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PREFACE.

Tue following letters were published in the Bostron Orive
Branch, in numbers, weekly ; and have been widely circulated
through the United States and British North American
Provinces. But their great importance has made it desirable
that they should be put in a form in which they can be
preserved. These letters give the best history of the peculiar
organization of the Methodist Episcopal Church, now extant,
or that can ever be published. Those old ministers, who pos-
sess many of the facts given in this book, have their reasons
for keeping them from the public, as the character of the
first bishops of that church are painfully implicated in these
letters. Certain ecclesiastical frauds were practiced in the
church in order to impose upon it a sort of Episcopacy in the
revered name of Joun WEesLEY, the founder of Methodism.
Painful as are these truths, the author of these letters fully
proves them. Methodists of the present and future genera-
tions, should be informed in matters connected with the
origin and present organization of their church; the historian
and the general reader, also call for the truth— the whole
undisguised truth. In these pages, the unvarnished tale of
all the facts connected with the origin of Methodist Episco-
pacy, is given. The letters are from the graphic pen of the
reverend and venerable ALexanper M’CaINE, 2 man who has
been almost three score years a minister, either in the elder or
younger branch of the Methodist Church. He who flattereth
with his lips is our enemy. Mr. M’CainNe is not guilty of
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glossing over the faults of the bishops and their agents in the
management of the Methodist Episcopal Church. He faith-
fully tells the most unpalatable truths, and fails not to make
such inferences from his facts as the case may require, though
they in some instances bear with terrible weight on the char-
acter of the actors in those scenes.

Such as the work is, we have felt it to be our duty to Meth-
odists, and the world, to give it to mankind; having full per-
mission of the author to give it a more extended circulation
than that which it had in the BostoN OLive Brancu. In
that, we printed an edition of more than twenty thousand, which
have been sought after, and read perhaps more earnestly than
anything else appearing in its columns. With these remarks,
we submit the work to the reader,in the form of letters as
received from the venerable author, and published as above
described.

Tuos. F. Norris.

BosTox, October, 1850.



METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH.

NUMBER 1

The liberal principles by which your paper has been character-
ized ever since its establishment, to the present period, and the im-
partiality and boldness with which those principles have been advo-
cated and maintained, have induced the writer to select it as the
channel through which he thought he might hope to place before
the tens of thousands who read its columns, some remarks on the
proceedings of the General conference of the Methodist Episcopal
Church of 1844 in the case of Bishop Andrew. His attention has
been called to this subject, though several years have elapsed since
those proceedings took place, by reading in the secular papers of
the day, that the ¢‘ Methodist Episcopal Church, South,” has insti-
tuted, or is about to institute, legal proceedings against the ¢ Me-
thodist Episcopal Church, North,” to recover what she thinks is her
proportion of the funds of the ¢ Book Concern,” inasmuch as the
¢ Methodist Episcopal Church, South > was, up to the General Con-
ference of 1844, a part of the Methodist Episcopal Church, and
when the two branches were united and constituted but one body
or church, the Church South contributed by her labors to the estab-
lishment of the ¢ Book Concern,” and aided by her contribu-
tions to swell the amount of its funds as well as that part of the
church which is now called the Church North. Avoiding all mi-
nuteness of detail as being altogether unnecessary, this is a plain
and unvarnished statement of the cause of the lawsuit as the writer
has been able to collect the particulars from published documents.

Although the question cannot now be asked, has the Methodist
Episcopal Church been divided ? this fact being known in eve
part of the United States, if not in every part of the civilized world,
1t may be asked, as it has been asked already by some, had the
General Conference of 44 any right, power, or authority to divide
the church into two parts, ¢ the church, north” and *the church,
south,” each part being independent of the other, and if so whence
did it derive this authority ?

That the General Conference of 44, the members of which were
the representatives of their respective annual conferences, had no
authority to divide the church is manifest from this fact, that there
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is not in the constitution of the church any provision made to divide
it under any circumstances whatever ; nor is there in the book of
discipline a chapter, section, paragraph, sentence, line, or word

iving authority to the General Conferenee or any other body to
50‘) such a suicidal deed. To suppose that the book of discipline
contained such provision or gave such authority, is to suppose that
it contained the most monstrous absurdities by making provision to
destroy itself.

Again, whoever is acquainted with the history of the Methodist
Episcopal Church from its organization in 1784, to the General
Conference of 1844, a period of 60 years, knows, that at different
times, and in various quarters, loud complaints were uttered against
the powers of the bishops, and many efforts were made to check or
abridge those powers by some modification of the government of the
church. And how were those complaints answered ? Quite in a
summary way. One general sentence of condemnation was passed
upon their authors, by all in the itinerant ranks from the bishop to
the mere licentiate ; and history justifies the assertion, that it mat-
tered not with those gentlemen what was the necessity or reasona-
bleness of the change proposed, what were the sacrifices the com-

lainants had made for the sake of the church, or how long they had
abored, or with what success, to promote Methodism, if ever they
made the least complaint against episcopal powers, or intimated a wish
to abridge episcopal prerogatives, they were all included in one sen-
tence of condemnation, and were all branded with the same opprobri-
ous mark—enemies of the church, who wanted to destroy the unity
of the church by destroying its episcopacy. Union, then, was the
watchword of Methodism. This was the Shibboleth by the proper
pronunciation of which its friends were to be known. This was
the talisman that was to preserve the church from all malignant in-
fluences, and it was relied on by the friends of the hierarchy as
possessing a potency every way sufficient to silence every argument
advanced against episcopal powers, and as being perfectly adequate
to put down every effort that was made to circumscribe or abridge
episcopal prerogatives. Nor was it merely to repel alledged at-
tacks on episcopacy that such an emphasis and stress was put on
the term. It was capable of being applied, aud was applied, to
other purposes also.

When the Methodist societies were ‘to be supplied with an or-
dained ministry, it was represented that it would be best for all the
societics to be united together, and formed into a “ separate and in-
dependent church under a MovERATE Ep1scoracy,” and cvery step
that was subscquently taken by Dr. Coke or Mr. Asbury “to
strengthen the episcopacy,” was represented as being taken to pre-
gerve the union. Was 1t deemed necessary to establish the bish-
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ops in their newly acquired powers more firmly than they were ?
the ¢ Notes on the discipline ”” were written. Did symptoms of op-
position begin to show themselves, at an early day, to the exercise
of the enormous powers of the bishops? The causes and cure of
heart and church divisions, was published. Did any enquire why
the office of ¢ Presiding Elder ” was created ?—why the bishop was
to have a ¢ council ?”’—or why a ¢ General Conference ”” was to be
held ? the same answer was given to all those enquiries that was
given by Mr. Asbury to Mr. O’Kelly when he asked ¢ what will be
the business of the council, what powers shall it be invested with,
and what benefits may we expect to receive from it ?” Mr. As-
bury’s reply was, ¢ there must be something to preserve the union.”
It 18 plain then, that the settled policy of the church was to be
united, and many a travelling preacher made it the theme of his
rejoicing, as well as Dr. Caper’s of the General Conference of ’44.
I thank God,” said the Dr. ¢ for this unity ; & unity which stands
not in the episcopacy only, but pervades the entire of our ecclesias-
tical constitution. We have not one episcopacy only, but one min-
istry, one doctrine, one discipline—every usage and every princi-
ple one for the North and the South.”” And yet this union which
had subsisted so long—which had been the policy of the church to
preserve unimpared—and which had been -the boast of travelling
preachers in private circles and in their public ministrations; has
been disrupted and . the church divided by the General Conference
of ’44, and that which had been charged against those who aimed
only at the abridgment of the power of the bishops, namely: that -
they were enemies of the church, and wanted to destroy its unity,
has been done by the travelling preachers themselves, and because
of episcopacy. Well may we exclaim in the language of St. Paul,
¢ 0, the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of
God, how unsearchable are his judgments, and his ways past finding
out.” .
If the General Conference derived no authority for their pro-
ceedings from the constitution or the book of discipline, and if their
conduct was adverse to the policy by which the church had always
been governed, did they derive any authority from the Scriptures
to make the division? And here it may be necessary for me to
say, that I do not purpose to canvass the general question—has a
church of Christ authority from the Scriptures to divide itself into
two or more parts, and if so, what are the circumstances which will
justify the act? My remarks shall be confined to the subject which
have undertaken to discuss, which is this—had the General Con-
ference of ’44 any authority to divide the Methodist Episcopal
Church? This body of christians I have always recognized as a
Church of Christ, according to the definition which she herself has
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given in one of “her Articles of Religion.” ¢ The visible church
of Christ is a congregation of faithful men, in which the pure word
of God is preached, and the sacrament duly administered, according
to Christ’s ordinances in all those things that of necessity are re-

uired to the same.”—Art. XIII. And I learn from the New

estament, that whether this ¢ congregation” consisted of many or
few members—whether it embraced all the christians in a province,
Gal. 1. 2., Rev. 1. 4., or in a city, Acts 15. 4. 22., or in a private
house, Philemon 2., it was called ¢ the church of God ” as, ¢ The
Church of God which is at Corinth ’—1 Cor. 1. 2. ¢ The body of
Christ” of which ¢ Christ is the Head.” Col. 1. 18. The ques-
tion now comes up and looks me full in the face—had the General
Conference of ’44 any authority to divide “ the body of Christ”’—
this ¢ church of God which He hath purchased with His own blood.”
—Acts 20. 28.? As for my part I can find none. Whether the
members of the General Conference did, or did not rely on the
Seriptures to justify their conduct, I know not, as not one of them
quoted a passage from the Bible in support of the division, or the
measures which led toit. The reported and published dcbates now
lie before me, and in them there is not & word of reference to the
Seriptures, or a quotation from the Scriptures to sustain their con-
duct, no more than if this great company of divines had never heard
of such a book, or if they despised its authority and held it in con-
tempt. Ah! gentlemen, gentlemen, this is not the way  to spread
soriptural holiness through these lands.”

Baut if they made no quotations from the Scriptures, the speakers
who advocated the passage of the resolution requiring bishop An-
drew to ‘“desist from the exercise of his office so long as this im-
pediment (his connection with slavery) remains,” stoutly argued,
that the bishop was only an officer of the General Conference, and
that they had power to displace or depose him as they had power to
displace or remove an editor, a book agent, or any other officer ap-
pointed by a General Conference. Baut in arguing after this man-
per, it strikes me they were representing the ordination service as
nothing but a mere farce—the man who professed to be “ moved
by the Iloly Ghost to take on him the office and work of a bishop,”
a down right liar—and the Methodist Episcopal Church itself noth-
ing more than a mere voluntary association of individuals, bound
together by no stronger ties than those which bind the Temperance
Bocieties, or the Independent Order of Odd Fellows. Now I can-
not suppose that the speakers wished to be so understool, but such
are the conclusions to which their arguments conduct my mind.
For in their zeal to depose a man who, as far as it appears from the
debates before us, was of irreproachable morals, was sound in the
faith, and was faithful in the dischaage of all his official duties, they
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not only advanced the most palpable absurdities, but they render
the Methodist Episcopal Church the scorn of the politician and the
profane. Nor is this all. They have disparaged their own book
of discipline. They have shaken public confidence in the religious
vows and protestations of those who profess themselves moved by the
Holy Ghost to save at the altar. They have reduced the Methodist
Episcopal Church from being a Church of Christ to the condition
of a mere human and voluntary association, and they have involved
themselves in a lawsuit, and brought on themselves troubles of which
we can see no end.

Nor does it appear that the division was made on purely Christian
principles, or from the causes which have sometimes divided the
members of the same church. It has often occurred that a church
had become so numerous that the members of it could not all meet
together at the same place, or in the same house for the purpose of
religious worship, and the exercise of church discipline. In such &
case they have agreed to a separation for their mutual convenience,
but they have separated in love, the minister of one of these divi-
sions recognizing the minister of the other division as the servant of
~Christ and as a fellow laborer with himself in the vineyard of the
Lord. These ministers have had access to each others’ pulpits, and
they have labored together to promote the cause of their common
Savior. But is this the case in the instance before us? The whole
community, North and South, know it is not. Methodist preachers
of the North would not set a foot into the pulpits of Methodist
preachers in the South, and these again would not be allowed to
preach in the pulpits of Methodist meeting houses in the North.
And is this what Methodism has come to? Is this a practical ex-
hibition of the doctrine of sANCTIFICATION which Methodist preach-
ers have preached so long? Is this the result of the labors, of the
sufferings, of the sacrifices of those who have died for Methodism ?
0, gentlemen, for God’s sake, think of what injury you have done
vital Christianity by your contentions and strifes ; and think what
you will farther do 1t, and do to yourselves, by entering the arena
of a Court house like gladiators, contending for dollars and cents.

NUMBER II.

In my former communication I alluded to the lawsuit which the
¢ Methodist Episcopal Church”” South has commenced, or is about
to commence against ¢the Methodist Episcopal Church” North,
for what she conceives to be her proportion of the funds of the

*
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“Book Concern.” Now as the ¢ Book Concern” is a subject with
which few of your readers are acquainted, it may not be an unac-
ceptable service to place before them such information as I have
been able to collect from the published records of the church, or as
I have picked up from other sources. But at the outset, it may be
proper to state, that but very little has been published respecting
the ¢ Concern,” and consequently, but very little is known about
the manner in which it has been conducted. It has always been
managed by the travelling preachers for the purpose of assisting
those preachers who might be found deficient in their quarterage at
their respective annual conferences. The local preachers, or lay-
men, had no means of knowing how the ¢ Concern” was managed,
as they never occupied a seat or place in the General Conference.
All that was required of these brethren was to buy the books that
were published at the  book room,” whether their prices were more

. or less than books of the same size and binding were sold for at the
regular book store. Beyond this, neither local preachers nor lay-
men were thought to have any right to trouble themselves with the
¢ book room.”

Bat in the prosecution of this lawsuit, do you not think that the
ourtain of secrecy will be lifted, that the manner in which the busi-
ness has been conducted, will be thoroughly investigated, and the
conduct of the agents will be rigidly scrutinized ? It seems to me
that these things will certainly be done: if not, I am at a loss to
oonceive how it can be determined what is the proportion to which
the ¢ Church South ”’ is entitled, if entitled to anything at all. And
2 this investigation, if ever it should be printed, the members of

e church north and south, will have an opportunity of judging for
themselves of the fitness or unfitness, the faithfulness or unfaithful-
ness of those who have had the management of this mammoth
¢ Concern.”

When, or by whom, the ‘book concern” of the ¢ Methodist
Episcopal Church’ was commenced, I have no recorded informa-
tion; but I have always understood it was begun in a very small
way, by the Rev. John Dickins. The first notice I find of it is in
the printed minutes for 1789, when Philip Cox is entered ¢ Book
Steward,” and John Dickins * Book Steward’ also. This entry is
not so definite as that of the following year, when Philip Cox is en-
tered on the minutes ¢ Travelling Book Steward,” and John Dick-
ins * Superintendent of the printing and book business.” From
1789 to 1798, the year in which Mr. Dickins died, he superintended
the ¢ Concern,” during which time there were several preachers
travelling through the connexion, selling books. In the minutes for
1797, I find the following question and answer.
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Ques. 14. What regulations have been made in respect to the
printing business, and the publication of books ?

Ans. The Philadelphia Conference in whom the management of
these affairs was invested by the General Conference, and who have
not time, during their annual sittings to complete the business, have,
by the advice and consent of Bishop Asbury, unanimously appointed
the following persons to be a standing committee, viz:

Ezek1eL CoorER, Chairman.

Traomas WARE,

JoEN McCLASKEY, }Presiding Elders.
CHRISTOPHER SPRY,

WiLLiaM McLENAHAN,

RicHARD SWAIN,

SoLoMON SHARP, Elders,
CHARLES CAVENDER,

The above committee are to meet at Philadelphia on the 2d of
January, 1798, and once a quarter afterwards, or oftener, if neces-
sary, to consider and determine what manuscripts, books, or pamph-
lets shall be printed. Four of the said committee, when met as
above, shall proceed to business, provided that the chairman and
one of the presiding elders be present. And the general book stew-
ard shall lay before the committee all manuscripts, books and pamph-
lets which are designed for publication, except such as the General
Conference has authorized him to publish. From this period until
1804, the book business was continued in Philadelphia, under the
management of Ezekiel Cooper, when it was removed by a vote of
the General Conferene of 1804 to New York, where it was carried
on under the control of the same gentleman, aided by Rev. John
Wilson as “assistant editor and general book steward.”

When the business was removed to New York, Mr. Cooper was
allowed $600 a year: and although he was ¢ principal editor,” and
was receiving the above salary from the book room for his services,
he took charge of the society in Brooklyn, Long Island, and in-
sisted upon receiving from that society the disciplinary allowance of
a travelling preacher. Such was the statement made to the writer
by those who paid the money. Be it, hawever, as it may, his name
stands on the minutes of 1805 and 1806, as being stationed in Brook-
lyn. In 1808, Mr. Cooper’s constitutionak term of service expired,
and the General Conference of that year, being so well pleased with
the manner in which he managed the * Concern,” voted him a bonus
of $1000, so said the reports of the day. :

In 1808, John Wilson, who had acted as Mr. Cooper’s ¢ assis-
tant,” was appointed by the General Conference * principal editor
and book steward,” having Daniel Hitt for his ¢ assistant ;” but Mr.

