinances, they applied
to the Presbyterians, to the Independents,” &e., that “they wete refused
by all unless they wonld renounce their connexion with Mr. Wesley”
—that *the societies appealed to the preachersgalld prevailed on many
of them to introduce their cose to Mr. Ashury—5that in the year 1778,
they requested i to adopt some messures for a speedy compliance
with their reasonable demands—that Mr. Asbury wrote to Mr, Wesley
for'a supplly of prenchiers to hasten to the continent with «ll possible
despatch—and pointed out the condition the people were m, being
equally destitute of Daptism fortheir ehildren, and the Lord’s supper for
themaelves—that their cases were eamestly recommended to Mr. Wes-
ley’s serious consideration.”  After stating all these facts in the ealy
history of the Methodist sociclies in the United States, M. Drew says,
page 62 and onwand : X

“Mr. Wesley—having made provision for the government of the
societies .in England alter his decease, he thought this a providential
call for something of a similar nature to be done for America. = Having
therefore weighed with much deliberation, the various circumstances in
which his Trans Atlantic followers were placed, he was perfectly sat-
isfied that the fornt of governnient which he had prescribed for England
was by no meang adapted to Anerica.  And finally it was obyious to
hifn that no form of government conld be acceptable unless it included
a satisfactory authority vested in the preachers toadminister baptism
and the Lord’s supper. And nothing of this kind could he permanent
unless some general: superintendant should beappointed v the first
instance, from hence to transmit that authority to posterity, by what

name soever we might be distinguished.”

“To accomppish these purposes, afler revolving all the possible
forms of ehureh government in his mind, he could find none so well
adapted to the exigences of their condition as that whichi is- Episcopal,
on this; therefore, he fixed hiz eye, and proceeded to talke measures for
execuling this resolution.” . :

«-Accordingly in the month of Febiuary, 1784, he called Dr. Coke
into his private chamber and introduced*the impoitant subject to him in
nearly the following manner: : :

¢ That as the Revolution in America had seperated the United States
from the mother eountry forever, and the Episcopal cstablishinent was
utterly abolishied. The societieshad been represented to him in a maost
deplorable condition.. Thut an appeal hadbeen made to him through Mr,
Asbury, in which he was requested to proyide for © them some mode bf
church government, snited to their exigencie® and that—he interided to
adopt the planwhich he was now about to unfold.  "Thal he had inva-
riably endeavored in every step he had taken, {0 keep ag clozely to-the
Bible as possible, so on the present occasion he hoped he was not about
to deviate from it. ‘That keeping his eye upon -the conduct of the
primitive churches, m the ages of unadulterated clistianity, he had
much admired the mode of ordaining bishops, which the clurch of
Alexandsia practiced.  "T'hat to preserve its purity, that church would
neversuffer the interference of any foreign bishop in any of their ordina-
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that being himself a pl"
from this hands, andf Poceed in (hat character 1o the continent, of
America, to superintend {he societios in the United States, ?

“ Atthe ensuing Conference, in Leeds, 1784, Mr. Wesley stated his

‘intentions (o the preachers present. -

¥ When the Conference in Lieeds in 1784, ended, Mr. Wesley repaired
to Bristol, and Dr. Coke ta London, Lo make atrahgements for his

departure. He had not however, been long in London, hefore he

received a letter from Mr. Wesley, vequesting him torepair immediately

.to Bristol to receive [iller powers, and to bring with him (he Rev. M.

Creiglton, a regulatly ordained minister,—The Dr. and Mr. Creighton
accordingly met him in Bristol; when with their assistance, he ordained
M. Richard Whateoat, and Mr. Thomas Vasey preshyters for America.
And being peculiady ditached to evory tightof the church of Fngland,
did afterwvard ordain Dr. Cloke a superintendant, giving him letters. of

.ordination under his hand and geal. ~ Of these letters of . ordination, the
follewing is a faithful copy, carefully transcribed from the original,

Mr, Wesley’s own hand writing, preserved among tlie papers of the late
Dr Coke:”

¢ Toall to whoni these presents shall comne, Tolm Wesley, late fellow of
Lincoln College in Oxford, Preshyter of the church of England, sendeth
greeting. ’ ! '

/ : . = ’
“Whiereas, many of the people in the Southem proyinces of North

America, who desire to continne under my care, and still adhere to the

doctrines and discipline of the church of Eugland, ave greatly distressed.

for want of mainisters to administer the sacraments or baptisml and the

Lords supper, according te the usage of the zame church : and whereas,
there docs not appear (o be any other way of supplying them awith
ministers, ’

“Know all men, that 1, Jolne Wesley, think myself to be Proyiden-

tially called at this ime (o set.aparl some persons for the work of the
ministry in America. And thérefore, under the profeetion of Almighty
God, and with a single eye to his glory, I have this day,set apart ‘as a
superintendant, by the imposition of my hands and prayer, (bemg
assisted by other ordnined ministers,) Thomas Coke, Dogtor of Civil
Law, a preshyter of the eliurch of ngland, and a man whom I judge
to be well qualified for Lh’ work.  And I do hereby recommend: hita
to all whom it may conédtn, as a fil person to preside over the flock of
Chrigt.  In testimony wheieof, T have hereunto sef my liamd and seal,
this second day of September; iu the year of our Lord, one {honsand
seven hundred and eighty-four. JOHN WESLEY.?”
. M. Drew says < Dr. Coke continued in'Byistol, neamly three weeks
from the date of the preceeding docment, making preparations for lis
departure.  Ii was durmg this inferval that Mi. Wesley wiole the fol-
lowing letter, which Dr. Coke was direcled to print and eireulate among
the societics on his arrival in America: ™

«of North America are totally disjoined from the mother country, and
erected into independent States. The Hnglish Govemment has no
authority over them, either civil or ecclesiastical, any niore than over the
States of Holland. A civil authority is exerciséd over them partly by
sthe Congress;and parily by the provincial assemblics. - Butmno one either
exerecises or clajms any ecclesiastical ‘authority at all. In this peculiar
situation sowe thousands of the inhabilants of tliese States desire my
advice, and in compliance with this desire, I have drawn up a little
sketch.

¢ 2. Lerd Kings account ofthe primitive church, convinced ine many
years ago, that Bishops and Presbyters are the same order, and - conse-
guently have the same right to ordain. For many years 1 have been
unporiuned from time to lime, fo exercise this right by ordaining part of
our travelling preachers. But I have still refused; not only for peace
sulee, but because I was determined, as little as: possible, to violate the
established order of the national church to which I belonged.

« 3, But the caseis widely difierent between England ond North
America. Here theie are Bishops who have a legal jurisdiction. In
America there are none, neither any parish ministers.  So that, for
some hundreds of miles together, there 1s none eithér to baptize or to
administer the Lords supper. ' Here therefore my seruples are atan end 3
.and I conceive myself at full liberty; as I violate no order, and invade
no mans rights by appointing and gending laborers into the ha

%4, T bave accordingly appointed Dr. Coke, and Mr. Ashury to. be
joint superintendants over our brethrenin Notth Amnerica; asalso Richard
“Whatcoat and Thomas Vasey, to act as elders among them, by baptizing
and administering the Lords Supper. And 1 have prepared a lituigy,
little differing from that of the church of England, (I think the best
constituted national church in the world,) which I advise all our. tray-

"}'-,:vﬂlx.g preachers to use on the Lords day, in all the congregations,
reading

ihe litany only on Wednesday’s and Friday’; and praying
extempore on all other days. I also advise the elders to administer the
supper of the Lord on every Lord’s day.

« 5, If any one will point out a more rational and scriptural way of
feeding and guiding these poor sheep in the wilderness, I will gladly
embrace it. ~ Atpresent I cannot see wny hetter method than that I
have taken. ' .