7
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Wilson died in 1810. In the minutes of that year, the following
notice of his death is published :

“JIn 1804, the General Conference chose and appointed him to
aid in the management of the book concern, for which he was well

ualified. By the General Conference of 1808, he was appointed
?u'st in charge in that concern, in which he continued with honor
and dignity to himself, and usefulness to thousands till the day of
his death. In penmanship, for perspicuity and swiftness, in cor-
rectness of accounts, and accuracy of calculation in business, [he
could be exceeded but by few.”

After the death of M}; Wilson, the management of the concern
devolved on Mr. Hitt, until the General Conference of 1812, when
that body appointed him ¢ principal,” and Thomas Ware his ¢ as-
sistant.” Mr. Hitt continued in office until 1816, when Joshua
Soule was appointed in his place, and Thomas Mason ¢ assistant,”
in the place of Thomas Ware. The next year Mr. Hitt was a Pre-
siding Efder in the Philadelphia Conference ; and in 1818, his name
stands associated with that of Abraham Paul, a printer in New York,
and a lay member of the Methodist society in that city, printing on
their own account, a quarto edition of Clarke’s Commentary, a vol-
ume of which now lies before me. Whether Mr. Hitt’s name stands
on the minutes of Conference for 1818, I know not, nor have I any
means at hand of ascertaining whether it does or not. But one
thing I do know, that Joshua Soule, at the General Conference of
1820, made on the floor of Conference some astounding disclosures
resfecting his predecessor in office. Mr. Soule went out of office
in 1820, by being elected to the episcopacy, though he was not or-
dained until 1824. He was succeeded gy Nathan Bangs, and
Thomas Mason was continued ¢ assistant;” but Thomas was guilty
of some fauz pauz for which he was turned out of office, and, I be-
lieve, out of society before the succeeding General Conference. Af-
ter Dr. Bangs went out, John Emory and Beverly Waugh were a

inted, but who was first, or who was last, I do not recollect, nor 18
1t any matter.

I have thus brought down the history of the ¢ Book Concern,”
to a period when it had become so unwieldly, that it could not well
be carried on at one place. A branch of it was therefore estab-
lished about this time at Cincinnati, Ohio, for the convenience of the
societies west of the mountains ; but who have been agents there, or
in New York, or how the ¢ Concern’ has been managed, I have
given myself no trouble to find out.

Well, what is the present amount of the funds of the ¢ Book Con-
oern,” for which this battle-royal of a lawsuit is to take place?
From a secular paper which now lies before me, I make the follow-
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ing extract: ¢ The nett capital of the branch of the Methodist
Book Concern in Cincinnati city is $182,685, the profits of the past_
year being about $6,500. The nett capital of the parent concern
at New York is $634,813 42, and the nett profits of the past year
amount to $32,883.” Adding ¢ the nett capital of the branch,”
and  the nett capital of the parent’ institution together, we have
an aggregate of $817,498: and the ‘ nett profits” added together
amount to $39,383. Now this capital will appear to a man who
does not stop to think or make any calculation on the subject, as be-
ing an enormous sum, and the * profits ”’ as being very great, though
the profits on the ¢ parent ’’ capital is only a little over 5 per cent, and
the profits on the capital of the ¢ branch,” a fraction over 3 per cent.
The capital, it is true, is large for a knot of itinerant Methodist preach-
ers to possess, who have always represented wealth as being a hin-
drance to vital godliness, and who have exclaimed, though it seems
not with so much truth as St. Peter did—¢ Silver and gold we have
none.” But great as the capital is, if we consider the facilities the
Methodist Episcopal Church has for scattering through the land, by
her thousands of travelling preachers, the books which are printed
at her book room, and the length of time (about 60 years) the es-
tablishment has been in operation, it ought to have been more and
would have been more than it is, had the ¢ Concern” been skill-
fully and faithfully conducted.

The first notice we have of the * Book Concern” is found in the
minutes of Conference for 1789, though it is probable it was in op-
eration a few years before that time. From 1789 to 1848 is 59
years: but to accommodate my calculations to the following extract
which I take from a paper published in Providence, R. I., I will say
the ¢ Concern” has been in operation just half a century. Take
notice, I do not say what amount of capital was employed in 1789,
whether it was $1000, or whether it was more or less: but assum-
ing that sum as the starting point, the question which I wish some
of your readers to solve is this :—What will $1000 amount to in fifty
years at 6 per cent., compound interest? The sum must be great
as the following calculations will prove. The Journal says:
~ “Every one becomes surprised in examining the Annuity Tables
in familiar use in the offices of Life Insurance Companies, at the as-
tonishing aggregate amount of the daily expenditures of small sums
when compounded with interest, and finally summed up at the ter-
mination of a long life, as exhibited in the following table.”” (The
table I omit for want of room.) ¢ By reference to the preceding
table it appears, that if a laboring man or mechanic unnecessarily
expends only 2 3-4 cents per day, from the time he becomes of age
to the time he attains the age of threescore and ten years, the ag-
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gate with interest amounts to 2,900 : and a daily expenditure of
g’rlel~2 cents amounts to the important sum of $29,000. A six cent
piece saved daily, would prove a fund of nearly $7,000, sufficient to
purchase a fine farm. And the man in trade, who can lay by about
one dollar per day, will find himself similarly possessed of one Aun-
dred and sizteen thousand dollars at the end of fifty years.” Now
if 110 cents (the sum in the table) will amount in fifty years to
$116,000, ought not $1000 at the same rate of interest and for the
same time, amount to more than $817,498? If it be said it ought
not, those who have managed the business can tell the reason why.

The reader need not be reminded, that in placing these views be-
fore him, I have assumed 6 per cent. as the rate of interest—50
years as the extent of time—and $1000 as the amount of capital at
the beginning. But if the capital in 1789 was $2000 or more, if
the calculation was made for 60 years instead of 50—and if the
¢ nett profits’” were 10, 15, or 20 per cent instead of 6, the amount
of the funds at present would be proportionably greater than what
itis. Infine, if the “ book room” has not been able to earn more
than 6 per cent and her necessary expenses for 50 years, she had
better wind up the ¢ Concern,”” shut up shop, purchase stocks with
her funds, or divide them amicably and justly between the ¢ church
north ”” and the ¢ church south.” For every merchant knows, that
6 per cent on his capital will not remunerate him for his anxieties,
his labors and his risks in trade.

NUMBER IIL

Assuming it to be a fact, that the  funds” of the ¢ Concern”
ought now to be much more than what they are, it may very natu-
be inquired, How can the deﬁcienc{ be accounted for? In
reply to this question, the writer will say, he does not know how the
business of the ¢ Concern” has been managed, or how its funds have
been applied. He can therefore only advert to such things as have
been published, as having contributed to this deficiency, and every
man will then be able to form his own opinion whether these are
adequate causes or not.

The first cause that has been assigned is—the losses the ¢ book
room ” has sustained by bad debts. That some bad debts have
been contracted, no one can doubt who reflects on the amount of
business which has been done by the ¢ Concern;” indeed it would
be marvellous if the ¢ book room,” which has been sending out
books to every part of the United States for 50 years, had not
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made some bad debts in all that time. But to balance this consid-
eration, it ought to be borne in mind, that the ¢ book room” as &
merchantile or trading establishment, differs from every other trad-
ing establishment in the United States, and has facilities for collect-
ing its dues which no other establishment has. 1. The ¢ book con-
cern”’ is the property of the travelling preachers, and of the travel-
ling preachers alone. All the real estate, all the presses, all the
stock in trade, all the debts due it, and all the cash in hand, belong
exclusively to travelling preachers. Whether lay trustees hold this
property in trust for the preachers or not, alters not the case, the
¢ Concern ” is theirs. It was instituted for the benefit of travel-
ling preachers. It hasbeen under the control of travelling preach-
ers, and travelling preachers have always been its agents. The

_General Conference, which is composed exclusively of travelling.

preachers, have, from time to time, made laws for its government,
and have prescribed the terms on which books could be obtained
from the ¢ book-room.” 2. The men who have dealt with the ¢ Con-
cern” have not been men of the world, so called, but were travel-
ling preachers, members of the General Conference, or were repre-
sented in that body; and of course, as travelling preachers, had a
direct and personal interest in the safe management and prosperity
of the establishment. 8. Those preachers who received books from
the book room to sell, and did not, or would not settle with the agent
at their respective conferences, were liable to be impeached before
their Conference. Indeed, it was the duty of the agent to impeach
them, if there appeared to be any delinquency or dishonesty in their
conduct. From this it is plain, the ¢ book-room ” had a double
chance of recovering its dues from delinquent preachers : first, these
preachers could be tried in an ecclesiastical court, and if found
guilty of dishonesty, they were expelled the church ; and secondly,

when expelled, they could be sued before the civil tribunals for the -

amount of their debts. Now as long as the writer has known the
Methodist Episcopal Church, he has naver known or heard that any
travelling preacher was expelled the church on account of dishonest
dealings with the ¢ book-room.” This speaks well for the travelling
preachers, and shows that they have neither withheld any of the
proceeds of the books they sold, nor applied any of the profits of
the ¢ Concern  to their own use, and as a sequence, the ¢ Concern »
has sustained no very great losses by bad debts. Or if, on the other
hand, preachers have withheld those proceeds, or have applied them
to their own use, such conduct has been passed over as a venial of-
fence by travelling preachers themselves. And here Mr. Editor, I
cannot refrain from making one remark, which is this: —if any
travelling preacher has applied to his own use the money which he
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received for books sold belonging to the ¢ Concern,” he has been
retained in the travelling connexion, notwithstanding such conduct;
whilst many a local preacher, and many a lay member have been
expelled the church solely because they advocated a change in the
government of the church, by a representation from the ranks of
the laity, in the General Conference. Reform, then, was the un-
pardonable sin. )

The sums that have been paid to agents as donuses is another
cause of the deficiency. Mr. Cooper, it is said, received one of
$1000. Mr. Emory received another of $1000. And other
Agents may have received the like sum, for what the writer knows.
It would be strange, as the precedent had been set, if each agent
did not receive his share as well as the others. And against this
distribution of its favors, there could be no solid objection preferred.
The ¢ Concern ” belonged to the General Conference, and the Gen-
eral Conference had a right to vote what sum they pleased to deserv-
ing agents, and who were more worthy of their munificence than
these faithful men ?

Incompetency was another cause. If the agent, in settling with
the preachers at an Annual Conference, should settle with some one
loose pieces of paper, and if these pieces of paper should get lost
before his return to New York, or if the settlement should be made
with a pencil, and the pencil marks should be obliterated by rubbing,
such an agent would not be deemed competent to manage such a
s:-:at money concern as is that of the ¢ book room ” of the Metho-

ist Episcopal Church. And yet, some such statement as this was
made when it was asserted on the floor of the General Conference
1820, that the books of the agent would not ballance by $40,000.

Startling as this announcement was at the time it was made, there
has been one of more astounding character published ir the news-
mers some two or three years ago, of a travelling preacher who

been book agent for several years, dying worth 150,000 or
$200,000. This was a very surprising announcement to the writer,
because he had known the gentleman referred to upwards of 40 years;
and so different was the statement from the opinion he had formed
of his circumstances, that the report would not have been believed,
hand not the same papers affirmed, that his will, disposing of this
amount of money, had been proved in the courts of law in the State
in which he died. Now this preacher entered the travelling con-
nexion in the early days of Methodism, when the salary of a single
preacher was only 64 dollars a year, and he entered 1it, like matz
others, a poor young man; and yet, when he died he was wor
$150,000 or $200,000, a sum nearly one fourth of the present
amount of the funds of the ¢ book room.” The writer has not
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heard that the gentleman was ever married, or that he was engaged.
in merchantile business. How different was then the principle by
which he was governed through life, from that by which the Rev.
John Wesley was governed! The aim of the one was to accumu-
late and hoard up wealth ; that of the other to lay out all he could
save, in works of charity and mercy. The one died worth an im-
mense fortune ; the other died not worth ten pounds; and although'
there was such an unmistakable difference in their spirit, their prin-
ciple, their life, their end, the one has frequently used for special
purposes, Mr. Wesley’s dying words — ¢ The best of all is, God is
with us.”

¢ O how mysterious are the ways of Providence,” is an exclama-
tion that has frequently been uttered, and may be uttered with as
much propriety with reference to this lawsuit, as to any affair that
has ever fallen under the notice of the writer. On no other grounds
can recourse to law be accounted for, as both parties are men who
profess to be ¢ the divinely authorized expounders of God’s word,
and administrators of moral discipline,” — men who declare their
sole business is ¢ to spread scriptural holiness through these lands,”
and who profess to enjoy a greater measure of grace than others,
pressing sanctification on the members of the church with all its
blessedness and fruits, That ministers (for remember this suit is
all the work of ministers) should scramble, and quarrel, and go to
law about the ¢ funds” of the “ book concern,” when Christian go-
ing to law with Christian is strictly forbidden in the Scriptures, is
passing strange. ¢ Dare any of you, having a matter against another,

0 to law before the unjust and not before the saints.” 1 Cor. vi. 1.
%Iow can these men as Methodists stand up in the pulpit before the
community, and preach obedience to law, when they themselves are
violating one of the ¢ General Rules” of their church, which for-
bids *fighting, quarreling, brawling, brother going to law with-
brother,” and for the infraction of which many a lay member has
been expelled the connexion ? It would seem that the heathen sen-
timent is to be fulfilled in these Christian ministers — ¢ Whom the
gods are determined to destroy, they first make mad ?” Providence
no doubt will overrule the phrenzy of their- cupidity to the good of
their church, and will make this lawsuit the means of bringing to
light things that otherwise never would be known.

In view of the good that is likely to result from this lawsuit, no
regrets shall be uttered that it has been commenced, nor censures
pronounced against those who unjustly retain the portion of their
funds, to which the church south is unquestionably entitled. Should it
be asked what possible good can grow out of it, the answer is at hand.

1. Travelling preachers themselves may be benefitted. They

2
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have so long been in the habit of conducting their business secretly
among themselves, in their annual conferences to the exclusion of
the laity, that it would be no wonder if they were proud and impe-
rious. What was the world to them ? They were an isolated body,
governed by laws made by themselves — for themselves alone —
and answerable to no other tribunal. They did not look beyond
the precincts of their own fraternity for censure or applause. They
never supposed that the Hon. Daniel Webster, or the Hon. William
Meredith, or any other person would investigate ¢ the book con-
cern,” or anything else with which they had to do. As travelling
preachers, they were the lords of the property, and nobody had any
right to meddle with their affairs. This lawsuit, however, will teach
them a different lesson, and it is hoped, will greatly improve their
;girit, and mend their manners. 2. The church may be benefitted.

ow? By opening the eyes of the members to the evils of great
wealth, it may have a tendency to bring back Methodism to its

rimitive state. He must be ignorant of the Methodism which flour-
1shed 40 or 50 years ago, if he thinks the Methodism of the present
day is like that; or if he supposes the present race of travelling
preachers is to be compare({) to those who travelled then, either in
the sacrifices they make to go into the work —in the amount of
their labors — in their heavenly mindedness — in their zeal — or in
the success which attends their ministry. Then it was difficult to
obtain preachers for places—now it is difficult to find places for
preachers. Then plain, honest and holy men ¢ preached golden
sermons in wooden pulpits” and in log cabins—now travelling
preachers whittle away in splendid buildings with a wooden saw,
and do nothing. Then you could not find a D. D. from Maine to
Georgia, and yet it was no uncommon thing to see one or more con-
verted at almost every meeting —now the D.D’s are as plenty as
blackberries, and yet you never hear of a soul convex-tetlJ at their
meetings. Then travelling preachers lived from hand to mouth,
and if they got ¢ food and raiment” they were content—now many
of them luxuriate in fat pastures—pile up treasure upon treasure,
till it becomes a curse, and then they go to law and quarrel about
the spoils. When the members stay their hand the plague will
stog: for primitive Methodism does not grow in a rick soil.

. The Statoc may be benefitted. How? By being divorced
from the Church. That there is, or ever has been such a union be-
tween the Methodist Episcopal Church and the State, founded on
the Constitution of the United States, or on any other specific legal
enactment, by which a preference is secured to her above other
churches, is neither asserted nor beliecved. But the writer has been
acquainted with the church long enough to know, and has been suf-
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ficiently intimate with many travelling preachers who have contri-
buted to shape her policy to say, that exertions have been made
from time to time, to obtain an ascendency over other religious de-
nominations in directing the affairs of the nation. Of late years,
this has been particularly the case. The extension and growing
popularity of Methodism, and the rapid increase of her members,
have been felt by travelling preachers, and have inspired them with
a hope that ultimately they will succeed in their designs. Nor are
others insensible of the great influence of Methodism through her
travelling preachers, and hence the court that has been paid to
these gentlemen by the politicians of the day. Contemplating the re-
sults of the proceedings of the Geeneral Conference of 1844, isolated
and alone, it matters not whether they acted formally or informally
—with law or without it, in dividing the church as it would be a
matter of very little consequence to consider whether the injury
done to my wheat field was done by my neighbors cattle going into
it through the gate, or by breaking down the fence—the injury was
done, the crop was destroyed. - But viewing the subject in another
point of light, the procéedings of that General Conference are the
more censurable because they acted not only without authority, but
contrary to law. They forgot, or rejected the authority of Him who
said—¢ My kingdom is not of this world,” and as an ecclesiastical
body went out of their province to act on a subject which is purely
civil. They have condemned without proof what the Constitution
of the United States has recognized, and what the decisions of the
Supreme Court have declared cannot be disturbed. They have
united in their decisions what belongs to the State as belonging to
the Church, and by dividing the latter have paved the way for a
division of the former. But already has the Church North received
an unmistakable rebuke for their conduct, by the declension of that
Church in four or five years of tens of thousands of her quandam mem-
bers. This law suit, it is believed, will be a farther means of open-
ing the people’s eyes to the lordly assumptions of Methodist Episco-
pal travelling preachers, and will farther convince them, that these
preachers ‘ were not born ready booted and spurred to ride the
citizons of the United States legitimately, by the grace of God.”

NUMBER 1V.

Was it not a fortunate circumstance for the members of the
church, and for the people of the United States, that the General
Conference of 1844 determined to publish an account of their pro-
ceedings? Were it not for this determination, few, besides the citi-
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zens of New York who had an opportunity of being present at the
sittings of the Conference, could be enlightened by their discussions.
But by adopting the resolution to employ g stenographer to take
down the speeches of the several speakers, and to send them out
through the length and breadth of the land, they not only wisely de-
Earted from the usage of all preceding General Conferences, but

appily put it in the power of those at a distance, whether in the
church, or out of it, to become as fully and as accurately acquainted
with what was said and done by the General Conference, as if they
had been in the galleries all the time. A pamphlet containing “a
report of debates in Conference” now lies before me, and from it,
I have derived all the information that an attentive perusal can
impart.

To one disposed to enter into a critical examination of the senti-
ments, the language, the arguments and the proceedings of the
General Conference, a finer field could not be presented. This the
writer will not attempt; for that would protract his remarks to an
undue length. All that he intends, is to place before the reader,
who may not have had an opportunity of seeing the * report,” or of
knowing what were the proceedings of the General Conference, the

rincipal matters under their consideration; and that, not so much
1n his own words as in the language of the speakers who bore a con-
spicuous part in the debates. And here it may be proper for him
to say, although those proceedings grew out of domestic slavery, he
will not attempt to discuss the merits or demerits of this subject in
these papers. He will not even enquire whether slavery is, in
itself, a moral evil or not; or whether it is a sin under all circum-
stances or only under certain circumstances, as some have affirmed ;
and if the latter, what those abating circumstances are.

The principal thing which occupied the time and attention of the
General Conference, was the case of Bishop Andrew, who, it was
said, ¢ was connected with slavery;”’ and how to dispose of him as
a Bishop, perplexed the Conference very much. They, at last,
¢ Resolved, That it is the sense of this General Conference, that
he desist from the exercise of this office, so long as this impediment
remains.”’ But in carrying out this resolution, there was a difficulty
which grew out of the ambiguity of the phrase, ¢ the sense of this
General Conference,” many affirming it was only advisory, whilst
others insisted it was judicial and mandatory. Of those who put
the former construction on the words was Dr. Durbin, who seems
to have been a leading member of the majority—he says: “ And
what does the resolution propose ? Expulsion? No, sir. Deposi-
tion? No. If I am pressed to & decision of this case in its pre-
sent form, I shall vote for that substitute, and so will many others:
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but if after we Aave voted for it, any man should come and tell us
personally, that we have voted to depose Bishop Andrew we should
consider it a personal—shall I say—insult, sir.” The minority
consisting of 60 members of Conference viewed, and reasoned on,
the resolution very differently. They say in their protest, ¢ No
idea of request, advice, or recommendation, is conveyed by the lan-
guage of the preamble or resolution ; and the recent avowal of an
intention to advise is, in the judgment of the undersigned, disowned
by the very terms in which it is said, the advice was given. The
whole argument of the majority during a debate of 12 days, turned
upon the right of the Conference to displace Bishop Andrew, with-
out resort to trial. No one questioned the legal right of the Con-
ference to advise ; and if this only was intended, why the protracted
debate on the subject ?

But further, a resolution, respectfully and affectionately request-
ing the Bishop to resign, had been laid aside, to entertain the sub-
stitute under notice ; a motion too, to declare the resolution advisory
was promptly rejected by the majority ; and in view of all the facts,
and the entire proceedings of the majority in the case, the under-
signed have been compelled to consider the resolutions as a manda-
tory judgment to the effect that Bishop Andrew desist from the ex-
ercise of his episcopal functions. If the majority have been misun-
derstood, the language of their own resolution, and the position the
occupied in the debate, have led to the misconception; and tru
and honor, not less than a most unfortunate use of language, require
that they explain themselves.” '

How Dr. Durbin and those associated with him, considered the re-
marks—whether as an ¢ insult,” or not—they have not told us. If
they thought they were no less an “insult,” because they were ad-
dressed to the majority, than if they had been addressed to each
individual ¢ personally,” the lessons they had learnt from their Di-
vine Master, no doubt, taught them to bear this ¢ insult,” as well
as every other indignity, with Christian meekness, and great com-
mand of temper. But in the judgment of those who are not at-
tached to either party, these remarks do the doctor and his friends
a greater injury than if they had been offered with an intention to
“insult” them. For they fasten on them, by a variety of facts,
and by a train of reasoning, a charge from which there appears to
be no possible way to escape. Had the object of the resolution been
misunderstood by the minority, or had they attached to the phrase,
¢ the sense of this Geeneral Conference,” a meaning which the ma~
Jority did not intend it should bear, how easy was it for those who
advocated the passage of the resolution to change its phraseology,
and divest it of all ambiguity by the substitution of other terms,

2%
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which would unequivocally fix their meaning. This “ Truth and
Honor ”’ obliged them to do. But instead of doing it, they disinge-
nuously retain the controverted expressions—press them to the per-
formance of a double duty—and after they have, by their aid, ac-
complished the deed of infamy and disgrace, as it respects Bishop
Andrew, they mildly say, they did not mean to depose him. The
action of the General Conference was neither judicial, nor punitive.
It neither achieves, nor intends a deposition, nor so much as a le-
gal suspension. Bishop Andrew is still a bishop: and should he,
against the expressed sense of the General Conference, proceed in
the discharge of his functions, his official acts would be valid. J.
P. Durbin, Chairman, George Peck, Charles Elliott.”

Here let us pause for a moment, and look at this extraordinary
announcement, signed by three doctors of divinity, and which by
vote, was placed on the journal of the Conference. As there is no
argument offered to sustain what is set forth in the statement, it was
intended it should be received on the mere ipse dixit principle of
the gentlemen whose names are affixed to it. But if the naked fact
of its having emanated from the pen of the committee, was sufficient
authority for the General Conference to adopt it, is it not requiring
too much of those who are not members of the church to receive im-
plicitly what it says, or give credit to all its assertions merely be-
cause it bears the names of these three reverned gentlemen? It
occurs to us, notwithstanding the weight of those names, the people
will inquire, if ¢ the action of the General Conference was neither
judicial nor punitive”—if ¢it neither achieved nor intended, a deposi-
tion, nor so much as a legal suspension,” what did it intend, what did it
achieve ? Surely the Conference did not intend to exalt Bishop An-
.drew higher than he was before. They did not intend to confer on him
:any powers incidental to episcopacy which he did not possess. They
.dig not intend him any honor which he did not already enjoy. Ac-
carding to our apprehension it was not the intention of the Confer-
ence, that Bishop Andrew should, in any shape or way, be bene-
fitted by the passage of the resolution; and we are assured, that it
was not the intention of conference, that he should be injured by it.
What, then, was ““the sense of the General Conference ?”” The
conclusion is, their ¢ sense’ was no ‘sense,” or in other words,
was non sense ; or this announcement declares what is not true.

Again: These gentlemen say, ¢ Bishop Andrew is still a bishop,
and should he,:against the expressed sense of the General Confer-
.ence, proceed iin the discharge of his functions, his official acts would
:be valid.” So then, ¢ Bishop Andrew is still a bishop.” Ie was
mot, therefore, disqualified by the passage of the resolution, nor was
1 intended he should be disqualified by it, to ‘ proceed in the dis-
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~ charge of his functions.” Now if these gentlemen did not mean
that Bishop Andrew had a right to preside in every conference of
the Union, notwithstanding the passage of the resolution, they said
‘what was not only idle, and not to the purpose, but they conveyed
an idea that it was not true. , The question now is—would Bisho:
Andrew be allowed to preside in a New England Conference ? woulg
he be permitted to  proceed in the discharge of his functions in
that body ?”” and would “his official acts” be deemed ¢ valid 2
If it is said, he would not, this response is a flat contradiction of the
assertion of these gentlemen: if it is said, ke would, then it will
follow, that the circumstance of being connected with domestic sla-
very is no disqualification for the discharge of ¢ the official acts” of
a Methodist bishop.

The case of Bishop Andrew greatly embarrassed the General
Conference. The majority did not want him to continue in office,
and he would not resign. They could not try and expel him ac-
cording to their Discipline, otherwise they would have done it.
They therefore placed him in a position that they thought would ef-
fectually serve their purpose, but it was such a position as neither
the friends nor enemies of Methodist Episcopacy had ever placed a
Methodist bishop in before : they said he was only an officer of the
General Conference, and therefore they could displace him with, or
without, cause. Be that as it may, one thing has been demon-
strated by their proceedings, which is this—The General Confer-
ence was not agreed what is the true character of a Methodist
bishop, nor does the church know, to the present time, what is the
nature of Methodist Episcopacy.

REv. ALFRED GRIFFITH. A bishop among us is only an offi-
cer of the General Conference, created for specific purposes, and
for no other than the purposes specified.”” .Page 82 of the “ Re-

rt.”’. :

““We have the signature of every one of our bishops to a docu-
ment presented at this conference since our commencement ; which
says that they regard not themselves as a distinct order separate
and apart from presbyters or elders in the church of God by virtue
of their ordination, but that they are officers in the strict and pro-
per sense of the term.” Page 84.

REev. MB. DrakE. ¢ While I hold the Methodist doctrine that
the episcopacy is not distinctly an order above elders, yet I have
never learned that the office of an editor is of the same character.”
Page 106.

Rev. I. T. Prc. ¢ Has any man living such a constitutional
right to be elected to the episcopal office, or remain in it after he is
elected? You might as well talk of a constitutional right to be an
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editor or a book agent, or any other General Conference officer.”
Page 116.

REv. DR. G. F. PEARCE. ‘“He observed he was exceedingly
gtartled at the proposition of Bro. Peck, that a bishop had no con-
stitutional right to be a bishop. He had always understood that
when a man is legitimately appointed to office, he has a constitu-
tional right to that office for the whole term—that he cannot be
ejected unless he has been in fault.” Page 121.

REv. Dr. Banags. ¢ There is a marked difference between an
elder, and a deacon, and a bishop. The office and work of a bishop
are of a general character, not confined to any particular place;
and when he disqualifies himself from exercising his office for the
good of the whole church, he disqualifies himself from holding that
office.”” Page 98. Again the Doctor says, ‘A bishop was a
bishop, and not an agent of the General Conference.” Page 127.

Rev. Mr. HaMLINE. “In clerical orders every man on this
floor is his (the bishop’s) equal.” Page 129. Again Mr. H. says,
“ T argued that bishops may be displaced at the discretion of the
conference.”” Page 145.

REv. J. A. CoLLiNs. “If there were no specific law, the con-
ference had power to remove the officer it makes. (The speaker
here read extracts from Bishop Hedding on Methodist Discipline,
pp- 8, 10, and 12, and also from Emory’s Defence of Methodism,
Ep. 110, 132, confirmatory of the views to which he had adverted.)

hese authorities, he said settled that point. According to them,
a bishop was but an officer of that General Conference.” Page 147.

Bisdor SouL. “If the Superintendents are only to be re-

ded as the officers of the General Conference of the Methodist
piscopal Church, and consequently as officers of the Methodist
Episcopal Church liable to be deposed at will by a simple majority
of this body without a form of trial, no obligation existing growing
out of the constitution and laws of the church, even to assign cause
wherefore. I say if this doctrine be a correct one, I have heard
for the first time, either on the floor of this conference, in an annu-
al conference, or through the whole of the private membership of
the church, this doctrine advanced: this is the first time I have
ever heard it.”” Page 169.

Rev. Dr. DurBIN. “ It has been maintained here, sir, that
the General Conference has no power to remove a bishop, or to sus-

nd the exercise of his functions, unless by impeachment and trial,
in regular form, for some offence regularly cE:rged. If this be
true, sir, I have greatly misunderstood the nature of our episcopa-
cy.” Page 174.

Rev. Dr. Capers. “It has been urged that a bishop is only
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an officer of the General Conference, and that his election and not
his conseeration gives him his authorship as a bishop. If a bishopis
no more than an officer of the General Conference, wherefore is he
consecrated ? A bishop an officer of the General Conference only !
And is it in such a capacity that he ordains and stations the preach-
ers of the annual conferences? An officer of the General Confer-
ence only ! Then were it both untrue and blasphemous to invest
him with the office, with those holy words of the consecration service :
¢ Receive the Holy Ghost for the office and work of & bishop in the
church of God, now committed to thee by the imposition of our
hands, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost.”” Page 181. '

O episcopacy," episcopacy, poor Methodist episcopacy, how art
thou fallen ! thou, who wast raised to a third order in the ministry,
distinct from and superior to presbyters, art now no more than an
officer of the General Confererence! A word in your ear for your
comfort. - Pope pius IX. was driven out of Rome by %is own child-
ren, therefore submit to your fate without repining.

NUMBER. V.

Many of your readers, no doubt, would think the writer very re-
miss, if, in taking a view of the proceedings of the General Confer-
ence of ’44, he allowed the doctrine that was advanced by the ma-
Jjority-of that body, with reference to ¢ the nature and true character
of Methodist Episcopacy,” to pass without note or comment. So
novel and so surprising to him was the statement when he first read
it, that a Methodist bishop is nothing more than a mere officer of the
General Conference, who may be removed from his episcopal office
without impeachment and trial, by a vote of the majority, that he
thought there must be a mistake somewhere, in the reporter, or in
himself. But he soon found there was no mistake at all, and that
this was the point of light in which a Methodist bishop was viewed,
and in no other. Deeming it absolutely necessary in presenting this
doctrine to the public, to establish the fact, that it was the doctrine
of the majority of the General Conference, and not a construction of
his own, he gave, in his last letter, several extracts from the speeches
of speakers, for and against it, so that no one can now say what .
was often said respecting others, he has misrepresented the speakers
and has grossly slandered this holy body of men.

1. But was the doctrine advanced by the majority, a new doctrine ?
It was. So said Bishop Soule, and surely he had an opportunity

-
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to know. ¢ But brethren will permit me to say, strange as it may
seem, although I have had the honor and the privilege to be a member
of the General Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church ever
since its present organization, though I was honored with a seat in
the convention of ministers which organized it, in this respect I have
heard for the first time, either on the floor of this conference, in an-
nual conference, or through the whole of the private membership of
the church, this doctrine advanced ; this is the first time I ever
heard it.” Page 169.

2. It is confidently believed that there cannot be found any eccle-
siastical writer, of any age, or of any nation, who has represented a
bishop in the church of God as being on a level with a layman, and
who might be removed from the office he filled by -a simple vote of
the body whose officer he was. If there be such an ecclesiastical
writer let his name be given. Certainly this is not the opinion of
Episcopalians ; for into whatever number of classes they may be
divided, they all hold the office of a bishop in higher estimation than
a Methodist bishop was esteemed by the majority of the conference;
whether they believed the episcopal form of church government is
of human expediency or of divine appointment. Such a sentiment
as a parity of bishops with book agents, secretaries, door keepers, or
dog whippers of conference never entered into the mind of any one,
in the church or out of the church, learned or unlearned, episcopa-
lian, presbyterian, or independent, before it was conceived in the
cranium of those astute doctors who composed the majority of the
General Conference.

8. It was just sixty years from the time the church was organ-
ized to the General Conference of 1844. Now it is reasonable to
suppose, that if the present doctrine was the doctrine of the church,
it would have been advanced by somebody or other in all that time.
But although the church had been organized 60 years, and in
those 60 years hundreds of annual conferences, and fourteen or fif-
teen General Conferences had been held, in no conference, annual
or general, was this doctrine ever advanced ; nor was it ever heard
to proceed from the lips of a travelling preacher until it was broach-
ed in the case of Bishop Andrew.