«@, It hasindeed been proposed to desive the English Bishops to
ordain part of our preachers for America. But to this I'object. 1. I
desired the Bishop of London te ordain enly one; but could not pre-
vail. 2. If they consented we know the slownessof their proceedings;
bui the matter admiis of no delay. 3. If they would ordain them now
they would likewise expect to govern them. And how greviously
would this entangle us! 4. Asour American brethren are now totally
at Jiberty both from the State,and the English hierarchy, we dare not
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e“:ltfdl]l%rll'?] - agun either with the one or the other. They are now

at full libdrty simply to follow the seripture e o A
PO e ]}n‘_m 5 lIJ‘;_ fas T e seriptures, and the primitive church.
ith G d-ll"b"l o5t ?““’3 should stand fast in that libety where-
with God hias so strangely made them! free.™—Jolin Weslew's Worls
Vol. T\ Page 311. - stey’s Works,
Agiin; Mr Wesley saysin a document dated ¢
20,1785
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ent. Camelford, August
almost a year after the ordination of Dr. Coke, and more

than eight months afiér the organization of the M. B. C.. € But since

thc_mvnl_ui.iml in North America, these (the Methodist societies in. the
United States,) have heen in great distress.  “The. Clergy (of the church
of England,) having no sustenance either from England or from the
American States, bave been oblised, almost universally, to leave the
country and seek their food elsewhere, Hence, those who - had been
members of the church, had none either to administer the Lords supper
orto baplize their children. They applied to England over and over,
butit was tono purpose. Judging this to be a case of real necessity, I
took a step which for peace and quietness, T had' refrained from taking
formany years. I exercised that power which Tam fully persuaded, the
greatShepherd and bishop of the church has given me. T appointed three
of our laborers to goand help them, by not onlv preaching {he word of
God ; but likewise by administering the, Lord’s Supper, and baptizing
their children, *—Jokn. Wesley’s worles, Vol. T, page 314, ‘

Again, Mr. Wesley says © Itis in obedience to thoze laws, (the laws
of England,) thet I have never exércised in England, the power which
I,, belieye God has given me. I firmly believe I am a Seriptural—
E plst:ﬂp’i, (Bishop) as much as any man in England or in Europe.—
(For thé"uninterrupted succession, I know to be a fable which no man
ever did orcan prove. )— Wesley’s works, Vol. T; page 312.

No stronger testimony could be desired to show the designs of M.
Wesley, botls in the ordination of Dr. Colee, and in recommending to
the American socicties, the Episcopal form of government. But we
will show that the preachers under his care, both in England and Ameriea
s0 understood hii. ; ;

The next witness which we shall introduae,-is Rev. Jonathan Cr’w—
ther, author of ¢ The portraiture of Methodism. ”

He says* Peace heing nbw established with the United States, and
Mr. Asbury and other preachers having been mstrumental of a great
yevival during the war, solicited him: (Mr. Wesley,) to send them help.
Hence, in Feb., this year, (1784,) he called Dr. Colke into his chamber,
andspoke to him in neatly the following manner ;:—That as the Ameri-
can brethren wanted a form of discipline and ministerial aid,—that he
had alwaysadmired the Alexandrian mode of ordainihg hishops. The
presbyters of that great apostolic church, would never allow any foreign
bishop to interfere in any of their ordinations; but on the death of @
bishop—they ordained one of their own body, by the imposition of their
own hands, adding; withall, that he wished the Doctor’ to go overiand
establish that 1ode amonyg the American Methodists:  Accordingly he
(Dr, Coke) was ordained hishop, and brothers Whatcoat and - Vasey,
presbyters. ”—Second English edition, p. p. 212, 213..

af
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Rev. Henry Moore, biographer of Mr. Wesley, on pages 280287~ .
Vol. 2, says ““Mr. Wesley gave 10 those-fep’;suop‘% (bishops) whom he
ordained; the modest, but highly expiessive tifle off 5 Etpcrml,(-:mla.|.1ts, ugt_l
desired that no other might be used, ” and adds 1.[1:1_!, our brcf_.hrcn (in
the United States) who are in that office, are frue scriptwial bishops, T
e o doubt at @l : nor do 1 wish that the title should be relinguished.

Mr. Crawther and My. Moore were both distinguished preachers of
the Wesleyan Methodist connexion in England.  We will introduce
some witnsses from  the United Stat{_\,s whose histery forms a pat
ofthe early history of American Methodism .

Rev. Ezekial Cooper says in  reference (o the organization of the
M. E. C. - “The Conference met in December 1784 It was unani-
mously agreed that circumstances made it expedient for the Methodist
sociotics in America to becoule a seperate body from the Ghu_i.'c.h of
England. They also resolved (o t;_zll_;{::.thr: '.ll‘.l't':, and be ]mo'wp in
future by the nume of the Methodist Episcopal Church .. They lnfxdc
the episcopal office elective . M. Asbury was uulmn_mwusly clected
and Dr. Coke unanimously received jointly wi th him I':fn be the super
intendants or Bishops of the Methodust Ep-:.:.‘crymfl Chyreh. From
that time the Methodist societies in the United States hecame an

-~ independent church under the Eipiscopal form and mode of govern-

ment. This step met with general «approbation, both among the
preachers and members. Perhaps we shall seldom find -s;.}ch
unanimity of sentiment npon any (uestion of such ~maguitude. *—
Cooper on Asbury, pages 108—109.

T this we will add the festimony of only one or two otheis. Rey.

* Jesses Liee, author of * History of the Methodists,” p. 107, says “The

! ' Methodists were generally pleased with our hecoming

a chureh 3 and
heartily united together in the plan which the conference had adopted.

Rev. Win. Watters, the first native Mothodist preacher m the United
States ¢ Dec. 25, 1784, - We become instead of a_religious society, a
seperate church under the name of the Methodist Episcopal th;c,h.
This change gave great, satisfaction  through out all our societies. ©—
Memoirs by himself, page 102. :

M. Fairdealing proceeded—We could multiply testimony on the
part of the prosecution to almost any  eXtent _amé-we_ have de_taum_ad
the cowt in hearing evidence thus far only *t - make assurance doubly
sure.”  So far as relates to the third item, in the second charge, 1§_'.h1r;l1
concerns the power of the preachers, we shzﬂ‘I need no other witness
than such as may be introduced in the pleadings .

We have proved‘by the testimony of My, Drew and the declaration
of Mr. Wesley himself.

1st. That the American Methodists had
Mr. Wesley to send them ordained ministers,
govemment .

9nd. That of all the possible forms of church government Mx.
Wesley preferred that which is Episcopal, and “ finally fixed hiseye
upon it. 7’ Tois

been importunate in urging
and a form of church
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3d. That while he denicd what he calls the “fable ? of he uninter-
rupted succession, and believed that theright 1o ordain was in the
preshylers of the church, he “much admired ”  the mode of ordaining
bishops by the hands of the presbyters when the death of the bishop
made it necessary .

Ath. Thathe believed this to- be the apostolical mode, as it was
practiced in the “ great apostolical church at Alexandria,

5. That wilh the assistance = of other preshyters, he ordaiued Dr.
Coke (who was before a. preshyter,) a superintendent for the American
Methodists .

6th. That he recommended the episcopal mode of government to
the Methodist socictics iin America, and sent D1, Coke fram England,
to Ametica fo establish that mode among them .

We have proved by the testimony of Mr. Crawther and Mr. Moore,
that Mr. Wesley ordained Dr. Cole a bishop. and by the testimony of
Mr. Wesley & Mr. Moore, that Mr Wesley” called the bishop whom' he
hadordained; a* superintendant. > And by the testimony of Moore that
it was Wesley’s desire that no other title, but the “modest” and © highly
C'.'_\',Tll"(’.SSi\"G 2 one which he _lif.‘l.(] gi\"{.‘]’l “Should be used. - And this
will fully esplain the extract fromy Mr. Wesley’s letter to Mr. Asbury
which hias been read by the counsel for the prisoner. - The entire letter
may be seen in ihe Tih Vok of Wesleys works, American edition. It
eloses with the followine words “ Thus my  dear Frankey I have told
youall that was in my heat, let this show when T am no: more- seen,
how sincerely Iam your affectionate friend and brother, »?