4. Many have written against the present form of government of
the Methodist Episcopal Church, and several of her preachers have
undertaken to ¢ advocate’ and defend her episcopacy. But not a
writer in the church or out of it, either in attacking or defending
Methodist episcopacy, ever represented a Methodist bishop as an
officer of the General Conference, who might be deposed without
cause by that body. True, the Rev. Dr. Durbin made an effort to
prove, that a Methodist bishop is such an officer, and that he may
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be so displaced ; but it will be shown hereafter he was mistaken.
The point in controversy between those writers for and against
Methodist Episcopacy was—whether a Methodist bishop was a third
order of ministers, distinct from presbyters and above them, or whether
he was only of the order of presbyters. Though the doctrine ad-
vanced by the majority of the General Conference was entirely a
new doctrine, there must have been some reason for broaching it for
the first time in the case of Bishop Andrew; and hard as the decla-
ration may bear on the parties concerned, it forces itself with irre-
sistible conviction on the mind of the writer, that it was a resort to
stratagem with a view of disposing of Bishop Andrew, which they
found they could not do by fair and honorable means. By the disei-
pline he was deyond their reach; they therefore ¢ lassood” him,
and brought him within their power, that thereby they might
have less difficulty in immolating their victim with certainty and
despatch. And it seems this was the view Bishop Andrew himself
took of their conduct. He said on the floor of Conference—¢¢ that
when he arrived at Baltimore he heard a rumor of the intention of
the conference, and when he arrived at New York he learned that
the edict was confirmed—that he must resign or be deposed.” Page
146.

It is possible that here some obedient son of Methodism, who
knows little or nothing of the government of the church, or of the
manner in which things are done by the travelling preachers in
conference, may throw down the Olive Branch and exclaim as he
does it — Shocking! this is the most foul mouthed piece of slander
that has ever been uttered against a body of men so pure and so
holy as the travelling preachers are. What! say that these men
would resort to trick and stratagem to effect what could not be ac-
complished fairly and honorably by the discipline ? Impossible !
But friend, whoever you are, let the writer assure you, that al-
though you do not know him, and perhaps never will, he writes
under a conviction that he will have to answer to a higher tribunal
than your judgment for what he now places on record. He says it
is not impossible, nor improbable that such things should be deter-
mined on in caucus and carried out in open conference. He him-
gelf has known such things done in years gone by; and hundreds,
and perhaps thousands, who will read these lines can attest, that
very unfair, and very dishonorable means have been used to expel
from the bosom of the church, men whose only crime was a wish to
perpetuate her institutions by abridging the exorbitant and over-
grown powers of travelling preachers. But their testimony may
pass with you for nothing. Well, then, can you not, or will you
not believe what travelling preachers themselves say of the discip-

.
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line of the church? Whether the church North, or the church
South is meant, it matters not —they are both alike — as much
alike as two eggs from the same hen. The discipline of these
churches not only countenances but justifies a line of conduct in
travelling preachers which has been pronounced not only improper
but énfamous. Here what the Rev. Mr. Hamline, now a bishopin
the Methodist Episcopal Church, said, on the floor of the General
Conference respecting this discipline in the presence of 180 travel-
ling preachers.

% There ought to be two questions before us. 1st. Has the
General Conference constitutional authority to pass this resolution ?
2d. Is it proper or fitting that we should doit? * * * * * I
argue this authority in the General Conference, first, from the gen-
tus of our polity on points which the most nearly resemble this.”’
After enumerating several *church officers subordinate and superi-
or,” who are liable to be effected by the discipline, the speaker pro-
ceeds : —“Inall these instances the manner of removing from
office 1s peculiar. 1st. It is summary, without accusation, trial, or
formal sentence. It is a ministerial, rather than a judicial act.”
That is, as there is no specific directions given how the thing must
be done, it is left entirely with the minister to do it. It matters
not, therefore, how it is dome, so that it is done effectually and
¢ summarily ;> the end will always sanctify the deed.

2d. “Itis for no crime, and generally for no misdemeanor, but
for being unacceptable.” This is equal to to the blue-laws of New
England, if it does not exceed them. No marvel that the people
are unwilling to believe such things as are here asserted of the
genius of the polity ¢ of the Methodist Episcopal Church.”

8d. Most ofP:hese removals from office are by a sole agent, name-
ly, by a bishop or preacher, whose will is omnipotent in the pre-
mises.

4th. The removing officer is not legally obliged to assign any
cause for deposing. %.f he do so, it is through courtesy and not as
of right. ¢ What right have they to ask questions about ¢ cause,”
who think themselves so highly honored as to be ridden by men who
are born into the world ready booted and spurred, to ride the mul-
itude legitimately by the grace of God ?”

6th. The deposed officer has no appeal. If indiscreetly or un-
necessarily removed, he must submit ; for there is no tribunal au-
thorized to cure the error, or to rectify the wrong. But we believe
that there are good and sufficient reasons for granting this high
power of removal to those who exercise it.” And it may be added,
who are paid handsomely for exercising it. ¢ It promotes religion.”
‘What religion ? of the crescent or the croes ? otP Christ or Mahom-
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met? No matter, it is useless to stand upon trifles. It promotes
religion.” It does surely. It is submission or decapitation, it is
acquiescence or the bow string. ¢ It binds the church in a strong
and almost indissoluble unity.” What a pity it was not *strong”
enough to prevent the division which took place at that very con-
ference, and which that very speaker voted should then take place.
Thousands and tens of thousands might have been saved to the
Methodist Episcopal Church, which are now lost to her forever. ¢ It
quickens the communication of healing influences to the infected
and feeble parts of the body ecclesiastical,” that is Methodistical.
And is the Methodist body ¢ infected and enfeebled ?” It seems
80, or the speaker would not say so. Truth will sometimes slip out
when one does not intend it. ““In a word, it is a system of sur-
passing energy.” True: Mr. Hamline, true to a letter ; for there
never was anything possessed of more ‘ surpassing energy,” under
heaven. Its stroke 18 ¢ almost” as quick and as destructive as the
thunderbolt. ¢ By it, executive power is sent in its most efficient
form, and without loss of time” (so quick is the movement that
you cannot see the hand that strikes the blow) “ from its highest
sources or remotest fountains, through the preachers and the class
leaders to the humblest member of the church. The system is wor-
thy of all eulogy.” Of the eulogy of all Turks and tyrants, for
none but such characters would praise such a system. ¢ A prince
whose character is thus marked by every act which may define a
tyrant, is unfit to be the ruler of a free people.” — Declaration of
I?ldependence of the United States. People of New England, de-
scendants of the Pilgrim Fathers, are you willing to be governed in
church matters by such principles as have been presented above by
Bishop Hamline in his epitome of the genius of the polity ¢ of the
Methodist Episcopal Church ?” If you are, permit me to request
you to have that epitome printed in your school books, that all your
children may become acquainted in early life with a ¢ system that
is worthy of all eulogy.” If you are, when you assemble hereafter
on the fourth of July to celebrate the birth-day of American free-
dom, see that this epitome be read instead of the Declaration of In-
dependence. - But if you think the principles embodied in the Dec-
laration of Independence are more worthy your regard, your adop-
tion and your practice, than the principles embodied in the epitome
presented by Bishop Hamline, discard the epitome — give its princi-

les to the moles and the bats, lest unhappily by submitting to them
in church matters, they may insidiously insinuate themselves into
the affairs of the State, and ultimately undermine those institutions
for which your fathers poured out their blood like water.

3
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NUMBER VI

I amin a sad predicament. What shall I do? I promised in
my last letter to prove that Dr. Durbin was in error with respect
to the views he entertained, and in the representations he made in
the General Conference respecting ¢ the true and original charac-
ter of Methodist Episcopacy;”” and now in redeeming my promise,
I find myself in & position antagonistic to the doctor. This is a sad
predicament indeed, enough to make the stoutest heart, who was
oot fortified with truth, to tremble. For you know the doctor is a
great man ; if not in his own opinion, at least in the opinion of the
majority of the General Conference, who placed him at the head of
the committee to draw up a response to the protest of the minority.

Would the reader inquire where this gentleman was born, or how
he was brought up? we cannot inform him. It is probable that
some one of the Western States has had the honor of giving him to
the world; for, he says of himself, the reverned and venerable
James B. Finley ¢ called him John from his boy-hood,” and Mr.
Finley we know is a Western man. We have bhad the pleasure of
hearing the doctor preach once, but that was before he got a handle
to his name. He is now dubbed a Doctor of Divinity, and from
this circumstance ’tis fair to infer he i8 & great preacher. He is a
great debater, acquainted with all the rules of the art, as we learn
from his speeches in the General Conference. They give proof
that he knows when to wheedle and when to scowl—when to parry
and when to thrust, and

« E'en though vanquished, he can argue still.”

He is a great scholar, for he was President of a college near Car-
lisle, Pa., and none but a great sckolar would be placed at the head
of a college. He is a great traveller, for he has been almost every-
where—through Palestine—in Egypt—on the track of the Israelites
through the wilderness of Arabia, &c., &c., &c. No wonder the
windows of the college wer® all in a blaze of light and glory when
this great traveller returned in safety from foreign lands to preside
over the destinies of this seat of learning. But with all his great-
ness, is it not a mortification to reflect that he is not exempt from
the effects of the fall? ¢ Now Naaman was a great man and hono-
rable—but he was a leper.”” Dr. Durbin is a great man, but he
has given us proof that he is sensitive and testy, and will consider
a thing an * insult” when none may be intended. This is a poor
specimen of his improvement in Christian knowledge, ¢ Learn of
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me, for I am meek and lowly, &c.”  Such, however, is the man
who defends the doctrine we have undertaken to oppose, and al-
though at first sight the odds are greatly against us, we think we
stand on even ground with the doctor in one respect, and certainly
we have the advantage of him in another. We think we are the
doctor’s equal—pardon us doctor we do not mean to ¢insult” you
—we only mean to say, that notwithstanding all the adventitious
circumstances with which you are surrounded, TrRuTH will not fly
from us merely because we have not risen to the proud distinction
of being a great preacher—a great debater—a great scholar—or a
great traveller. We are simple enough to believe, that if we sin-
cerely court her, she will not shun our embraces because we have
not seen Jerusalem—have not stood where the Saviour may have
stood at Nazareth—have not bathed in the sea of Sodom, or Dead
Sea—or have not climbed up the rocky sides of Mount Sinai. All
these things are things to be talked about, or to be inserted in Ma-
gazines and books of travels; but a man whose name is not con-
nected with any of them may know ¢ the true and original character
of Methodist episcopacy ” as well as Dr. Durbin. In this respect
then, we are his equal—in another we have the advantage of him.
We are older than he is, and have a personal knowledge of things
connected with Methodist Episcopacy that took place, if we are not
mistaken, before he or his ¢ beloved Emory > were born.

We will now place before the reader the subject in controversy
in the General Conference, that he may judge for himself who was
right, and who was wrong. Dr. Durbin says—*‘ It has been main-
tained here, sir, that the General Conference has no power to re-
move a bishop, or suspend the exercise of his functions, unless by
impeachment and trial in regular form, for some offence regularly
charged. If this be true, sir, I have greatly misunderstood the na-
ture of our episcopacy. From whence is its power derived? Do
we place it upon the ground of divine right? Surely not, sir. You
do not plead any such doctrine. Whence then is it derived ? Solely,
gir, from the suffrages of the General Conference. There, and there
only is the source of episcopal power in our church.” Report of
Debates. Page 174.

We might have abridged this quotation, but we preferred giving
it entire, that we might not be charged with unfairness, had we
abridged it. And short as it is, it contains two capital mistakes.—
1st. It disclaims ¢ divine right ” as ¢ the ground of our episcopacy,”
and 2dly, it asserts the power of Methodist Episcopacy *is derived
solely from the suffrages of the General Conference and from no
other source.” Had the Dr. reversed his positions, he would have:
been much nearer the truth than what he was. Had he said “ the



32

ground of its power is divine right,” he would have hit the nail upon
the head. But that would not have answered his purpose to depose
Bishop Andrew. Such an avowal would have blasted his own pros-
pects forever. We shall consider ¢ divine right”’ as the ground of
episcopal power first, and then we shall turn to the authorities pro-
duced by the doctor to maintain A7g position.

~¢ From whence is the power of our episcopacy derived ? Do we

lace it upon the ground of divine right? Surely not, sir. You

o not plead any such doctrine.” And here, at the very outset of
our remarks, we are constrained to ask, how could Dr. Durbin make
this sweeping disclaimer in so confident a manner? Did he never
read that such a claim had been set up not only for Methodist epis-
copacy, but for the travelling preachers themselves, ¢to maintain
the moral discipline of the church in expelling reformers ?”” If he
did not, it is a proof that his knowledge of her affairs, and of ¢¢ the
ground of the power”” of her officers superior and subordinate, is
very scanty and much more limited than we thought it was. If he
did read of these claims, and in view of this fact, uttered the words
that are reported as his—then we say, he said that which is not true.
Now we will take occasion to say here once for all, that we do not
like to contradict Dr. D. or any minister of the gospel, and place
them in such a position that every one who reads our pieces will see
that they have placed their hand and seal to things that are not
true: but we have seen so much of this kind of work in years long
past, that we shall expose these matters as we go along. The dis-
claimer is not true ; for Methodist episcopacy has been placed on
the ground of ¢ divine right” by some of the ¢ standard” writers
of the church.

.Our first witness is Bishop Asbury himself. He says—¢ Wed-
nesday, May 22, 1805. We came away to the widow Sherwood’s
where I preached. I had a little time to read. In this State the
subjects of succession and rebaptizing are much agitated. I will
tell the world what I rest my authority upon. 1. Divine authority.
2. Seniority in America. 3. The election of the General Confer-
ence. 4. My ordination by Thomas Coke, William Philip Otter-
bine, German Presbyterian Minister, Richard Whatcoat and Thomas
Veasy. 5. Because the signs of an apostle have been seen in me.”
Asbury’s Journal, Vol. III. Page 168. This mantle of * divine
authority,” when it fell from our Elijah, was taken up and worn by
his successor Elisha. And we defy Dr. D. to say when or where
the claim of * divine aathority >’ was ever revoked.

A second witness is the Rev. Dr. Nathan Bangs. Hoe says in
his Vindication of Methodist Episcopacy— The government of the
church is somewhat different from civil society, because those min-
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tsters whom God selects to be the shepherds of His flock, and the
guardians of His people, possess the right of governing themselves
in religious matters, and all those committed to their care.”” This
is going a step beyond Mr. Asbury. He plead * divine authority”
for his being a bishop. Dr. Bangs pleads ¢ divine right” for the
travelling preachers to ride and ¢ govern” the people who put
themselves under ¢ their care.” For this vindication of Methodist
Episcopacy, and the ¢ divine right” of travelling preachers to
govern themselves, and those who put themselves under  their
care,” Dr. Bangs received one hundred dollars.

A third witness is the General Conference which met at Pitts-
burgh in 1828. The testimony of this witness  differs somewhat
from the testimony of Mr. Asbury and Dr. Bangs. Their testi-
mony was the testimony of individuals, yet of individuals who had
a good right to know of what they spake, and whereof they affirmed
—this is the joint testimony of upwards of a hundred ministers of
the Church, gravely pronounced after some consideration. The
circumstances- which gave birth to this document were as follows.
The General Conference was petitioned by a number of Reformers
who had been expelled the church in Baltimore (unjustly and con-
trary to discipline they thought) to be reinstated in their offices and
standing in the church. But the General Conference not only re-
jected the prayer of the petitioners, except on terms which they
considered too humiliating and unjust, but they availed themselves
of an opportunity that might never occur again, of declaring the
full measure of their ministerial character. They accordingly an-
nounced themselves— the divinely instituted ministry”— the di-
vinely authorized expounders’’—on whom ¢ the great Head of the
Church himself has imposed the duty of preaching the gospel, of
administring its ordinances, and of maintaining tts moral disci-
pline among those over whom the Holy Gthost has made them over-
seers.

Now two of the bishops (Hedding and Soule) who presided at
the Pittsburg Conference in 1828, when this claim of  divine right”
was so pompously asserted in favor of the travelling preachers, were
present in the General Conference of New York in 1844 and heard
Dr. Durbin so eloquently and emphatically utter his disclaimer, and
yet they did not correct the speaker. Perhaps they had forgotten
the claim. Perhaps they thought to interrupt him would be wrong.
Perhaps they may think we are mistaken now. Well, if we were
as well acquainted with Dr. D. as the Rev. Wm. Finley was, we
might say to him ¢ John, I want you to explain these things for
me.” Although this is a liberty we dare not take with such a great
man, the dOGtOl:o’ may Jeel it his duty to explain these matters some
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day or other if ke can. If he cannot, perhaps he may apologize
for his silence — he considers the production of such a pen as mine,
beneath his notice. Pursue what course you will doctor, you will
never be able to explain away ¢ divine authority,” for ¢ our episco-
cy” and the claim of ¢ divine right” for the travelling preachers,
or make the extracts given above tally with your unqualified dis-
claimer. Apropos! Can Dr. Durbin tell us what hand his ¢ be-
loved Emory ”o{ad in drawing up the paper from which the above
extracts are taken? Some say it was out and out his own. It is
a certain fact he was there and voted for its passage. Pray, Dr.
Durbin did you ?

Let us now turn to the authorities which the doctor relies on to
maintain his position. They are 1st. The minutes of conference of
1785. 2d. The Notes to the Discipline. 8d. A pamphlet said
to be written by the Rev. John Dickins, sanctioned by the General
Conference of 1792, and approved by Bishop Asbury. 4th. Bish-
op Emory’s writings, ¢ who gives the sanction of his own authorit{
to the aforesaid pamphlet, by quoting and using it in the twelft
section of the Defence of our Fathers.”

This, it will be allowed, is a formidable array of witnesses, suffic-
ient in any court of justice to prove any point, if they all pulled
together and affirmed the same thing. But.unfortunately for the
doctor’s cause, they don’t furnish a particle of testimony to sustain
his point. He carries us back to a period perhaps before he was
born, but we can travel as far back as 1785 and further still. He
has presented names that are long sinee gone into another world,
and has referred to others with whom we were intimately acquaint-
ed in early life. By this reference he has imposed on us a task to
give a history of the transactions with which their names were con-
nected, and this he may call raking up the ashes of the dead. But
this slang will not do now, although it has been made to serve a pur-

on former occasions. We shall therefore approach the subject
respectfully, and carefully examine what they have to say: believ-
ing it would puzzle the doctor himself to write a history of either
Church or State without mentioning the names of those who bore
a part in the transactions of which he treats.

NUMBER VIL

¢ The sources of the noblest rivers,” says the historian Macaulay,
¢ which spread fertility over continents, and bear richly laden fleets
to the sea, are to be sought in wild and_barren mountain tracts, in-
correctly laid down in maps, and rarely explored by travellers.”
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To such a tract, the history of ¢ our episcopacy ”” may not unaptly
be compared. And as Dr. Durbin has run back to the Minutes of
Conference of 1785 to sustain his position, we will go back a
little further than that, even to the first appearance of Method-
ism in this Western World, and will present an account of some
of the most prominent things connected with Methodism before
the organization of the church. We clip from a secular paper of
the day, the following account of the commencement of Methodism
in America.

A book on “ Church Architecture ” recently published in Lon-
don, contains the following interesting notice of the first Methodist
meeting house in America :

¢ The first Methodist meeting house in America was a log hut:
but subsequently through the interest of Captain Webb, a piece of
ground was procured upon Golden Hill, a 7ising ground near the
borders of New York, now named John s'reet. Materials were
purchased and contracts entered into, in the names of those individ-
uals who joined Capt. Webb in the undertaking. The building was
60 feet long by 42 wide. It was opened on the 30th October,
1768, by Mr. Embury, who being by trade a carpenter, had him-
self constructed the pulpit, from which he preached. It had an
area in front of about 30 feet square, separated from the street by
awooden fence. There were three square headed windows sur-
mounted by a circular one near the roof, below which was an arch-
ed door, and:subsequently side entrances by steps to the galleries.
In order to reach the galleries when first erected, it was necessary
to mount by aladder, and then to sit upon platforms; and for a
long time benches only with backs were provided below. Such was
the construction of the first Methodist Chapel in the Western
World.”

In reading this description of ¢ the first Methodist Chapel ”’ in
Anmerica, the mind is carried back to contemplate the congregation
that worshipped in it — the services that were performed — and
the character of the preachers who officiated there. And we can-
not believe that in a building which ¢ for a long time had benches
only with backs provided below,” the congregation was either very
large — very rich — very proud — or very showy. And as for the
preachers, although Captain Webb, as a British officer, may have
preached in his regimentals, a red coat on his back and an epaulet
on-his shoulder, he was neither stiff nor starched as many a Method-
ist preacher of our own times is. There was no strutting, self-con-
ceited fop, dressed like a dancing master, dangling his cane as he
walked to the house of God, to set his foot in that pulpit. There
was no supercillious coxcomb to flounce and flutter, like & play ac-
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tor before a starring audience. There was no Doctor of Divinity
with ¢ a wig full of learning,” to talk to a listening congregation
about things he did not understand, or if he did understand them,
were not calculated to make his hearers wise unto salvation. There
was no vindictive Laud with a heart full of bitterness and wrath
against his brethren, to ascend that pulpit and announce, Methodist
preachers are ¢ the divinely instituted ministry *” — ¢ the divinely
authorized expounders,” &c. No! all these improvements in
Methodism were reserved for future times. The preachers and
people in those days acted unded a conviction ¢ Thou God seest
me;” and when they assembled to worship, ¢ they worshipped him
in spirit and in truth.” Methodism being introduced into America
by local preachers, it was not long before Mr. Wesley sent over two
travelling preachers, Richard Boardman and Joseph Pitmore, who
landed in New York in 1769. In the latter end of 1771, Francis
Asbury and Richard Wright came over: and in 1773, Thomas
Rankin and George Shadford. Thomas Rankin was to act as Mr.
Wesley’s assistant. The first Conference that was ever held in
Anmnerica, was held in Philadelphia in June, 1773, by these six
Englishmen, with four native American preachers, who were lately
admitted to travel. In this Conference there was neitker a local
preacher nor layman, a member or representative. We beg the
reader to bear this fact in mind, that six out of the number who
composed this conference were Englishmen, inimical to the princi-
ples of civil liberty which were at that time greatly agitated, and
strongly prejudiced in favor of that ecclesiastical hierarchy, the
Church of England, of which they were at home members. This
fact shaped the course of preachers and people on this side the At-
lantic, and gave birth to that form of government with which the
Methodist societies in America are saddled at this day.

When these preachers came to America, they every where repre-
sented themselves connected with the Church of England, and un-
der the favor of some of the ministers of that church, found an
easy access to the hearts of many God-fearing persons in it. This
enabled them to form societies in many places. The pious clergy
of that church, such as Messrs. Magaw, Jarrett, McRoberts and
others, were so far from opposing them, that they greatly promoted
Methodism ; not supposing that these preachers wonk{ injure the
church of which they were ministers. It is hard to tell now, what
would have been the case, had all the minsters of that church sup-
%orwd such unblemished characters as the above named gentlemen.

ut this unhappily was not the fact. Many of them led profligate
and wicked lives, which so disgusted the pious members of the
Methodist societies, that they refused to receive the ordinances
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from them. This was a sore grievance for them ; for notwithstand-
ing they knew, that baptism and the Lord’s supper were Christian
ordinances, they could not receive them from the hands of wicked
ministers ; and in this distress they applied to their own ministers
for relief. The preachers in Virginia, in a Conference held at
Fluvanna in May, 1779, took the matter into consideration, and re-
solved that the Methodists should have the ordinances, and accord-
ingly ordained several preachers of their own body. Here was a
Presbyterian government and a Presbyterian ordination established,
which did not accord with Mr. Asbury’s high church notions
of episcopacy. .He accordingly wrote to the Virginia preachers.
that they should meet him at Manakin town to consider the matter
more maturely. In the mean time he assembled a few preachers
in Baltimore, and expelled the twenty-seven preachers in Virginia
who had taken steps to have the ordinances. Among the expelled,
we find the names of James O. Kelly, Edward Drumgold, Francis
Poythress, Henry Willis, Richard Ivey, John Major, and John
Dickins. Let us establish these statements by the records of the
Conference held by Mr. Ashbury and his few preachers.

¢ Ques. Shall we continue in close connection with the church,
and press our people to a close communion with her ? Ans. Yes.

Ques. Does this whole conference disapprove the step our
brethren have taken in Virginia ? Ans. Yes.

Ques. Do we look upon them no longer as Methodists in connee-
tion with Mr. Wesley and us, till they come back ? Ans. Agreed.

Ques. Shall brother Asbury, Garrettson, and Walters attend
the Virginian conference, and inform them of our proceedings in this,
and receive their answer ? Ans. Yes.

Ques. What must be the conditions of our union with our Vir-
ginian brethren ? Ans. To suspend all their administrations for
one year, and all meet together in Baltimore.

The Methodists to a man were astounded at the dogma which that
poor, old, blind apostate uttered, after he had deserted the reform-
ers and volunteered to serve “our episcopacy ” as prosecuting
attorney, viz: ‘ a man may be a good Christian and not be a goo
Methodist.” But was he not right after all? He well understood
““the true and original character of Methodist episcopacy,” and
knew, that with propriety and truth it could be contrasted with
Christianity. And shocking as the above assertion was at the time,
disinterested persons who will now carefully examine this ¢ episcopa-
cy,” will be led to the discovery, that it does not contain, or ever did
cantain one single Christian grace or virtue ; but is an embodiment of
ambition, power and revenge. These hateful principles are the essence
of its nature. This trinity in unity constitutes the very body and soul
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of its existence ; and it matters not whether we contemplate its acts in
infancy, in youth, or in manhood, we will find a development of
these principles, and of no other. Thus we see, that in its ve
infancy, even before it had a name, or was christened Methodist, 1t
cut off the heads of twenty-seven preachers at a stroke, although
those preachers were in Virginia at the time. And what offence
had those preachers committed ? They had, in ¢“the exigence of
necessity,’ taken steps to obtain the Christian ordinances, baptism
and the Lord’s supper, which are of divine appointment; and this
conduct standing in the way of ambition, they were expelled with-
out impeachment, trial, or offence regularly charged.” The omis-
gion of these things, however was a mere trifle in the opinion of
¢ our episcopacy ; they were first expelled, they could be tried af-
terwards. A few years after performing this exploit, it cut off the head
of Rev. John Wesley, the father and founder of Methodism, and
from whom it professed to be descended. But Mr. Wesley never
acknowledged the paternity of the upstart brat, and said, that men
might call him ¢ a knave, or a fool, or a rascal, or a scoundrel, but
they should never call him a bishop.” Several years after it had ex-
pelled Mr. Wesley, it cut off the heads of eleven ministers and twenty-
two laymen in Baltimore, and all these expulsions having been done
in that city, entitles Baltimore to the soubriquet of the SMITHFIELD
of Methodism.

The Virginia preachers were restored to their former standing;
and after two years the minute of their expulsion was cancelled.

“Ques. Shall we erase that question proposed in Deer-Creek
conference respecting the ordinances ?

Ans. Undoubtedly we must: it can have no place in our
minutes while we stand to our agreement signed in conference, it
is there disannulled.”

“The conference acknowledged their obligations to Rev. Mr.
Garrett, for his kind and friendly services to the preachers and
geople, from our first entrance into Virginia, and more particularly

or attending our conference in Sussex, public and private ; and
advise the preachers in the South to consult him and take his advise
in the absence of brother Asbury.”

Mr. Wesley was also restored, after two years, to his former
relation with the Methodists: but Dr. Coke said ‘ Mr. Wesley
never could hold up his head after the cruel treatement he received
Srom the conference; and he believed it hastened the old man’s

eath.”

“ But you have struck Mr. Wesley’s name from your minutes in
1787,” said Mr. Hammett. ¢ Yes,” said Rev. Thomas Morrell,
‘and the reasons were substantial: and for the same cause we
struck it on again in 1789.”
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The expelled ministers and laymen of Baltimore were never re-
stored ; and this was the heaviest blow that ¢ our episcopacy ” ever
received. - For they, with hundreds who were excommunicated in
other places, and with thousands who withdrew from the Church on
account of the persecutions of the reformers, took suitable measures
to organize a new church, the constitution and government of which
are much more after the nature of our republican institutions than
the Methodist Episcopal Church.

From these historical facts, we think every disinterested person
will perceive, what is the ¢ true and original character of Metho-
dist Episcopacy, even in its embryo state ;” and we think that any
one who would represent it as meek, as modest, and inoffensive as
a miss just entering into her teens, is neither acquainted with its
history, nor has he studied its nature, or ifhe has, he does not con-
sider what he says.

NUMBER. VIII

Having presented in my last letter some instances of the power of
life and death exercised by “ our episcopacy,” before and after it
was called by that name, it may be well for us now to turn back
and take a view of the political state of the country at the time
the Methodist preachers arrived who were sent over by Mr.
Wesley, and trace the steps by which Mr. Asbury; one of those
preachers, became possesed of such tremendous powers as have been
exercised by the bishops of the Methodist Episcopal Church.

He must be profoundly ignorant of the history of the American
Colonies, and of the causes which led to the Revolutionary war,
who does not know, that at the period of the arrival of those mis-
sionaries, the inhabitants of the country were in a state of the
greatest excitement bordering on rebellion against the acts of the
British Parliament and the government of George the Third. And
every year after their arrival, instead of the country becoming more
tranquil, the dissatisfaction increased, and things grew worse and
worse, until at last the people from Maine to Georgia were engaged
in & general war with (great Britain. Now, how did these six mis-
sionaries, who were the first preachers Mr. Wesley sent over, con-
duct themselves in those exciting times ? We are under no necessity
of drawing on our imagination for an answer to this question, for
history furnishes the reply. Mr. Wesley himself was strongly
opposed to the proceedings of the Colonists: and that the reader
may know what were his sentiments with respect to the claims of
the Americans, we will furnish, an extract from a communication he
sent for publication to Lloyd’s Evening Post, Nov. 27, 1775.
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¢ Now there is no possible way to put out this flame, or hinder its
rising higher and higher, but to show, that the Americans are not
used either cruelly or unjustly that they are not injured at all, seeing
they are not contending for lberty ; (this they had even in its full ex-
tent, both civil and religious,) neither for any legal privileges ; for
they enjoy all their charters grant. But what they contend for is,
the Illegal Privilege of being exempt from parliamentary taxation.
A privilege this which no charter ever gave to any. American
Colony yet ; which no charter can give, unless it be confirmed both
by King, Lords, and Commons: which in fact, our colonies never
had ; which they never claimed till the present reign. This being the
real state of the question, without any coloring or aggravation, what
impartial man can either blame the king or commend the Americans ?
— With thisview, to quench the fire by laying the blame where it
was due, the ¢ Calm Address” was written. I am, Sir,

Your humble servant,
JonN WEsLEY.”

Entertaining these opinions, it cannot be supposed, that Mr.
Wesley would have sent over missionaries who were in favor of the
Anmerican cause, even if he had any such preachers in his connec-
tion. No, never. The men who were sent over by him were, to
a man, of Wesley's sentiments. They knew what his sentiments
were. They knew he had written and published them; and they
knew they dare not advance any sentiments contrary to his, if they
were 5o inclined. But they were not. They were all men after
his own heart in respect to these things; and knowing his opposition
to the American cause, they reéchoed his sentiments wherever they
went. Had they, when they arrived in a country that was agitated
from its centre to its utmost{oundaries by political matters, confined
themselves to their legitimate . calling— had they been content to
preach the gospel, and in the discharge of this high and holy calling
aimed at the glory of God and the salvation of immortal souls, we
cannot suppose they would have met with the opposition they did
from the American people. But as Englishmen, they blended poli-
tics with their religious services. As subjects of the king of Great
Britain, they insulted the Americans, calling them rebels, and spoke
contemptuously of that cause which the people had sworn to support.
They extolled the measures of the British ministry, thereby provin
themselves enemies of liberty and advocates of oppression. An
what was the result ? What every man of common sense might
know would be the result — hatred and opposition to them wherever
they went : until at last, five out of the six fled. for their lives, and
the sixth, Mr. Asbury, was obliged to lie concealed in Mr. White’s,
in the State of Delaware. Nor is there any evidence that Mr.
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Asbury, though he remained in the country, was less inimical to the
Anmerican cause than his brethren and countrymen were who fled for
their lives. Nor has it ever fallen within the knowledge of the wri-
ter that Mr. Asbury ever became a citizen of the United Statés of
Anmerica, or renounced his allegiance to the king of Great Britain to
the day of his death.