But what does this letter prove? not that Mr. Wesley was onposed to
the Episcopacy of the M.E.C. He had funished that Episcopacy him-
self. But it proves that he was opposed (o the title of bishop being
applied to the superintendants, or bishops, whom he had ordained.—
Mr: Moote, already quoted, says, “His (Mr. Wesley’s) objection to the
to the title ‘bishop,—arose from his hatred of all display, and he could
notat that moment (the moment of his writing the letterto Mi. Ashury)
seperate the plain laborious bishops of the American societies; wlere
there is 1o legal establishanent from the dignified prelates of the mighty-
Empire of Great Britaiff” i[,

Dr. Bmory says ¢ Mr. Asbury was of the opinion that the “ unpleasant
expressions ” in some of the letters which he teceived from his venerable

_ friend, (Mr. Wesley,) were ¢occasioned by the mistepresentations’ of

others,? yet he bore them with 2 meekness which has obtained for  him

‘the commendation of Mr. Wesley’s own biographer. ”—Defence of our
b grapll £/

Sathers, page 48

« Our reverence for the name, and for the character of Mr. Wesley,
is unfeigned and profound. We haye never felt free, however, tor
claim for him absolute infallibility ; or an incapableness of being led ons
any oecasion, or it any circumstance, (o use even (00 strong an expression:
—that his letter toTMr. Asbury, on suffering hunself to be called a bishop,
containg expressions too severe, will be admitted, we think, by his

=
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wariiest friends.’®  In the extract of Mr. Wesley’s letter which the
counsel for the prisoner has read, we have these words, “for my sake
&, puta full end to this,”* and the prisoner has labored to make the
iinpression that Mr. Wesley wished a “full end” put to the episcopal
office. +«We deny that Mr. Wesley ever ‘adyised ahy sach thing, or
ever meant, or intended to be so understood. Tt wasio the term 'hisl'l_(‘.ip’
solely that he objected from the associations ordinarily eonnected with
it in"the public mind, especially in Hngfand. ?I‘u the g_ﬁice he neéver
did object; nor fo the terms ‘episcopacys or episcopak’® Mr.. Moore
says, “he (Mr. Wesley) tell knew the diffcrence Betweentlie office
and the title. He knew and felt the axduous duties and high 1esponsi-
bilities of the one, and the comparative nothingness of the other.”—
Life of Wesley, Vol. 2, page 278.

“he idea that equals cannot from among {liemselves constitute an
officer, who as an officer shall be superiof to. any of thoge by whaom "h_e'
was constituted, is-contradicted by all experience and history, both eivil
and ecolesiastical; and equally'so by common sense. ~The contrary is
too plain to require illustration.. It shouldbe remembered (oo, that, Dr.
Cloke was-ordained a superintendant not by Mr. Wesley only, but by
four proshyters;—iwo of thent indisputably acknowledged 'u:g_m_uh, by
the whole of the cluich of England, and of the Protestant Episcopal
Church. It is to be remembered also, that Dy. Coke was afterwards
authoratively and unanimously received in this office (the office of a
bishop) by the body of preachers over whou he was to preside; and
that all these acts, m the peculiar circumstances inwhich Mr. Wesley’s
and help were asked, are to be taken together as investing Dr. Coke

‘swith his ‘episcopal authotity’ among us. A similar statement might

be made with respect to Mr. Asbury, only substituting his unanimous
election for reception. These church offices; after they were constitu-
ted, and commissioned were supetior as our officers in the actial exercise
of certain executive powers among us, to any individual of these by
whom they were constituted. Even Mr. Wesley could nol aetually
station: the preachers in America, after we had superintendants of our
oWn, asteenbly to his. own adyice; yet, Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury,
colild.”—quence\qf our Fathers, page 39.

May it please the court; we have proved by the testimony  of Mr.
Cooper, Mr. Lee, and Mr. Watters, that the M. E. C.,gvas organized
and the Methodist societies in America, became-an independent chutch
in Dee, 1784, according to theé plan which had beerr recormmended by
Mr. Wesley. - And so far was all this from being done without the
< goncurrence ot consent of the people,” that 1t was in compliance with
their urgent and often expressed desire, and therefore that « ghis step
metwith general approbation, both among the preachers and the men-
ders.” 'That they “were pleased with our hecoming a church, and
heartily united in'the plen whick had been adopted.” That this
change gave great satisfuction through all our societics.”

Once mere the'eourt will permit us to read an extract fiom a letter
written by Mr. Wesley, dated ¢ London, February 25, 1755,” nioro

*Defence of our Fathers, page 47.
¢ 3
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than.a year/after the orzanization of the M. B. C.. Tt is as follows :—
« Dr. Cokeis now visiting the floelk in the middle provinces of America,
and settling them upon the New Testament plan, to which they all
willingly and_joyfully conform, being all uniled, as by one spirit, 50 1
one body. T trust they will no more want such pastors as are afler
God’s own heart."—Wesley's rworksy Vol. T, page 286.

What now becontes of the prisoner’s foul insinuation that Mr. Wesley
was opposed to an Episcopal Iurm of government, and awith his fulse
assertion that “a few mimste® of themgselves—frimed tlie govemment
without the coneurrence ov consentof the people 7%

May it please the court, the counsellor for the prisoner has read the
rule of discipline aguinst “ sawing dissensions, by inveighing against
the doctrines; or discipline of the MLUE. €. The prisoner represents
that“ persons” can (by power of the preacher,) ¢ be expelled ” by this
rule,  without being charged with a breach of the laws of Jesus Christ,””

If Mr. Hategood had read the patasroph nest sncceeding that which
lie did read, he would hmve furnished evidence of 'his client’s  guilt.—
For according to the rule a ¢ person » must be, Lst. elearly  convieted
(hefore Lis brethreny) of “sowing dissensions inlour socielies,” &e., he
must be in the 2nd place, reproved, and he must be in the 3d place,
tryed by his peers on a chirge of “persisiing in.such permirious prueti-
ges, and found guilty, before the preacher can “expel.” him.

But what does the prisener understand to be a “breach of the laws of
Jesus Chrisi?”?  NMr. Webster defines “dissension” as follows, “disagree-
ment in opinion, usually a disagreement which is violent, producing

warm debates, or angry words; contention in words; strife ; discord ;-

breach of friendshid and union.”

He defines “inveigh” thus, “to exclaim or rail against; to utter
censorious and bitter language against any oue: to reproach.” And
“inveighing? thus, “exclaiming against; railing at; ultering bitter
words.” !

Then according (o the prisorer a professor of religion may wtter bitter
awords—rail ak, and exclaim against the doclrines or discipline of his
chwrel—may produce warm debates—anary awords—sirife—discord
—breach of friendslip and union, among hig brethren, withont being
guilty of a “btepch of the laws of Jesus Christ.” We appeal from the
decision of iidson of Loyola to: the judament of the. inspired Apostle
when ke says, “Now we heseech you brethren, marlk them which cause
divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine which ye haye leamed,
and avoid them.—Romans, 16, 17. :

But the prisoner says. “persons can he expelled by (his, rule of
discipline—ywithont. heing charged,” &c., and to prove his assertion, or
rather fo mislead his reader, he refers to the rule on class-meelings,
which shows that a person may be “excluded fora hreach of our r‘_ul_e_s,""
when he is not chareed with “noanioral condunet.” ,é(nd when thiz is
the case the “preacher™ is required in justive/to the “excluded person
to show? that lie is “excluded for a breach of ourmules, and ot for
immoral conduct.”  But what has the prisoner gained by the reference?

#
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He has manifested great zeal for the Methodist Protestant Church,  Let
ds then suppose that a person haying joined that church, wilfully—
repeatedly, and constantly refuses {0 read his bible, or pray—to attend
the ministry of the wotd,orthe sacraments of the church. Wil the
prisoner contend that such “person’ ought to be retained in the church,
unless lre be cured of hisnegligence? orthat he ought (o be “excluded??
If the formfer, what is his discipline worth? 1f the latter, on what
clinege ought the delinquentto be wied? A charge of immnorality ?
in the received acceptation of Uit teym, or of neglect of duty? or of
¢ hreach of rules”? of the ¢hurch? - In either case, will the prisoner say
that he is not guilty of a “breach of the laws of Jesus Clwist? If so, he
takes a different view of “the laws of Jesus Christ,” from that given
by our Lord and his Apostles:

But, again: does not all tlie world know that attendance on class-
meetings it a ferm of membership in the M. E. C., not a term imposed
by the preachers, at the organization of the church ; but a condition of
meuthership whicli is.coseval with Methodism itself? has it not been
proclaimed upon the housetops from the beginning 2 An d upon record
in the discipline? < Let none be received into the charch, until they
are ‘recornmended by o leader with whom they have met at least six
months on trial—and shallf%rive satisfactory assurances—of—their wil-
lingness to observe and keep the rules of the church.”

We ask in the natie of our conmmon christianity, what kind of ehurch

‘eovernment that would be, which would allow a “ person” (who had

solemnly pledged Limself before the « preacher” and the society, that
he would ebserve and. keep the rules of the clhureh,) to wilfully wnd
repeatedly “ refuse ” to “ observe * them 3 orto sow dissénsions aniong
his brethren; by railing against the very rules, the observance of which
was the understood condition of his admission into the chweh! If
such is the organization for which the prisoner contends, let him enjoy
it but let him cease to slander the advocates of a different system. -
We could say much, but as brevity is an object, we submit the case to
the decision of the court.

Mr. Fairdealing sat down, and the court decided that according fo

* the unalterable principles of truth and justice, the prisoner is guilty of

the second charge in the indictment, to-wit : .the charge of bearing false
witness against-his neighbor; every specification havipg been fully
sustsined by the prosecution. ‘j

After a short respite, the court asked the prisoner what he had to'say
to the third charge in the indictment. 'Toawhieh, (as the reader would
now expect of one hardened in crime,) he replied not guilly—and as
usual, put in a plea of Justification. : ;

The court called forwitnesses, and Mr. Hatezood was in great trouble,
not being able o find any testimony 1o prove the. srisoner’s asserfions
that the ¢ ministers’? ¢ held with tenacioug grasp, al['lcg:isiutive, judicial,

; and executiye pre%lgztli ve.”

After a tinte, however, he read from the Discipline of the M. E. C.,
as follows: The General Conference shall--]ia'\'c_f_l.ll_l power to _qm@‘k‘_’;
rules and regulations for our clhiureh.”  Mr. Fairdealing here requested
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menthers of that chureh. Itis true there are restrictions : but what are
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that the counsellor for the prisoner would read out the senfence, where-
upon he read “under the following regulations and restrictions.”  Seé
restrictive ariiclesDiscinline, page 21.  Mr. Hategood also read as

follows: “ Provided, nevertheless, thatzipon the joint recommenda-.

l.i_fm of three fourths of all the members of the several Anuual
kﬂl.lfcrf.‘-nlfh‘b:, \.\"LIU shall be pmsmt;nul yote upon 5_11151-.. recommendation.
Phen a majority of two thirds of (he general conference gucceeding,
shiall suflice to altar any of the abowve restrictions, excepting the first
avicle.—Discipline, puge 22.. : ¥

And in suppert of what the prisoner Tiad said about the ‘tiavelling
predchiers supporting the ¢ assumption of power 7 by mrguments’”
deawn from their call to the ministry  or hecause they are * divinely
instituted,” Mr. Hategood read from the report of the General Coofer
ence of 1828, asfollows: *'The gredl head of the church has imposed
on us the duty of preaching the gospel, of administering ifs ordinances,
and. of wiaintaining its maral discipline over those, over whom the
Holy Ghost, in these respects, has made us overseers. Of these also,
viz: of gospel ordinances, and moral discipline, we do believe that the
divinely instituted ministry, are the authorized expounders ; and that
the duty of maintaining them in their purity, and of not pemaitling qur
ministrations in these respects, to be u;lt}io'}_ﬁ\-‘a]y controlled by others,
does rest upon us with the force of moral o dlication.” '

And in supporl of what the prisoner had @id concerning ¢ preachers
claiming the night of property in the M. E. (\.,” Mr. Hategood read
from the discipline as follows :—* Wewill admit no chatter or deed of
conveyance for any house of womship to be used by us, unless it be
provided—that the Trustees of su ch house, shall at all times penmit such
ministers and preachers belonging to the M. E. C., asshall {from time to
time, be duly authorized by the general conference of the ministers of
our churely; or by the annual conferences, (o preach and expound God’s
holy word, &e¢., according o the true meaning and import of our deed
of setflement.” (See deed of settlement in tlie Discipline; page 160.)
He also read from thedeed itself, as follows - And in farther trust and
confidence that they (‘Lrustees) shall at all' times forever lieveafter, Eer-_
mit such ministers and preachers belonging to ne said church, as shall
from time to timne, be duly authorized by the general conference of the
M. E. C., or by, the annual conferences, to preach and expound -Gods
holy word I,hutin.” Having read the testimony on which the prisoner
relied, Mr. Hatfgood proceeded with his argument in a strain similar to

the following :

May it please the conit, T think my client is sustained in his assertions >
1 have proved, by the discipline of the M. . C.; that the general
conference Las < full power o make rules and regulations ? for the
they but cobwehs? especially in the hands of men who have “ assumed ”
the power; and hold  with tenacious grasp, all legislative, judicial, and
executive prerogative.” 1 have shown by ihe pl'uviiﬁappendeﬂ to the
restrictive articles in the digeipline, that whenever a sl cient number of
the preachers are agreed, ¢ they can alter any of the restrictions, except
the first article.” I have proved by the report of the General Conference,
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& of 1828, that the trayelling preachers of the M. E. C., hold themselves.

. be ¢divinely instituted,’ and therefore that they *“ attempt to support
the assunuption of power * hecause they are such, *or by their call to
the ministry.” 1 liave proved by testimony contained in the Methodist.
diseipline, that the “ travelling preachers—claim the right of propeity,”
and here T might close my argniment. i

Bt now Mr. Court, T must say a few things more in belialf of my
client.  Heis an honest man and a greal friend to “equal rights,” and
to % republicanisin,” yea niore than all this, he is o great, friend to the
dear penple : and he helieves; as every honest inan ought to do, that his
chureh is the hest ‘church in the world, hecause it hasno bishops in it.
And his benevolence Ieads hjm to wish every body inlus chuich. And
really, now, inay it please i‘ymtr Honors, would it mot be betterfor all
the preachers and membersof the M. E. €., i@come over and join my
clienits church?  They could thert enjoy such liberty and independence,
and would be so free from the “ tyranny > of “hishops» and © presiding

is fo get the tembers of the old chusch to come oyer on his side, and it

3 elders.” This is the object my client Jias had inoview all the time, that
% ] 3 ’

Y1 such a good one, that my client, like every other good man, is notvery

nice about the means he uses; to get at it. ~We all know that the Gen-
eral Conference of 1828, did put the words © divinely instituted” in theic
repost. . We also know that the right to preach in the meefing houses
af the M. K. C., is secured to the travelling preachers, nnd if ail these
{hings don*t. corne exactly np to what my client said, certainly no good
man ought (o stick atit, espcc.ially when he considers the object” my
client had in view. I thinkmy clients ease a very clear one, the doctrine
that if a man’s ohject be good, he may gain it by any means he can,
has been faught in high places long ago, and it certainly is the true
doctrine. Besides all this, don’t every hody know that the travelling
preachers of the M.'E. C., make Jaws for tlie whole church, and then
take in and turn out-whomsoever they please. Thave heard these things
ever since I was hom, and surely tliis honorable court must have heard
them too. ~ Where there is so much_smolke, there must heé some fire. L
hope the court will decide this case in fayor of myclient. Tsubmit the
case.

The counsel for the prisoner having closed his argument, tlie Attorney
for the Commonwwealth proceeded. ] !