Nor was it the English preachers only who involved themselves
in trouble by their hostility to the cause in which the colonies were
engaged. For we learn from the history of those times, that
there were many Tories among the native Americans, who were
willing to live under British rule, notwithstanding their countrymen
were striving to shake off the authority of the British crown. As
this class of men had it in their power to do great injury to the
cause of the Colonies, it was necessary to watch them closely, and
prevent them from doing that injury they were disposed to do.
Among the natives who were disaffected to the American cause, we
think we have a right to place the name of Freeborn Garrettson, a
travelling preacher, because he, like Mr. Asbury, refused to take
¢ the oath of fidelity.”” He tells us himself, that his friends urged
him to take it, assigning as a reason that he might be more useful
among the people—*“but it was all to mo purpose.”” This was
enough to awaken suspicion in the public minﬁgainst him, and to
convince the whigs, that if he ever had been ¢ a professed friend to
the American cause, his mind had undergone a change, perhaps
through the influence of Mr. Asbury or of some other of the Eng-
lish preachers. Whether it was owing to his refusal to take ¢ the
oath of fidelity,” or whether it was owing to an avowed hostility to
the cause in which America was engaged, that he was committed to
prison, we do not undertake to determine ; but so it was, Mr. Gar-
rettson was safely lodged in jail. In his address to the magistrate
who committed him, he says—¢ I beseech you to think seriously of
what you have done, and prepare to meet God; be assured I am
not ashamed of the cross of Christ; for I consider it an honor to be
imprisoned for the gospel of my dear Lord.”” Is it not strange that
Mr Garrettson should consider his being imprisoned, an imprisonment
for preaching the gospel of Christ, when it is as clear as a sun beam,
that he was imprisoned for being disaffected to the cause of his coun-
try ? Surely these are very different causes. The one was alto-
gether of a political character ; the other was of a purely religious
nature. At no period of our life have we heard or read, that the
Americans have ever warred against religion or religious charac-
ters; no, they warred against tyranny and tyrants. The ecivil
authorities had reason to suspect native American preachers, who
would not take the oath,as well as foreigners, as being enemies to

4
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the American cause, and they treated them accordingly. All
therefore that Mr. G. or J. H. or any other preacher suffered, they
brought it on themselves bg their imprudence and attachment to
King George and the British government; and not by preaching
the gospel of Christ, or their attachment to Christianity.

In confirmation of our views we will present an extract from the
writings of Mr. William Watters, another American preacher of
those early times. He says—*‘ Our quarterly meeting was held at
Maberry’s chapel in August, 1777. We had a very large assem-
bly of people, and many preachers. We were a little interrupted
Jjust before our meeting commenced. Several of us being from
another State, a magistrate presented to us the oath of allegiance
{(just published) which required ministers of every denomination be-
longing to another state, if they refused taking it, to give bond and
security to leave the state in a given time, or go to jail. As it res-
pected myself, I had no hesitation in taking it, but the difficulty was,
gseveral of my brethren” (mark that) ¢ could not, and my taking it
would make them the more suspected, though there was no more to
be feared from them than myself. Finding from our conversation
the magistrate grew very uneasy, I concluded that if I was to take
the oath he would overlook the others present, as the quarterl
meeting was called mine. A. Y—n [perhaps Andrew Yearganj
a Virginian, and myself took the oath, and it was as I expected, he
quietly retired. I do not know that I ever before or since the war,
travelled with more safety.”

We will now notice the steps by which Mr. Asbury rose to power ;
stating that we are indebted to the ministers of the Annual Confer-
ence from 1773 to 1813, for the information we have on the sub-
ject, and shall make a remark or two to help the reader, when it is
deemed necessary, as we go along.

1773. “Qught not the authority of Mr. Wesley and that Con-
ference be extended to the preachers and people in America, as well
asin Great Britain and Ireland ? Ans. Yes.”” Note this was the
first Conference ; and the starting point of Methodist organization
was submission to Mr. Wesley’s authority.

1774—"75—and ’76—there was no change one way or another.

1777. “Ques. As the present distress 1s such, are the preach-
ers resolved to take no step to detatch themselves from the work of
God for the ensuing year? Ans. We purpose by the grace of God
not to take any step that may separate us from the brethren, or
from the blessed work in which we are engaged.” N. B. Ordi-
nation was not yet obtained.

1778. The five British preachers fled to Europe before the sit-
ting of the Conference ; and Mr. Asbury found an asylum at Mr.
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White’s in Delaware. Mr. Asbury’s name is not published in the
Minutes of this year. Why ? because he dare not travel at large.

1779. There were two Conferences this year, and the minutes
of each are bound in the volume. One Conference was held in
Kent County, state of Delaware, where Mr. Asbury was concealed,
the other was held in Fluvanna, Virginia.

% Ques. Why was the Delaware conference held ? Ans. For
the convenience of the preachers in the northern stations, that we
all might have an opportunity of meeting in conference ; it being un-
advisable for brother Asbury and brother Ruff and .some others”
(notice that reader) ¢ to attend in Virginia; it is considered also
as preparatory to the conference in Virginia. Our sentiments to be
givian in by brother Watters.”” Tories did not think it safe to travel
i 1779.

Ques. Shall we guard against a separation from the Church,
directly or indirectly ? Ans. By all means.”

¢ Ques. Qught not brother Asbury to act as General Assistant
in America ?

“ Ans. He ought: 1st, on account of his age: 2d, because
originally appointed by Mr. Wesley: 3d, being joined with Messrs.
Rankin and Shadford by express order from Mr. Wesley. Was
not one reason split in two to swell the number ? Be it as it may;
there is none now greater than Mr. Asbury; he is next to Mr.
Wesley himselfin power and authority. Only in the throne was Pha-
raoh greater than Joseph. But how did Mr. Asbury get so near the
throne? Not by Mr. Wesley’s appointment. Not by an election
of the majority of the travelling preachers, but by a few tor
preachers, who met in Kent County, state of Delaware, and said,
Mr. Asbury ¢ ought” to be General Assistant. That is the way
business was done, and the platform of Methodist episcopacy was
laid after this fashion.

The same tory conference next year expelled twenty-seven
preachers in Virginia, for striving to have the ordinances.

1780. ““Ques. Shall all the travelling preachers take a license
from every conference, importing that they are assistants or helpers
in connection with us? Ans. Yes.”

¢ Ques. Shall brother Asbury sign it in behalf of the Confer-
ence? Ans. Yes. ‘

“ Ques. Qught it to be strictly enjoined on all our local preach-
ers and exhorters, that no one presume to speak in public without
taking a note every quarter (if required,) and be examined by the
assistant with respect to his qualification and reception? Ans,
Yes.”” Note, Mr. Asbury is now General Assistant, and is to sign
the licences of ¢ all the travelling preachers;”” and no local preacher
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or exhorter is to ¢ presume” to open his mouth without Mr. As-
bury’s consent.

1781. ¢ Ques. Shall any assistant take a local preacher to travel
in the circuit, in the vacancy of conference without consulting
brother Asbury? Ans. No.”

1782. Ques. Do the brethrenin Conference unanimously choose
brother Asbury to act according to Mr. Wesley’s original appoint-
ment, and preside over the American conferences, and the whole
work? Ans. Yes.”

Mr. Norris.—From the bottom of my heart I am glad my sheet
is full, and that I can write no more of such stuff. I am sick, liter-
ally sick, in contemplating the ambition of an Englishman and an
enemy to our country, trying to get into the saddle to ride native
Americans—and I am disgusted beyond expression with the mean-
ness of soul of those Americans, for letting him do it.

NUMBER IX.

In tracing the steps by which Mr. Asbury arrived at the power
with which he was invested, we proceeded as we would proceed, if
we were about to purchase a piece of land. We would examine
the titles, beginning with the grant, if that could be obtained, and
then look at the conveyances of the different persons through whose
hands it had passed, until we arrived at the title of the person from
whom we were about to purchase. Proceeding in this way, we soon
found that the records of Methodist Episcopacy could not be de-

nded on ; for in every instance there were representations made
which did not bear the stamp of truth, or the records were altered
from what they originally were. We found they were ﬂ'etty much
like the surveyor’s land-plats that we have heard of. How is that,
say you ? We will tell you. There was a surveyor in one of our
southern States, who, a few years after the Revolutionary war, con-
ceived the design of making a fortune in a little time, by taking u
a large body of worthless, vacant land : and to make up for the ba£
ness of the soil, he hit upon an expedient to carry out his purpose.
He furnished himself with a sufficient number of twigs or cuttings of
walnut, hickory, oak, dogwood and such trees as indicate by their
growth, the richness of the soil where they are found ; and being
thus furnished he went to the woods and commenced operations.
He first stuck down a walnut twig, and made it a corner. He then
stretched his chain a few times, stuck down a hickory switch, and
called it a station. He then ran a few chains more, stuck down an



46

oak for another corner, and made his dogwood cuttings witnesses.
having run several thousand acres of land in this way, he then form-
ed his plats according to his notes—took them to New York—sold
his land at auction—put the proceeds in his pocket, and went home.
But when the purchasers went to look at their land, they could not
find a Walnut, Hickory, Oak, or Dogwood tree on all that they had
purchased. Now what do you call such conduct as this? We
think it would puzzle a Philadelphia lawyer to make it out any thing
else than a swindling transaction. As there are some very striking
points of similarity between the land titles of the above surveyor,
and the titles of Methodist Episcopacy, we shall re-survey ¢ our
episcopacy,”’ construct a new plat, establish the true and original
land-marks, and present & map of the whole, compiled from the most
accurate authorities. .
* In the mean time another aspirant after the honors of the Episco-
pal office may present himself before the public, and disregarding
the truth of history, may undertake to prove, that Mr. Wesley was
never opposed to America in her revolutionary struggles, but that
his ¢ Calm Address to the Colonies,” was written to excite indig-
nation in the peo§le of England against the British ministry, and
thereby promote the American cause. He may go farther and say
that the six missionaries, while they remained in the country, were
friendly to the cause of the Colonies—that not one of them ever fled
for his life; that Mr, Asbury never lay concealed at Mr. White’s,
in Delaware ; that there were no tory preachers among the native
Anmericans ; that none of them were sent to jail, and deny that
others dare not travel at large ; and that it is & libel on ¢ the fair
and honorable fame ” of those holy men to insinuate any of those
things. If such statements should be published it would not sur-
prise the writer, for assertions: equally absurd and untrue have been
published already. o

We are now come to the period when the Rev. Thomas Coke,
L.L. D., arrived in the United States, authorized by Mr. Wesley to
confer ordination on the American preachers. The doctor landed
in New York, on the 3d day of November, 1784 ; and without
spending unnecessary time either there, or in Philadelphia, he has-
tened on to the South to ind Mr. Asbury. As Mr. Asbury was
undoubtedly the most prominent person of those times, it may not be
amiss to present at one view the power.he possessed prior to the
Conference of 1784 when, it is said, he was ¢ elected ”’ to the office
of superintendent or bishop. 1. He was General Assistant, and as
such presided in all the conferences. 2. “ On hearing every
preacher for and against what is in debate, the right of determina-
tion shall rest vg}h him,” . 8. Every travelling preacher shall take
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a license from conference bearing his signature, and without it no
preacher shall travel. (“ No negro shall be found without the lim-
its of his master’s plantation without a ticket :” so says the law in
slave States.) 4. No local preacher or exhorter shall ¢ presume *
to speak in public without taking a note every quarter, that he has
been examined by Mr. Asbury, which note shall have his signature.
5. The colored people are to be met by the Assistant, or those per-
gons he may appoint in his absence. 6. No preacher shall take a
local preacher to travel on the circuit with him without consultmn
Mr. Asbury. 7. No place from which preaching has been remov
shall have it again without his leave. And, 8. He shall see that
all the meeting-houses, and every description of property shall be
secured according to discipline. These were the powers, as we
learn from the minutes of those years, with which Mr. Asbury was
invested, before the sitting of the Conference of 1784 ; nor can we
conceive of any which he did not, at that period enjoy, save the
power of ordination. Now we submit it to the reader, was it likely
that a man of Mr. Asbury’s ambition and love of authority would
put all these prerogatives to the hazard of a vote, when he was very
certain that nothing could be gained by so doing? We think not.
For, 1. He knew that election to office was no part of Mr. Wesley’s
polic{;I 2. He knew that Mr. Wesley, by his letter to the Ameri-
can Methodists, had ¢ appointed” him superintendent with Dr.
Coke. 2. He knew that the doctor was ¢ commissioned and direc-
ted to ordain him.” 4. He knew that he and a few tory preachers
in Baltimore, in 1780, had excommunicated a very large majority
of the travelling preachers a few years before ; and how could he
tell that those preachers would not now be avenged on him, and
withhold their votes from him? However, asit has been affirmed
by some, that both he and Dr. Coke were elected by that confer-
ence to the Episcopal office ; and the Minutes of that conference
have been appealed to in proof of this affirmation ; and as this aver-
ment has been positively (fenied by others, let us turn to the records
and see what they say on the subject.

We have now lying before us three editions of the book of Disci-
pline of the Methodist Episcopal Church. The first was printed in
¢¢ Elizabeth Town, by Shepard Kollock, in 1788.” The second
was printed in * New York, by T. Kirk, No. 48 Maiden Lane, for
the Methodist Society, and sold by E. Cooper and J. Wilson, at the
Book-room, 1804.” The third was “ published by N. Bangs, and
I. Emory, at the Methodist Printing office, New York, 1825.” The
second and third agree in their statements respecting the induction
of the Methodist bishops into office, but both differ very much from
the first. But all, first, second, and third, differ from the minutes
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of conference of 1784, on which Dr. Durbin relied to prove that a
Methodist bishop was only an officer of the conference, and could be
removed without impeachment or trial.

Let us now examine each of those editions, and then compare
what they say with the minutes of 1785. The title page of the first
edition runs thus : ¢ A form of Discipline for the Ministers, Preach-
ers, and Members of the Methodist Episcopal Church in America,
considered and approved at a Conference held at Baltimore, in the
State of Maryland, on Monday the- 27th of December, 1784 : in
which the Reverend Thomas Coke, L. L. D., and the Reverend
Francis Asbury, presided. And what does this edition of the Dis-
cipline say respecting Thomas Coke and Francis Asbury, being
elected to the Episcopal office at the Conference of 1784-5?7 Not
one word. Does the reader wish to know what it does say ? Here
itis:

“ We are thoroughly convinced, that the Church of England, to
which we have been united, is deficient in several of the most im-
portant parts of Christian discipline ; and that (a few ministers and
members excepted) it has lost the life and power of religion. We
are not ignorant of the spirit and designs it has ever discovered in
Europe, of rising to pre-eminence and wordly dignities by virtue of
a national establishment, and by the most servile devotion to the will
of temporal governors: and we fear the same spirit will lead the
same Church in these United States (though altered in its name)
to similar designs and attempts, if the number and strength of its
members will ever afford a probability of success; and particularly
to obtain a national establishment, which we cordially abhor as the
great bane of truth and holiness, and a great impediment to the pro-
gress of vital Christianity. For these reasons, we have thought it
our duty to form ourselves into an independent Church. And as
the most excellent mode of church government, according to our
maturest judgment, is that of a moderate Episcopacy ; and as we
are persuaded, that the uninterrupted succession of Bishops from
the Apostles, can be proved neither from Scripture nor antiquity ;
we therefore have constituted ourselves into an Episcopal Church
under the direction of Bishops, Elders, Deacons and Preachers, ac-
cording to the forms of ordination annexed to our ?rayer-book, and
the regulations laid down in this form of discipline.”

Now the reader will perceive that there is not one word here
about electing Dr. Coke, or Mr. Asbury, to the office of superin-
tendent or bishop. Indeed, so far is it from countenancing an elec-
tion, that the whole phraseology is adverse to such an idea. It
‘therefore only contradicts Dr. Durbin’s interpretations of the min-
utes of Conference of 1784-5. But it falsifies the statements made
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in those minutes which say—* and following the counsel of Mr.
‘John Wesley, who recommended the Episcopal mode of church gov-
ernment, we thought it best to become an Episcopal Church,” &ec.
When, where, and to whom, did Mr. Wesley give this ¢ counsel ?”’
‘Who ever saw his * recommendation > Noone. Who can believe
that he gave either the one or the other, when he says near the
close of his letter,—*¢ They are now at full liberty, simply to follow
the Seriptures and the primitive church.” Never was there a
greater fraud, in our opinion, practised upon a confiding people
than is the government of the Methodist Episcopal Church, and
these minutes we will mark a ¢ Walnut corner.”