May it please the court, we have charged thirdly, that the prisoner is
guilty of basely perverting the truth.  First, by asserting that the trav-
elling ministers of the M.'E, C. “have held with tenaciots grasp, all
legistative, judicial and * executive prerogative.”  And secondly, by
affirming that they © attempt to support the assumption of power”’ “by
their call to the ministry,” or because they are ¢divinely institnted.”—
And thirdly, by asserting that they *.clam the right of propeity™ in the
M. E. C. " The counsel for the prisoner has read the lest evidence he
can get to sustain these assertions ; but with the indulgence of the
court, we will malce it appear that the counsel for the prisoner, has not
heen aless faithful student in the schools of the Jesuits, than hus client.

He has read from the discipline, that ¢ the General Confercnce _sh_;l]l
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have full power to make rules and regnlations® for the church under £
certauin “ limitations and restrictions,” and he has shown by a __prévi
appenied to the reslrictive articlés that “ when three fourths of all tife
menghege of fhe several Annual Conferénces ” joinily recomnuend an
allegation, “the ensuimg General “Conferetice may alter any of the
restrictive articles excepfithe first.”  Now if the churel had no e:t'pericnce

of the fruitlessness of an attempt to. alter; (in the gentleman’s sense of
the term,) and there were no received expositions of the doctrines
contained in-tke restiictive articles ; what has-the counsel for the prisener
proved? Nothing to his purpose. Let us look at these articles,

The first reads thus'— The general conference shall not revoke,
alter, or change our articles of religion, nor establish any new standards
or rules of doctrire, contrary to our presélt existing and established
standards of doctiine,” dnd the Pt@‘)i#’ appended, doesnot allow of
any alteration in this article, even”though all the preachers were
agreed (oit. They must revolutionize, the church must be subverted,
and hervery foundations uptorn ; hefore any revokation, alteration or
change can tale place in this article. But does the provisih prepare the é
way for “revoking ” any, of the restrotive articles? We think nat,
neither does it prepare the way for revoking the principles contained in
any one of them. " But the travelling preachers, when agreed, may aléen
eny of therestrictive articles except the first, in form, or in any 2f their
deiails not affecting their vital principles. As for instance, the right of
répresentation in the general conference, is secured 16 every annual
conference, by the terms of the compact, Now, the ratio of represen-
tation has on the “joint recommendetion of the annual conferences
been “altered * since the orzanization of the church; but the prineiple
of representation remains unchanged ; for whatever alteration has
taken place, lias been by agreement, and bears equally upon all.

Again the third article says “ they * the genetal conference, ¢ shall not
alter any part or rule of our government;so asto do away Episcopacy,
or destroy the plan of ‘our general superintendaney.”  As‘matters now
sland, the entire board of bishopsis responsible for the work assigned to
the Episcopacy : but the plan of the general superintendanicy might be
g0 alicred or modified, as to allowseach bishop 1o haye his field of labor
Jassigiied him by the general conference, for one, two, thiee, or four
yeats together, faking care to provide for any lack of service which
mightbe occasioned by death or otherwise. This would be an alteration
but the Episcopal form of government would remain unchanged by
suchalteration. Nordo we allow that Episcopacy can be done away in
the M. E. C.,without an entire reyolution, uprooting the very founda-
tions‘of that ecclesiastical organization. '

But, aside from this reasoning, and by way of illustrating the practical
results of “checls and balances” between the ministry and member-
ehip of the M. E. €., we will introduce a few short extracts from an
article in “7%e Hinerant,” for Nov. 25,1829 “Ts it possible that the
Reformers who haye written and gaid so muchabout the absolute powet
of Methodisi travelling preachers over tlie rights and privileges of (the
people, believe themselves, what they laberso hard to impress upon the
minds of others?—Tliey appear to have assunted it as an undigputed

I c
ol ~todi o

. towield, and with sucl sudden, and impeluous force “to bring” their .
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fact, that all the power isin (he hands'of the. preachers, and that the
people ave {he veriest vassals in the 11111\7:‘:1-5_13-._——1 do notb hr:_slt_ate (i} sy,
and my convi¢tions of the fagt, must remain 11115['1;‘1!:{:111;}1!.11‘ e reverse
ghall be made to appear, that the Ministry of the M. E. C., have less
power to coerce itsmembers in respest to any of their interests, than
those of any ofher dendn'l-iha.tion.——Wzing for the present all other 1
congidetations which might be employéihto illusfrate this observation,
my mind was forcibly struck with a cireamstance mitch to the point.—
Phe cirsumstance to which T allude, is, the ‘Address of the Stewards

of Alahama cireuit to the Mississippi  Amnual Conference.’—These
Stewards, three iw number—ecanclude their address as follows :— We

_shalluse what means wehave in onr possus\uiqn- (o hring you toa sense
_of your dependgnee; hereby notifying you, that we shall not support

the preachers that yeu tdy appoint (if any yqu send) to thiscivenit, for
the yeat eighteen htmdred and twenty-nine.’ !
This is the language of nien who would persuade the peblic that

they haye o power to eheck or control the unlimited: and ovegihearing
rule of their preachers.—Now  know nothing of the local circumsian-
ces in this case,—or if it were not of ‘a nature to illustrate an. important
srineiple in the controversy, I certainly should not have noticed it.—
‘But who dees not know that what this board of Stewards did, every
other board of Stewards in the United States may do.  And if the peo-
ple coneur with them, every circuit and station may carry their decrees
into effect. Isthere no power or piivilege in all this? "I ask further,
arethere any threemen in any other denonvination wwho have sueh power
ministers “to a.sense of their dependdnee?’— Allwho understand the S
structure of our system of govornment know the “abselute control”
the people hold over the preachers in this respect; and knowing this,
they cannot be jgnorant that the preachers are, and always must be
sensible of the importance of living and acting in a way 1o secuie the
confidence, and promote the interest of their brethren.””

The ground assumed by the prizoner is utterly untenable in every
view of the subject, for if, firs¢, the preachers ave what they profess o
le, and their ohject what they declaze itto he, the people haye ample
security that they ecannot do any thing with design that would militate
against the interests of the people. But, if, sccondly, they are “cormupt
i1 their principles’ as the prisoner would have us believee, motives of
sheer policy (allowing them to be men of common sense) would effec-
tually prevent them from adopting ‘measures” which would be “op-
pressive” to the people. Y

We will introduce a shost extract. from the repmt of  the General
Gonference of 1828, a document on which the prisoner aflects to rely
verynuch. It contains an official, and published avowal of the views
which that body teol of the subject now before the court. It is as
follows, to wit::

“0n this one pointwe beg, however, that no one may either misun-
derstand, or misrepreserit us.  We neitlher claim, nor seek to be lords
over God’s heritage.  In the sense of thiz passage, there is hut.ene Lord

“and Lawgiver. We wwogate no authority to enact -any laws of our
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owmn, eillier of moril, or of civil force. Our commission' is to preach
the gospel, and to enfoice the moral discipline established by the one
Lawgiver, hy those spiritual powers vested in us, as subordinate pustors
Who wiitch over souls as they that must give account to the chief
Sheplierd.  We clain no strictly Tegislative powers, altough we grant
that the terms “legislative and legislature’ have been 1etiies used
even anmong owmselves. In a proper sense, however, they are not
strictly applicable fo the Genewl Conference.—Did we claim any au-
thotity 1o enact any laws to affect either life or Timb, to toucl the per-
SORs, or 1o tax: the property of our members, they ought unquestionably
to be directly represented among ns.  But they know we do not.—We

cettainly then exercise no civil legislation. A3 to the moral cotle, we'

are subject equally with themselves, 1o the one only Lord,  We have
1o powerlo udd fo, to tdlce front, 10 aller, ot to wodify « single iteny of
‘his statutes.  “No man is eblized to receive pur doctrines metely
because we believe and feach them, nor emless they haye his own
cordiaff’ assent. Neither is ahiy man obliged 1o submit to what e
believe to he the wmoeral disipline of the gospel, and our daty 1o
enforee, unless he heliéves it to be so also.”

As to “judicial and executive prerogative,” we appeal to the eiitire
economy of the M. . C. whick showk defimitely and’ clearly,

Lst, “That o travelling preacher never acts in a judicial copacity
exeept on the trial of a trayelling preacher; oras amember of a tribunal
having appellate jurisdiction.

2nd. That, his executive authority consists simply (in so far as the .

inembeiship of members are concerned) in enforeing the decisions of (he
eonstitnied tribunals of the church. — As to the “asswmption of pawer,”
and the source whenice “arguments” are drawn o “support® it the
prisoner las represented that what is said in the repott of the generil
conference,” conceming the “divinely instituted inisiry s asserted
aiid claimed for the Methodist itinerant ministry alone.—N othing ean
e niore false,—the true gospel ministry of every dertomination were
elealy ineluded, though withi - a_panticular view to the ministers of the
M. E. © ;in their proper pastoral charge, as the subject under consind-
eration.” The prineiples of that part of the report (which concerns the
subject before the court) are simply these,

Ist. “That the truc gospel ministry is a ministry of divire inslitution.

~ 2nd. “That their business is not to muke laws for the chureh (tiueh
lessto tyraunise over it) bul humbly to obey, and faithfully (o adminis-
ter those alreagly made by ourone only Lord and Lawsiver. To preach
His gospel, and to administer the ordinances of His institution. And
the due pérformance of these holy funetions, js not merely their vight?
but their ‘duty’:—that a necessity is lnid upon them by Him' to. whom
ilone they must ultimately answer for it :— ' .
3d. That the mintsters nevertheless, have neither right ttor power, to
oblige, or require any man. to receiveany thing as a doctrine, or arrordi-
nance, or as its moral discipline, contrary to the convigtions of his own

Judgruent.

dth. “That as the ministers on the one hand have no right to contyol
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others intliese respects, so, on the other hand, they deny the right of
others, authoritatively, (o control the ministry in Hrr,—'.."'e ?’{‘:'.-‘_f‘.‘]}f.’('{.‘?. In
other words, they deny the existence of any just a‘ullfuul:yt ir} :‘m}]r
body of people, to oblige ministers of tl.l'm I(_mspcl to !?lazat-,ll .gui. Jospe
doctrines, what they do not believe to be Gospel L[()['.Lu_‘uffs, ) a.h:I__mP nister
as Gospel ordinances, what they do not belieye to be Gospel o '“‘111'3*_3.3,
or as its moral discipline, what they do not believe to be its moral
discipline. * J

Does the priconer Dbelieve that the ministry of the word is not
divinely instituted?  Tf so, let him avow it and take his stand among
the semi infidels of the age. But if he admits that it is of divine
institution, will he contend that the mitistry can (consistenty \'."l;!.l the
design of its institution) sulffer its ministrations, as to t!UGLI’I1;1(‘-3,101.(..}1_1}.3.1:1[}
ces, and moral discipline;to be i}nl.lwr.num_-'uly cm}Lmlleﬁ by ?L ulam_. e
so0, let him openly profess his time-swerving policy, and the christian
world will lnow whete to place him.

But, whatever of power the ministry of the M: E'I (J...Iljgl}:“.']‘,:-}
allowed to possess, there is no possible g‘.l‘Ul_ll‘l_l.l‘ Em-- I.I‘._yz_ (i u}riq:, :_Jt,] ]:}r
sumption.” 'The government of the M. E. C. originated wi 11‘ o
Wesley in  compliance with the special and urgent 1(-r_que§t-_l0 .:
people, and the members of the cln.u':_:h who were then II'Il ]E?ISIIGR; él’
“joyfully confornzed o the plan which he had recommended. o
those who afterwards become members, voluntarily entered into the
association under the regulations which had heen made by the ministry.
For it must be remembered that « the {_Jr[:auhcrs existed in fact. bclfulla
the people, and the government was originally and of ne.peﬁmt.y-m tler_g'
hands; and the members were by them, inyited to the priv eges pm} i-
ded for them in the cconomy the preachers had instituted.” T e
preachers, therefore, cannol without a perysion of ]ang::mge, nndff)i
trath itself, be charged with the © assumption of (powerl, tnd 50 tir
are the preachers from having © assumed” any *° power I‘.h.".lt much
of the power which was originally and of necessity with it c[:llnﬁ was
placed in other hands, as soon us a safe deposite could be founI (;-[ ;l :
The * ministers” refaining only so much as was necessary to the fait] II—
ful performance of the work assigned them in preac}xl-l}gl.thc gospel,
administering its ordinances, and enforcing its moral discipline.

May it please the court, the third specification in this charge can be

sustained by testimony equally as strong as that on x_vhi_ch tlj.e ﬁral.la!:u]
second ave based.  The prisoner says “ the travelling preachers ol m
the tight of property * in said church. And his counsel has v :
extracts from the ¢ deed of settlement ” o sustain him in his assertions.
But what would a stranger, unacquainted 'Wili.!;i the prqvmwnslf)f that
deed, and of the temporal economy of the M. E. C., thm]s? on 1eaﬁmg
the assertions of the prisoner?  Would he not suppose that tlm trayel ;ug
preachers held the title to the property ? or, to say the lc_usj. of the }uq.t ;r,
that they had some personal interest in it ? - And yet, aft?‘r all t .1]al._ e
has said; and emblazened to the world, the fact is, thatas preachers,
# Methodist Quartetly, for Jan: 1830.
4]
4
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or as “irvellng preachers,”  they have no sort of tille to a single
Methodist aneeting house in the United States; with this single excep-
tion, that the *Trustees™ wre bound to et the  preacheis” preach in
the mecting houses wlien they choose to do so, and it is made the
duty of the preachers in their prdination yows, to preach insaid meeting
liouses.  And when said houses are not oceupied by the * preachers”
the | rustees are at liberty to invite whomsoever they please, to preach
i (hem. '

And in all this, what pecnliax right have the preachers, orwhat right
that is uot comnion to their congregations, except thatthe preachers are
privileged o stend and deliver their nessage, and it is deemed genteel
10 their congregations to sit, if they have seats?  For the correctness
of the position we take on this subject, we refer to the « deed of settle-
ment?” iself—we need no other witness, And in full view of the

examination of that docunient by every impartial enguirer after truth, in

relation to the subject before the court, we hesitate not to affirm that.the
puizoner has peeverted  the frath—perverted it dasely. His assertions
convey a wrong idea, and make a false impression on the minds
of all who are not better informed.

But the source of the prisoners grief lies behind  the curtain. I
presume be is a seceder from the M. I8, €., and so exceedingly devoted
to the doctiine of “rightz”* that he wished to tale with him the meet-
ing house, or houses, in which he had heen  aceustomed to nreach.—
THe was so full of tlie noticir of his own “rights” that in his zeal he
forgot the “rights” of others.  If he were alone i the world, he
would have all the “riglits,” but sinee there are others, his ¢ rights 2
are necessarily limited.

May it please the comt, we will suppose a case illustrative of the
docirine of “rights.” Thiry men agree to unite their means, and
bulld a Mecthodist inecting house. They pay one hundred dellars
cach,—Trusiees are appointed, by whom the legal title to the propexty
i3 held in trust for the vee of the church, and the provisions of the deed
gecure © her ministers the ¢ rights’? to preach in said house. But in
process of time, twenty of the thirty whe built the house, change their
relation (o the church, they expatriate themselves from her communion,
perchance they join the “reforniers ” and contend that they should
tike the house witl: them ; ot otherwise, that the remaining ten should
refund the money which the seceders paid in building the house.—
Where s the justice of such aclaim? Wouldnot any tytoin casuistry
he able to settle the question of “righls? between the fwenty and the
ten ?