We will next see if the second or third edition of the book of Dis-
cipline will sustain the assertion, that Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury
were elected by the Conference of 1784-5, to the office of a super-
intendent or bishop. They sayin Chap. I, Sec. 1, which treats
“of the origin of the Methodist Episcopal Church :”—In conse-
quence of this, our venerable friend, who under God, had been the
father of the great revival of religion now extending over the earth,
by the means of the Methodists, determined to ordain ministers for
Anmerica ; and for this purpose, in the year 1784, sent over three
regularly ordained clergy; but preferring the Episcopal mode of
church government to any other, he solemnly set apart, by the im-
gmition of his hands and prayer, one of them, viz: Thomas Coke,

octor of civil Law, late of Jesus College, in the University of Ox-
ford, and a presbyter of the Church of England, for the Episcopal
office ; and having delivered to him letters of episcopal orders com-
missioned and directed him to set apart Francis Asbury, then gen-
eral assistant of the Methodist society in America for the same epi
copal office, he, the said Francis Asbury being first ordained dea-
con and elder. In consequence of which, the said Francis Asbury,
was solemnly set apart for the said episcopal office, by prayer and
the imposition of the hands of the said Thomas Coke, other regu-
larly ordained ministers assisting in the sacred ceremony. At
which time the General Conference held at Baltimore, did unani-
mously receive the said Thomas Coke and Francis Asbury, as their
bishops, being fully satisfied of the validity of their Episcopal ordi-
nation.” Well, is there any thing here about electing either Dr,
Coke or Mr. Asbury to the office of superintendent or bishop ? Not
a word. It says—*‘ the Conference did unanimously receive them
as their bishops, being fully satisfied of their Episcopal ordination.”
Receiving, then, is one thing, electing is another. ?ﬂ:e people of &
Territory recetve & governor appointed by the President of the
States—the people elect their own Governor when they are admit-
ted as a State into the Union. But even if it had been asserted



49

they were elected, we could not credit the statement, because this
is a false document fabricated to perpetuate the fraud of Methodist
Episcopacy. Let the reader collate what this contains with what is
contained in the Discipline of 1788: he has both documents before
him in this letter. If the one of 1788 is true, this is false—if this
is true, that is false. We belive the record of 1788 is true, for it
bears the internal marks of truth. We believe this is false, for it
bears ¢ prima facie ” evidence of its falsity. The former ascribes
the adoption of the Episcopal form of government to their ¢ matur-
est judgment ’—this ascribes it to Mr. Wesley’s ¢ preference > for
this form of government. The former does not say one word about
Mr. Wesley’s ordaining Thomas Coke to the Episcopal office—it
does not even mention Mr. Wesley’s name—this abounds with the
most pompous terms— three regularly ordained clergy ”— set-
ting apart Thomas Coke for the Episcopal office ”—¢ giving him
letters of Episcopal orders,” &c. The former was written at the
time the transactions took place of which it treats—this was written
several years afterward, when Mr. Wesley was dead and could not
contradict its false statements. The Church was organized in 1784.
Mr. Wesley died the 2d of March, 1791, and this record speaks of
him as ¢ the late Rev. John Wesley.” This word  late ” has prov-
ed the falsity of the records. Reader, look in your book of Disci-
pline and you will find what I say is true. I shall therefore stick
down a Hickory switch here as_a mark of falsehood, and call this
the ¢ Hickory station.”

NUMBER. X.

It must be extremely mortifying to the members of the Methodist
Episcopal Church, both North and South, to see such grave state-
ments go out to the world as are contained in these letters, that
there can be no reliance placed on the records of the Church, as we
now have them, in as much as these records have been fabricated to
foist Episcopacy on the Methodist societies, or were altered to per-
petuate the institution. Some pious souls, who have always thought
the founders of the government of the church were so holy and self-
sacrificing as to be above the little arts of trickery and deceit, will
stand astounded at the revelations which these letters contain ; un-
willing to believe such' heavy charges, and yet unable to disprove
them. Some, again, having a direct interest in perpetuating ¢ our
episcopacy,” as their own support and the support of their families
depend on its continuance, (and the whole body of the travelling
preachers are of this class,) may feign to treat this subject with
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indifference — ascribe these statements to unworthy motives on the
part of the writer — represent him as aspiring after the Episco,
office himself, and induce the great body of the Methodists to
lieve, or affect to believe, what these gentlemen say. Whilst others,
who stand connected with the society, as the misletoe does with the
oak, and who are strangers to the graces which form the Christian,
will get mad, denounce the Olive Branch for giving circulation to
those statements, and wish that all the curses which the Church of
Rome has pronounced against heretics, may fall on the head of the
writer. But one reply will suit all classes of doubters and object-
ors: gentlemen, subdue your wrath—withhold your maledictions,
and confute these charges if you can. If the statements here
made are false, their falsity can be proved : if true, why condemn
the writer for writing what is true ? It was certainly deserving of
censure to forge or alter the records ; but it remains to be proved
that it is wrong to say they have been forged or altered.

Of those records which are false, the minutes of Conference of
1784-5, hold a conspicous place. They begin thus—* As it was
unanimously agreed at this conference that circumstances made it
expedient for us to become a separate body under the denomination
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, it is necessary that we should
here assign some reason for so doing.

The following extract of a letter from the Rev. Mr. John Wesley
will afford as good an explanation as can be given on this subject.
They then insert this ¢ extract,” and proceed to say,—* Therefore,
at this Conference we formed ourselves into an Independent Church ;
and followed the counsel of Mr. John Wesley, who recommended
the Episcopal mode of church government, we thought it best to
become an Episcopal Church, making the Episcopal office elective,
and the elected superintendent or bishop, amenable to the body of
ministers or preachers.”

Before we enter on the proofs of the falsity of these minutes, or
institute an enquiry as to the ¢ circumstances which made it expe-
dient ”’ for them ¢ to become a separate body ”’— an Independent
Church,” we will take occasion to say, that the phraseology here
used does not invalidate what we have heretofore said about Dr.
Coke and Mr. Asbury not being eleted to the office of superinten-
dent or bishop by this Conference. It was declared when the church
was organized, ¢ that the uninterrupted succession of Bishops from
the Apostles can be proved neither from Scripture nor antiquity,”
and the Conference, Ea.ving given up the doctrine of ¢ uninterrupted
succession”’ as untenable, they were obliged to resort to that of
election as they had formed themse]ves into an ¢ Independent
Church ”” — independent of Mr. Wesley — but their making * the
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Episcopal office elective,” had regard to those who might subse-
-quently be elevated to that high station, and not to Dr. Coke or Mr.
Asbury who had been appointed by Mr. Wesley, and had been in-
ducted into office. :

That these minutes are not the true and original minutes of the
Conference of 1784-5, I argue,—

1. Because *the volume of Minutes, published by the Rev.
John Dickens,” being out of print, it was succeeded by the present
volume, which contains what purports to be the minutes of the sev-
eral conferences from 1778 to 1818, inclusive. This volume was
prepared by Mr. Asbury, and every thing was omitted that it was
thought would invalidate the claims of  our episcopacy.”

2. The language of these minutes is the language of past time.,

¢ Tt was unanimously agreed ”’—¢¢ circumstances made it expedient
for us to become a separate body ’—* we formed ourselves into an
Episcopal Church,” &e.
. 8. 'The term bishop which occurs in these minutes was never
used before 1787, when Mr. Asbury desired the preachers, when
they wrote to him, to'style him bishop. When Mr. Wesley was
expelled by the conference of 1787, the next year the minutes
read thus,— h

“ @. Who are the Bishops of our church for the United States?

A.. Thomas Coke, Francis Asbury.” Before this they read,—
¢ who are the superintendents ? ”’ _

4. ‘“Because we have the testimony of the Rev. Jesse Lee,
that the minutes were altered. In the course of this year(1787)
Mr. Asbury reprinted the General Minutes, but in a different form
Jrom what they were before. . . . This was the first time that
our superintendents ever gave themselves the title of bishops in the
minutes. They changed the title themselves without the consent of
the conference ; and at the next Conference they asked the preach-
ers if the word b¢shop might stand in the minutes, seeing that it
‘was a scriptural name, and the meaning of the word dishop was the
same with that of superintendent. Some of the preachers opposed
the alteration, and wished to retain the former title, but a majority
of the preachers agreed to let the word bishop remain.” Lee’s
History of Methodism, page 128.

5. There is no document written defore Mr. Wesley’s death
which ascribes the Episcopal form of Church government to him,
his ¢ counsel,” advice or * recommendation : ”’ but as soon as ever
death had imposed silence on his tongue, and his hand had been
rendered incapable of contradicting their statements, then do these
reverend bishops ascribe the mode of church government to him,
and it off on the credulous Methodists under the sanction of
Mr. Wesley’s name.
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6. The Minutes which were taken at the Conference of 1784~
6, were printed by Charles Cist, of Philadelphia, a copy of them
was taken by Dr. Coke to England, and withthe Prayer book which
had been abridged by Mr. Wesley, were re-printed, not at Mr.
Wesley’s press, but at that of ¢ Frys & Couchman, Worship street,
Upper Moorsfield, 1786.” These Minutes, which are the true and
ortginal ones, consist of seventy-six questions with their answers,
occupying thirty-three pages of an octavo Prayer book. The min-
utes which we have in the bound volume consist of seventeen

uestions with their answers, and occupy seven pages of a 12mo.

e shall notice only one question in the original minutes and its
answer.

« Q. 3. As the ecclesiastical as well as civil affairs of the United
States have passed through a very considerable change by the rev-
olution, what plan of Church government shall we hereafter

ursue ? *

A. We will form ourselves into an Episcopal Church, under the
direction of superintendents, elders, deacons, and helpers according
to the forms of ordination annexed to our Liturgy, and the form of
discipline set forth in these minutes.”

The reader is now requested to compare this account of the ori-
gin of our Episcopal government, with the account published in the
book of Discipline, and with that in the volume of Minutes. The
difference is so glaring that every one must see it. In this answer,
there is not & word about Mr. Wesley’s “recommend: ng the Epis-
copal mode of church government ’—nothing about his * preferring *
that mode to any other ; nothing about his ¢ counsel ”” to ordain a
third order of ministers; nothing about ‘“a separate and inde-

ndent church.” Nothing. These things never had Mr. Wes-
Baey’s approbation. As soon a8 Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury had an-
nounced themselves Bishops in the minutes of conference, Mr. Wes-

* This question will fix the lie for ever on the declaration that Mr. Wesley was
the author of the Episcopal form of Church government for the Methodist socie-
ties in the United States, no matter how modified the language of the statement
may be, or by whom made. For if the conference were acting under the direction
of Mr. Wesley, or in conformity with his instruction and “ counsel” in this thing,
there could have been no room to ask, “ what plan of church government shall we
hereafter pursue ?” Dr. Durbin knew, in debate, that the minutes of 1784-5 were
altered, or he did not. If he did not know they were altered, he is very ignorant
of Methodist Episcopacy and the history of the Church. If he did know this to
be the fact, and we believe he did, because it was proved in the work to which * the
Defence of our Fathers ” purported to be a reply, it will follow that the doctor has
knowingly appealed to a foryad document to prove a ﬂalse proposition. Is this the
system o! etgxm, Doctor, that was taught at the College of Carlisle, over which
’,ﬂ; pres;g.ed 7 Ah, doctor, there is nothing like TRUTH to carry a man safc through

worl
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ley wrote Mr. Asbury the following letter. See Moore’s Life of
Wy;sley. Vol. II. p. 285.

¢ LoNDoN, Sept. 20th, 1788.

¢ There is, indeed, a wide difference between the relation where-
in you stand to the Americans, and the relation wherein I stand to
all the Methodists. You are the elder brother of the American
Methodists ; I am, under God, the father of the whole family.
Therefore, I na,turall{ care for you all, in a manner no other person
can do. Therefore I, in a measure, provide for you all; for the
supplies which Dr. Coke provides for you, he could not provide,
were it not for me ; were it not that I, not only permit him to col-
lect, but support him in so doing.

¢ But in one point, my dear brother, I am afraid both the Doctor
and you differ from me. Istudy to be Lttle, you study to be great.
I creep, you strut along. I found a school, you a college. Nay,
and call 1t after your own name! O beware! Do not seek to be
gomething ! Let me be nothing, and Christ be all in all.

¢ One instance of this your greatness has given me great concern.
How can you, how dare you suffer yourself to be called a Bishop !
I shudder, I 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 consent, call me a Bishop! For my sake, for God’s
sake, for Christ’s sake, put a full end to this! Let the Presbyte-
rians do what they please, but let the: Methodists know their calling
better. Thus my dear Franky, I have told you all that is in my
heart, and let this, when I am no more seen, bear witness how sin-
cerely, I am your affectionate friend-and brother,

“JonN WESLEY.”

Respecting this letter which did not see the light for near forty
years after the death of Mr. Wesley, it may be proper to make a
few remarks: 1. Mr. Wesley bequeathed his manuscripts and pa-
pers to the following persons,—*“I give all my manuscripts to

'homas Coke, Doctor Whitehead and Henry Moore, to be burnt or
published as they see good.” 2. ¢ Dr. Whitehead was solicited to
write Mr. Wesley’s life by the executors, preachers, and others.”
8. ¢ The three persons to whom Mr. Wesley had bequeathed his
manuscripts, of whom Dr. Whitehead was one, deliberately agreed
that the Doctor should have the use of those manuscripts to assist
him in executing the work, and they having been delivered uncon-
ditionally to him for that end, he had a right to the discretional use
of them, notwithstanding that two of those persons afterwards changed
their mind 5on the subject.” 4. This letter does not appear in

L]



64

Whitehead’s life of Wesley, Coke and Moore having changed their
mind with respect to the doctor having a right to the discretional
use of Mr. Wesley’s papers. 5. Shortly after Mr. Wesley’s death,
Coke and Moore published a life of Mr. Wesley. Itis highly prob-
able this work was written by Dr. Coke, though published under the
names of the two gentlemen. Be that as it may, this letter does
not appear in that work, for reasons too plain and obvious to be mis-
taken. 6. Several years after Dr. Coke bad sailed to India, and
had died on the passage, Mr. Moore published a life of Mr. Wesley
in two volumes, octavo ; and then, for the first time this noted letter
was given to the public. This letter alone, we think, is sufficient
to settle the matter of Mr. Wesley’s recommendation of the Epis-
copal form of church government with every intelligent and disin-
terested person ; but if it serves to prove his * recommendation,”
it may be asked why was ¢ our beloved Emory ” afraid to publish
it in his ¢ Defence of our Fathers”? Seriously, we think as soon
as this letter was received, steps ought to have been taken to do
Mr. Wesley justice, by stating in the Minutes that he was opposed
to the name of Bishop, and to have taken upon themselves all the
responsibility of creating an Episcopal form of government. This,
however, they had not the magnanimity to do. The above letter
was suppressed. Its contents were never suffered to transpire.
But Mr. Wesley was made to speak a language he never spoke.
His name was used to give a sanction to their measures, which it
was thought would disarm resistance, if any were offered ; and
this means was an Episcopal form of government established, the
name of the Rev. John Wesley being given as a passport to all the
ecclesiastical honors it could bestow.

NUMBER XI.

As it has been affirmed in the minutes for 1784-5 that ¢ circum-
stances made it expedient for us at this conference to become a se
rate body,” the next step in the investigation is to enquire, wm
were those ¢ circumstances,” and from whom did they make it ex-
pedient for this conference to separate ? To be able to give a true
answer to these enquiries it will be proper to consider the state and
relation of the Methodist socicties in America before, and during
the Revolutionary war.

1st. These societies were connected with Mr. Wesley and the
English Methodists, esteeming themselves and being esteemed, as
one family. In proof of this position let us hear what Mr. Wesley
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says ;— It pleased God, sixty years ago, by me to awaken and
Jjoin together a little company of people at Oxford, and a few years
after, a small company in London, whence they spread throughout
the land. Sometime after, I was much importuned to send some of
my children to America, to which I cheerfully consented. God
prospered their labors: but they and their children still esteemed
themselves one family ; no otherwise divided than as Methodists on
one sideof the Thames are divided from the other.”

- 2d. The societies in America were cared for, and to a very con-
siderable extent provided for, in pecuniary matters, by Mr. Wesley.
In a letter to Mr. Asbury, he says :— There is indeed a wide duf-
ference between the relation wherein you stand to the Americans,
and the relation wherein I stand to all the Methodists. . You are
the elder brother of the American Methodists ; I am, under God,
the father of the whole family. Therefore I naturally care for you
all, in a manner no-other person can do. Therefore I, in a meas-
ure, provide for you all : for the supplies which Dr. Coke provides
for you, he could not provide, were 1t not for me ; were it not that
I not only permit him to collect, but support him in so doing.”” The
condition, therefore, of the American societies up to the close of the
Revolutionary war, was a condition of union with, and dependence
on, Mr. Wesley ; and not with the church of England, only so far
as he was connected with that church.

8d. Mr. Wesley was importuned before the commencement of ac-
tual hostilities, but especially during the continuance of the war, to
assist the societies in spiritual matters, by taking some steps to pro-
cure for them ¢ the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s supper ;”
inasmuch as they were obliged to receive those sacraments from the
hands of men who, in general, were not thought fit persons to offi-
ciate in Divine things, or go without the ordinances. He accord-
ingly made application to the Bishop of London to ordain ¢ one
only ” for them ; but his request being refused, he took measures,
after the close of the war, to comply with their solicitations, by or-
daining and sending over some of his preachers to administer those
sacred ordinances. Hence it is plain that the ¢ circumstances
which made it expedient for the conference to become a separate
body,” did not grow out of the connection of the societies with Mr.
Wesley and the English Methodists, nor to any want of care, on his
part, to provide for their temporal wants, or their spiritual exigen-

cies. If then, they did not grow out of either of these things, did
they grow out of their connection with the Church of England ? It
is from the Church of England, abstractly considered, that the con-
ference deemed it expedient to separate, and the reasons for doing
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so are set forth in the sermon preached by Dr. Coke on the occa-
sion of Mr. Asbury’s ordination to the Episcopal office. He says:

¢ The church of England, of which the society of Methodists, in
general, have till lately professed themselves a part, did for man
years groan in America under grievances of the heaviest kindy.
Subjected to a hierarchy, which weighs everything in the scales of
politics, its most important interests were repeatedly sacrificed to
the supposed advantages of England. The churches were, in gen
eral, filled with the parasites and- bottle-companions of the rich and
the great. The humble and most importunate entreaties of the op:
pressed flocks, yea the representation of a general assembly itself,
(the Assembly of Virginia) were contemned and despised ; every-
thing sacred must lie down at the feet of a party, the holiness and
happiness of mankind be sacrificed to their views; and the drunk-
ard, the fornicator, and the extortioner, triumphed over bleeding
Zion, because they were faithful abettors of the ruling powers.
Blessed be God, and praised be his holy name, that the memorable
Revolution has struck off those intolerable fetters, and broken the
antichristian union which before subsisted between Church and
State. And had there been no other advantage arising from that
glorious epoch, this itself, I believe, would have made ample com-
pensation for all the calamities of the war. One happy consequence
of which was the expulsion of most of those hirelings wko ate the
Sat and clothed themselves with the wool, but strengthened not the
diseased, neither healed that which was sick, neither bound up that
which was broken, neither brought again that which was driven
away, neither sought that which was lost.”