Dacs not e ovigingl aud understood design: i building the house,
seitle the question of “ rights?” not by vesting the *right” of the
property in the preachers: but in "Frusiees, who hold the praperty in
st for the use of the elwreh.  The preachers, as preachers, cannot
hold the “right” of the*property in the M. F. €., neither can the
church, as a church, hold the “right * of property ; but the law recog-
nizes the exislence of the church, and provides that indiyviduals may
hiold the right of property for the use of the church, including both her

s
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ministers and lay members.  And while the right of preaching in e
property is secured to the preachers, that right is only valuable in a
moral point of view ; andonly go long as an equal vight o Lear the
preaching is enjoyed by the members of the church, and by the congre-
gation,, But neither the one northe other, in their individual eapacity
have the right to the propetty. Whatever of rieht (hey lad as indi-
viduals, to their money before they contributed it to the building of a
meeting house, was surrendered by their own voluntary act, when tlie
contribution was made. The *deed of seitlement ™ is based upon
this equitable doctrine of rights. Upon auy atlier theory of the
doetrine of rights, contributers to ‘the Bible tind Missionary sogietics,
might change theirminds, and dewand of the boards of wmnnagers of
those institutions, thatthey should refund their contibutions.  Donoes Lo
institutions of learning, might avail themselves of the sane 2io/its.—
But it must be remembered that whena contdbution is made, or a

- donation given, the rights of othersare involved, and the contribution,

or donation cannot bhe totiched by its original proprictor, withibic
sacrilege.  When a man contributes his money to a given object, he
has no right, either natural, lesal, or moralto divert the coutribution to
a different object, without the consent of tiose whose interests may be
jeoparded by such diversion.

As-to the * boolc establishient ” it was otivinally institufed by the
preachets with such means as they had, or were frotly oiven for (it
putpose. Tts primary object was the diffusion of véligious insiruction to
the greafest possible extent within the reach of its means, by fair busi-
ness transactions with purchasers ;. and after a sufficient capitul 1o catry
onithe business was employed, whatever of ‘income mizht arise from it,
was sacredly devoted to the “ support of the deficient lﬁt.\-'r;llmg preach-
ers, and their families, the widows and orphans of preachers, o&ce.®

The travelling preachers of the M. E. C. enter into no stipulations
with their congregations, concerning what they are {o receive for heir
labors. "The discipline of the church allows cacl preacher to receive a
given salary, provided the mmount be collected on his circuit s but it
cantiously providesthat the claims of a preaclier on tlie people of his
charge shallall be caneelled when he leaves hiseiveult, swhethier he Laus
received the whole, or half, or nothing towards his salary.

A small amount annuoally accrues from the “book cstablishment”
and the ¢ chartered fund.”

It is well known that the salary of a single man is one hundied
dollars, if he can get it.. That of & married mea two hundred, subject
10 the same condition. Ahd the small sums aceruing from the ook
concetn, &c., are intended to male up deficiencies, as faras they will go
towards this object.

It will not be denied that many of the travelling preachiers could (if
they would lend themselves to purty considerations.) make stipulagons
highly adyantageous in a temporal point of view, and many of the wore
wealthy of their congregatioas could (by lending © .emselves o similur
iutef_e‘sis) secute the services continuously, of the precchers of theie
choice. * But mutually disdaining (o stoop to the promotion of infterests
which contemplate an end less noble thum the greatest possible =um,
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total of good to man, they mutnally forezo these advantages, anc
deliberately entbrace the heuevolent economy of (he M ethodist chureh.
And who is injured by her operations ?  Envy itself miight almost
sicken at sight of the envenoned gall which could prompt a calumny
so foul, and a perversion of (ruth o base, &z those which have marked
¢he pages of the prisoner.

But hefore we close, we will take (e liberty fo animadyert upon one
other saying of the prisoner, and upon one feature in the system of hig
choice, (merely-to show him what we conldl doif we were so minded.)
He represents that © greal inconvenience™ arises < out of the power
exercised by the preacher in charge * in the M. Bl O that “le can
pick a jury ” and © tmn out and keep in whom hie pleases,™—and com-

[ains thaf there is © no right of challenge secured to the accused.”—

See p. p- 23, 24

Now we are all perfeetly aware that there js no other organization, or
gysteny of government on earth, cither ewil, or peclesinstical, but may be
abused by corrupt administrators.  But the prisonets complaint is based
wpon the supposition that Methodist preachers are deeply wicked and
designing ; there is no weight in his objection upon any other ground.
But how does this view of the subject eomport with. his professions of
friendship and liberality? He says ¢ the reformers have welcomed
the old side to their pulpits—lo e feasts—class meelings ™ &e. “while
the old chureh—with afew exceplions hdve prohibited reformers fromm
all such religiongand friendly intercomse ” page 34, It will be rememe
pered that he has represented the © preachers™ as “eoprupt—in their
principles; and oppressive in (heir measures. ©°  page 8,—as cleaving to
a4 power—insidiously usirped,” page 10—as liolding with ¢ tenacious
grasp, all legislative, judicial, and exeentive prerogalive, ” page S, and
as exercising powers (“lilie the ppish clerey,”) p. 32, “which have
been a great grievance to the chirch.”—pa 121, And all these things
<o continuously, and perseveringly, that “secesston” became Sunavoid-
able” on the part of “reformers.”—page 30. What ! invite to hispul-
pits, men who were o * cormpt—in theivprinciples, and opptessiye in
their measures,” men who were so much * like the popisliclergy 7 that
# gacession ™ on hispail hecame unavoitable —that * therewas only
one thing left for (reformers) to do, viz: to form themselyes into a new
church. ? page33, Now 1o speal in common parlance, he isa
choice Llade of consistency.—He has fumished to the world the proof
eithet first, that he does not believe his own representations of these men ;

.

ot secondly, that he is as © corrupt 7 as he represents them to be, “ 0

consistency what a Jewel thou act !”

But the system of the prisoners choice secures to an “aceused ” mem-
ber the & right of eliallenge " —the right (o object to those who may be
called to try his case, page 25.  Now suppose a “gorrupt,” and artful
member, belonging to the prisoners chutch, and wishing from mofives
other than those of a religious nature, to retain: his standing in the church,
no matter how vicious, or wiclked his life; he has only to. pounce upon
every honest, and upright man, who may be called to siton his trial—
denounce him as an enemy, and ebject. to his heing on the commitlee
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of trial ; how will the prisoner, on his plan, got such a ¢ corrupt” meni-
her out of his church 7 or are his members all so zood that none of them
will avail themselyes of such adyvantages ? - Bul what vight has the M.
P. €. to deprive her members of avoice in her Judicial ribunals merely
because a ¢ corrupt ™ and wicked person to screen himself from justice,
chooses to denounce theu as enémies? )

When ministers of the Gospel addressing themselves fo the civil, and
political predilections of the inhabitants of a free country beconie so ex-
ceedingly © republican ” in their ecelesiastical operations, as voluntarily
to deprive themselves of the power to administer the ““moral discipline 2
of the gospel, a ¢ dispensation ” of which is committed. to them. 1t
may well be asked, ¢ who hath requited this at_your hands?” The
happy medium lies between extremes, and the M. K. C. acts upon the
principle that her members have a “right* {0 a voice in her tribunals,
when called to act; until they forfeit that “right” by fiamsgression.
Nothing however is more common, than for menbers fo ask exemption
from vouing, if there is any known hostility to themon the pat of the
‘¢accused

May it please this honorablecourt, we will close the pleadings against
the prisoner at the bar.  We have mnot entered the vast field of argu-
ment which stands as an impregnable tower in defence of the organiza-
tion, the economy and the institutions of the ML E. C.  We stand only
apon the threshhold of the faiv Temple, and gaze upon her well
arranged propottions, we are well aware that the prisoner, slandingas
he does, in the light which the beautiful edifice of Episcopal Methodism
reflects, (if Lie benot lost (o all moral sensibility) must quail before the
piercing glance of this Judicial tribunal.  With confident reliance upon
tlie courl, for averdict aguinst the prisonerat the bar; we submit the
case.

The pleadings being closed, the cont unanimously agreed that every
specification in the third charge had been amply sustained, and there-
fore that the prisoner was gwilty. Whereupon Judge Juslice, the

presiding Judge, proceeded to pass sentetice upon him somewhatin the

following manner, Lo wit :

¢« Tt becomes my duty to pass the sentence of the law uponyou, the
];;isnner, whase proper name I leatn by inference, is Pioneer Proselyter.

on have been convieted of envinusly and jealously speaizing evil of
your neighbor—of boaring false wilness against  your neighbor—
‘And also of basely, perverting the truth.  Your conviction has been the
vesult of & fair snoral process. The Attomney for the commonywealth
who always deals fairly, assures the court that the crimes of. which -}-‘011’
have been convicted, ate only a part of these which have been conyicted,
are only a part of those which have stained your hands: and indeed

_there is too much reason to fear (from the de.'velapements made before

the court) that the element in which you move, is transgression against
the peace and harmony of society.

That you have accomplices is manifest, not only from the inscription
on your forehead ; but also from the fact of your having passed to' the
 gixtlt edition.”
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“ It is not ordinarily the provinee of this cont, in the present  disor-
dered gate of things; in which much allowance is {0 be made for the
uhieonscious prejudices, and prepossessions of men, as also for the
unpereeived nfluenges which are bronghi o hear upon them, to. inflict
“capital putiishinents.”
following just retibutions whicl legitimately flow from your transgress-
lons, as eftects follow their proper causes, shall be inflicted upon  you.

Lst. “Your associdtes and accomplices, in any future operations
which you may undettake, shall he men who indulge in strong
prejudices without any just ground :—and men who are © wiser” and
more bigoted in théir own opiniong, than ¢ seven men that can render a
reason ; ’—nien who do not exanine fo themselves, but talke things
from others, ““on trust,” and therchy subject themselves Lo great ervors,
and to still greater difliculties.

2ud. “That you shall fall under the displeasure of every good man
who understands the subjects with which you have been ignorantly, or
aaliciously meddling: and if admnitted inio his library at all, it shall be
on the prineiple on which criminals are hrought into company and pub-
liely punished ; that is; us a warmning to others not to walk into the paths
which thiey have trodden,

3d: “« That as knowledge mereases, and the common people shall
learn more of the history, and understand mowe of (he economy of the

M. L. ., and of the scriptural relations existing between ministers and

members of thechureh ; you shall gradually go into disepute, insomuch
that you shallmot liave friends enotiah te assist you through the ¢ press ”
ni some future and contemplated © edition.”

_Ath. < And finally 5 that (great as have been your achievements in
war) you shall die ¢ unwept™ and wnsune” and be buried without
the honors of war; and a dark and impenetrable cloud of forgetfulness
shall “ brood forever over your lonely sepulchre.”

Sentence being passed upon the prisoner, Sheriff’ Watchful, pro-
claimed that his case was disposed of ; and the cowrt was ready to
attend to the next cause which might come befofe it. ;

[Erom the Richmond Chiistian Advocate of May, 1843.]

ECCLESIASTICALLIBERTY.—In the long controversy waged
by the Methodist Protestant against the Methodlist Episcopal  Church
one prominent ground of hoslility was the alledged power of the Itin-
erant ministty. They were represented as holdmg all the powers of
the Church snd denounced as tyrants and  enemies  of the civil and
religious liberties of the country. 1In the pure form of ecclesiastical
govemment that the Reformers were to give to their followers we wore
taught. to look for something well nigh celestial, and certainly vastly
superior to any thing that the world has yet witnessed.  Many compar-
isons have been sct up by ourreformed biethren hetween their govern-
ment and ours. In theirs, power was diffused thro ugh the wholemass ;
in ours, it was all concentrated in the hands of an irresponsible itinerant
ministry. - Under these circumstances we never expected to live long

But this court erdains and deerees thii the
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enonch to hear our brethren elaim for I.l!li.'.‘.l‘llsrﬁ.\-‘cﬁ the right to possess Lha.
po.ﬁr& they had repudiated, and I'1:r_“'h1cl1 I.llt‘.'."".i‘-[I?-ﬂ.U'l.ll"lt'-lilll |:_ts i1|1_d gm
ministry i (he severast and imosp bitler terms of their \'UF‘! .Illf.m)r_' ut
theireumstancesalter cases, 7 "The last received ll_lIP.}l.b(’.l of lh;_(f. Metho-
dist Protestant contains the following from the pen of the Editor elect,
himself an Itinerant minister. He says: "

& Tiherty in the M. P. Church does not c.fn.usl.TLum everyrone a. :]l-u_tligv.
of his brethiren, as some Itave appeared to think, It would scarcely be

right fo wrest the powers of the Churel out of the hand ofalarge boely
g8 8 S . >

of Itinerants, under the plea vf its being foo weighty fn_r th]u ;-Llrongtthh,
and then multiply it indefinitely und" lodge it i tlie ]_l..l-]l(:.s ?r_bdd- !
individual.  Our liberty is to enact Seriptural laws; and to ublu_y lc'n:. :
tothink, spealk,and act like christians; —and 1J any mn:.”h_;: t mdugl_J .11: a
have forfeited his standite and vights, then he may be drraigued belore
the proper authorities. ” &c. | ¥ Rk

Now this is the ““liberty * aoe havealways _n‘nja_w;-—afl; ];rmlf }%Lcs?a;tl
the rights ¥ we have always claimed for ourselyes, _:.m;{ ol t_-eir_uﬂy yie ts
to others. We publish this change in the opinions of our ?erlIriGF)' a
one of the sians of the times; and as a reagon for l.ft&lie\-llig {}J‘.IT : D‘;‘ L[lilg
that the warfare against us, so long, so ruthlessly and so mf]L f'!u:u'dn%
waged by our Methodist Protestant, brethren is dl'a.\.\ril.]%; t.n'a (.-“‘E:bc ,'La{i |
that hereafter we will live in peace and quietness together.  May it be.
even so !

[Erom Zion’s Herald. ] .
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REVIVALS »s SECESSION,—LIf there be one Lh{ng ‘|"'-l,u-d{ n‘gn;}fﬁ
the pretensions of radicalism appear more absard than another, it ist
glorious revival of the present day. If to coutilenance the chuwl? 1S 8N,
God mﬁ*t he recarded ps the ereatest sinnerin Lhclumvcésehas he %'wgls
i tenance wssing e chureh  beyond all precedent.
his countenanee ahd blessing fo the « beyond _
Were there no revivals in grogress, how il would ring LLuuug].l the land.
Tt awvould be construed iuiul]iliviuc displeasure on account of our camilgef?
tion with glavery, and be made an argument in favor of scce:_-atql:’l. A;;ld
tliank God it is @ doy of revival. Who ever lllc_ucw |._|r:[t‘=1 like Pl
0ol 65 say o it? Some say nothing.  They Sha
what do our eneniies say (005 50 ¥ g. . Shhey (
mueh conseience to deny (e genuineness of the work, :mld.t gﬂfuta
il to God would be to overthrow their groundless pn:_!.un{mns. 3 l._1_e1*s'
however have (he temerity to disparage the work, an;l atiribute 1uu.: m()rly
canse’ but the true one, . LI there be divisions they trumpet _éhit:l:'i uc],alaf; 1
e Tan Ak s smeoungement fo  their enterprise. ul, they have
the land as glorions encouagement enlerprise.  Bul :
not as yet noticed a sinole revival dmong us since their paper was statt.
ed.” No not one. i .‘ ;
Other papers publish accounts of revivals in the Methor}:is_L Eé};ug.:%%z:l.
Chureh, but the “ True Wesleyan,  falsely <o called, dea sfﬁ ]._E’IIE:I. %
clﬁnrrels secessions, and all manner of disorder inithe old ¢ ure 1i1 f;
this the spirit of the Gospel? Is thereno {Jm?}-‘l.-riw},-luo love OII' b%f;;mfi;?s;
Te this)th L of the ool prigeiples”  of which: our abo
s this the frail of the “ojeal pranciple: o : :
I? s0?  Their ety is, “let all secessions be  reporfed for thf: True
boast? 'Their oty 1s, © 1& SO U R e e
Wesleyan;  and they enéourage their réaders from time ;
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