On this paragraph let it be remarked, that bad as these ministers
were represented to be, Thomas Coke applied to be received into
their fellowship!! His letter to Bishop White, to be given here-
after, will prove this fact. But he goes on—

¢ The Parochial churches in general being hereby vacant, our
people were deprived of the sacraments through the greatest part of
these States and continue so still. What method can we take at
this critical juncture ? God has given us sufficient resources in our
gelves, and after mature deliberation, we believe we are called to
draw them forth.

“ But what right have you to ordain ? Tho same right as most
of the reformed churches in Christendom. Our ordination, in its
lowest view, being equal to any of the Presbyterian, as originating
with three presbyters of the church of England.”

¢ Tt is possible,” says Dr. Whitehead in his life of Wesley, * the
doctor might believe himself when he wrote this sentence. But is
it true, that the presence of three presbyters in a private chamber
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is the only requisite essentially necessary to give validity to an or-
dination among the Presbyterians ? I apprehend not. Nor do I
know any denomination of Dissenters, among whom such a secret
ordination would be deemed valid.”

Dr. Coke proceeds in his sermon—¢ But what right have you to
exercise the Episcopal office? To me the most manifest and ciear,
God has been pleased by Mr. Wesley to raise up in America and
Europe, a numerous society, well known by the name of Methodists.
The whole body have invariably esteemed this man as their chief
pastor under Christ. He has constantly appointed all their reli-
gious officers from the highest to the lowest, by himself or his dele-
gate. And we are fully persuaded there is no church-office which
he judges expedient for the welfare of the people entrusted to his
charge, but, as essential to his station, he has a power to ordain.
After long deliberation, he saw it his duty to form his society in
America into an independent church ;* but he loved the most excel-
lent liturgy of the Church of England, he loved its rites and cere-
monies, and therefore adopted them in most instances for the pres-
ent case.”

Dr. Whitehead remarks on this passage—¢ Now, if these words
contain anything like an argument, they must mean that the officers
whom Mr. Wesley had always appointed, were church officers ; and
consequently, that his societies were churches. If this be not the
meaning, then the words which go before, have no immediate con-
nexion with the conclusion drawn from them. But the minutes of
conference, and Mr. Wesley’s other writings testify in the most ex-
press manner, that the Methodist societies were not churches.

¢ But there is another view of this argument, which makes it ap-
pear still more absurd. Whatever power Mr. Wesley had always
exercised over the Methodist societies, it was no proof of his right.
Power and right are two things. Power does not imply right;
otherwise, the power of speech would imply a right to speak trea-
son: the power of deceiving and robbing would imply a right so to
do? Whatever right, therefore, Mr. Wesley might have for mak-
ing prudential regulations for the societies, it cannot be proved from
his power. But Dr. Coke here brings forward Mr. Wesley’s power,
and his former practice in the exercise of it, as a proof that he has
a right to do what he may think expedient for the good of the peo-
ple. Now if a man in common life were to plead his former prac-
tice as a proof that he had a right to do what he might judge ex-

* We think we shall be able to ;prove, from Mr. Wesley himself, that this
assertion is absolutely false, ] .

5
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pedient in future, and should act on this principle, I suppose he
would soon be sent to Bedlam or to Newgate. Whitehead’s Life
of Wesley. Page 262.

We have, in this extract from Dr. Coke’s sermon, his reasons for
¢ this conference becoming a separate body,” from the church of
England. We ask now, is the reader satisfied with these reasons?
Is he convinced, plausible as they seem to be, that they contain the
trath, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth ?' If he is, we
are not, and dropping Dr. Coke and the part e took in the separa-
tion for the present, we offer for our dissent the following reasons.

1st. The irregularity or sinfulness of the lives of the clergy of the
church of England, is made the ground of the separation, but this
was known and felt by the Methodist societies both before and dur-
ing the war, as well as after the peace. If this then was the true
ground, and there is no other assigned, we are at a loss to conceive
why the separation did not take place before the conference of *84,
If this was the true ground, why did Mr. Asbury expel from the
connection the whole body of the Southern preachers, with John
Dickens at their head, because they had taken steps in 1779 to be-
come independent of the church of England and her sinful clergy ?
There is certainly inconsistency if not falsehood here.

2d. At the period when this separation issaid to have taken place,
there was no connection between the Methodist societies and the
Church of England, only so far as they were connected with Mr.
Wesley ; norhad there been for upwards of two years. This is the
opinion of Mr. Wesley himself. He says—‘ By a very uncommon
train of providences, many of the provinces of North America are
totally disjoined from the British empire, and erected into Inde-
pendent States. The English government has no authority over
them either civil or ecclesiastical, any more than over the States of
Holland. A civil authority is exercised over them, partly by the
Congress, partly by the State Assemblies. But no one either ex-
ercises, or claims any ecclesiastical authority at all.”

8d. If it was from the Church of England that ¢ this conference
deemed it expedient to separate,” on what ground can we account
for their formally receiving her prayer-book, using her liturgy, and
oonforming to her rites and ceremonies ?

4th. In a former paper we gave numerous extracts from the min-
utes of -conference from 1773 to 1784, setting forth Mr. Asbury’s
attachment to the church of England—his determination not to
leave her communion—his fixed purpose not to administer the sa-
craments to any of the societies—and his decided measures to pre-
vent any of the preachers from doing it. But all this time he was
not ordained, though he was anxiously waiting for it. Now that he
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has obtained that which he had long hoped to enjoy, and has been
made a bishop, he is resolved to get rid of Mr. Wesley and all con-
nection with him, as quick as possible. This is the secret of the
whole business. This explains the ¢ circumstances which made it
expedient for us at this conference to become a separate body—an
independent church ’—independent of Mr. Wesley, and his au-
thority : and although Mr. Asbury wished it to take place then, the
preachers out of affection for Mr. Wesley, passed the following res-
olution.

odg‘ ;‘ What can be done in order to the future union of the Meth-

ists

A. During the life of the Rev. Mr. Wesley, we acknowledge
ourselves his sons in the gospel, ready in matters belonging to
church government to obey his commands. - And we do engage, af-
ter his death, to do every thing that we judge consistent with the
cause of religion in America, and the political interests of these
%t&tes, to preserve and promote our union with the Methodists in

urope.” ‘

The steps by which Mr. ‘Asbury arrived at the height of power
which he enjoyed, prior to  the conference of ’84-5, have been
pointed out in a preceding letter. It is no wonder then, as he had
class leaders, exhorters, local and travelling preachers, nay the
whole connexion under his thumb, he was unwiling that Mr. Wes-
ley should share any part of the government of the American

ethodist societies : so that Mr. Wesley being out of the way he
might sing with Robinson Crusoe the words put in his ‘mouth by
Cowper,

 “T am monarch of all I survey,
My right there is none to dispute,
From the centre all round to the sea,
I am lord of the fowl and the brute.”

NUMBER XII.

No man who has read the preceding letters with any degree of
attention and care, can fail to perceive the opinion the writer enter-
tains respecting the nature and origin of the-government of the
Methodist Episcol{ml Church. 1If, however, he has any doubt on
the subject, we will now tell him in language plain and intelligible,
and uttered with the utmost sincerity and truth, that we consider it
one of the most unjust and oppressive- systems of ecclesiastical rule
that ever was organized, and &at it originated in one of the deepest
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laid schemes of deception that was ever passed off on a christian
community for the truth. We shall therefore always speak of it as
a fraud — as a fraud of the basest character.

We are fully aware that such an averment is calculated to arouse
the indignation of those who have been taught to believe, that ¢ the
gystem i8 worthy of all eulogy,” and that it is the pure and legiti-
mate offspring of one of the holiest and best men that ever lived —
the Rev. John Wesley. But as we cannot subscribe to these state-
ments, we shall speak of it as a fraud, notwithstanding the censure
that will most certainly follow, if we fail to establish the correctness
of our opinion, in the judgment of an intelligent and impartial pub-
lic. We will now turn to Dr. Coke and begin with him.

That this gentleman did not stand very high in the estimation of
those who had the best opportunity of knowing him in Europe, will
appear from the following extracts. Lamenting the loss that Mr.

esley’s connexion sustained by the death of Rev. John Fletcher,
Dr. Whitehead says : — ¢ He would, at least, have prevented the
influence which a person some years afterwards acquired through the
connexion, with talents very inferior to most of the preachers ; who
has been the chief means of introducing innovations into the orif':ml
plan of Methodism, which have already produced much mischief,
and threaten much more in the issue: and whose rash and incon-
sistent conduct, on several occasions, has brought the whole b;dlg
of preachers into disgrace, and embarrassed them with many difh-
culties.”” Life of Wesley. Page 219.

Again: “It has already been observed, that a party existed
among the preachers, who wished the Methodists to be erected into
an independent body, and a total separation to be made from the
established church. One of this party was frequently about Mr.
Wesley’s person; and under various pretences sometimes led him
into measures that offended the people and embarrassed his affairs,
while the true authority lay concealed, as much as possible, behind
the scenes.” Ibid. Page 247.

Once more: “It has already appeared in this history, that Mr.
Wesley claimed the power or right of ordaining to the ministry, but
said it was not probable that he should ever exercise it. We have
likewise seen, how steadily for a long course of years, he resisted
every measure which tended to alter the relative situation of the
societies to the established church, and to the various denominations
of dissenters to which any of the members might belong. Itis not easy
to assign a sufficient reason why Mr. Wesley, in the eighty-second
year of his age, should depart from a line of conduct he had hitherto
80 strictly observed ; especially if he acted according to his own
judgment, and of his free choice. However this may be, a plan
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was proposed in private, to a few clergymen who attended the con-
ference this year at Leeds, that Mr. Wesley should ordain one or
two preachers for the societies in America. But the clergymen
opposed it. Mr. Fletcher was consulted by letter ; who advised,
that a bishop should be prevailed upon if possible to ordain them,’
and then Mr. Wesley might appoint them to such offices in the
societies, as he thought proper, and give them letters testimonial of
the appointments he had given them. Mr. Wesley well knew, that
no bishop would ordain them at his recommendation, and therefore
seemed inclined to do it himself. In this purpose, however, he ap-
peared so languid, if not wavering, that Dr. Coke thought it neces-
sary to use some further means to urge him to the performance of
it. Accordingly, August 9th, Mr. Wesley being then in Wales, on:
his way to Bristol, the doctar sent him the following letter :- o
¢ Honored and dear sir,— The more maturely I consider the
subject, the more expedient it appears to me, that the power of or-
daining others should be received by me from you, by the imposition
of gour hands’; and that you should lay hands on brother Whatcoat,
and brother Vasey for the following reasons: 1st. It seems to me
the most scriptural way, and most agreeable to the practice of the
primitive churches. 2d. I may want all the influence in America,
which you can throw into my scale. Mr. Brackenbury informed
me at Leeds, that he saw a letter in London from Mr. Asbury, in
which he observed, that he would not receive any person deputed
by you with any part of the superintendency of the work invested
in him ; or words which evidently implied so much. I do not find
any, the least degree of prejudice in my mind against Mr. Asbury ;
on the contrary, a very great love and esteem ; and am determined
not to stir a finger without his consent, unless mere sheer necessity
obliges me ; but rather to lie at his feet in all things. But as the
journey is long, and you cannot spare me often, agd it is well to
provide against all events, and an authority formally, received from
you will (I am conscious of it) be fully admitted by the people, and
my exercising the office of ordination without that formal authority
may be disputed, if there be any opposition on any other account.
I could therefore earnestly wish you would exercise that power, in-
this instance, which I have not the shadow of a doubt but God hath.
invested you with, for the good of our connexion. I think you have-
tried me too often to doubt, whether I will in any degree use the-
power you are pleased to invest me with, farther than I believe ab-
solutely necessary for the prosperity of the work. 8. In respect of
my brethren (brother Whatcoat and Vasey) it is very uncertain-
indeed, whether any of the clergy mentioned by brother Rankin,
will stir a step with me in the work,except Mr, Jaritt ; and it is by:
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no means certain that even he will choose to join me in ordaining ;
and propriety and universal practice make it expedient, that I should
have two presbyters with me in this work. In short, it appears to
me that every thing should be prepared, and everything proper be
done, that can possibly be done this side of the water. You can do
all this in Mr. C n’s house, in your chamber ; and afterwards
(according to Mr. Fletcher’s advice) give us letters testimonial of
the different offices with which you have been pleased to invest us.
For the purpose of laying hands on brother Whatcoat and Vasey, I
can bring Mr. C down with me, by which you will have two
presbyters with you. In respect to brother Rankin’s argument,
that you will escape a great deal of odium by omitting this, it is
nothing. Either it will be known or not known ; if not known, then
no odium will arise : but if known, you will be obliged to acknowl
edge that I acted under your direction, or suffer me to sink under
the weight of my enemies, with perhaps your brother at the head of
them. I shall entreat you to ponder these things.
Your most dutiful, T. Core.”

¢ This letter,” says Dr. Whitehead, ¢ affords matter for several
observations, both of the serious and comic kind : but I shall not
indulge myself on the occasion it so fairly offers. The attentive
reader who examines every part of it, will be at no loss to conjec-
ture, to whose influence we must impute Mr. Wesley’s conduct in
the present business. That Mr. Wesley should suffer himself to be
influenced, in & matter of the utmost importance both to his own
character and to the societies, by a man, of whose judgment in
advising, and talents in conducting any affair he had no very high
opinion, i8 truly astonishing : but so it was! Mr. Wesley came to
Bristol, and Sept. 1st, every thing being prepared as proposed
above, he complied with the doctor’s earnest wish, by consecrating
him one of tha bishops, and Mr. Whatcoat and Vasey presbyters of
the new Methodist Episcopal Church in America.

In confirmation of the correctness of Dr. Whitehead’s opinion
that Mr. Wesley’s conduct in the matter of ordination must be
attributed to Dr. Coke’s influence over Mr. Wesley, it is proper to
remark that he (Mr. W.) did not submit the matter of ordaining
preachers for America, to the British conference — he never con-
sulted the conference on the business at all. Hear what one of that
body says: ¢ Ordination — among Methodists ! Amazing indeed!
I could not force myself to credit the report which spread here,
having not then seen the minutes; but now I can doubt it nd
longer. And so, we have Methodist parsons of our own! And a
new mode of ordination, to be sure — on the Presbyterian plan !
In spite of a million of declarations to the contrary! I am fairly
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confounded. Now the ice is broken, let us conjecture a little the
probable issue of this new thing in the earth. You say we must
reason and debate the matter. Alas! it is too late. Surely it
never began in the midst of a multitude of counsellors; and I
greatly fear the Son of Man was not Secretary of State, or not pre-
sent when the business was brought on and carried, I suppose, with
very few dissentient voices. Who could imagine that this impor-
tant matter would have stole into being, and be obtruded upon the
body without their being so much as apprized of it, or consulted
on so weighty a point ? Who is the father of this monster, so long
dreaded by the father of his people, and by most of his sons ? Who-
ever he be, time will prove him a felon to Methodism,* and discover
his assassinating knife sticking fast in the vitals of its body. This
has been my steadfast opinion for years past; and years to come
will speak In groans the opprobrious anniversary of our religious
madness for gowns and bands.” Life of Wesley. Page 257-8.
¢ Another old preacher, writing to his friend, delivers his opinion
to the following purpose — I wish they had been asleep when they
began this business of ordination: itis neither Episcopal nor
Presbyterian, but a mere hodge-podge of inconsistencies.”

2. ¢ A plan was proposed in private, to a few clergymen who
attended the conference this year at Leeds, that Mr. Wesley should
ordain one or two preachers for the societies in America. But the
clergymen opposed it. Mr. Fletcher was consulted by letter, who
advised, that a bishop should be prevailed upon, if possible to ordain
them, and then Mr. %Vesley might appoint them to such offices in
the societies as he thought proper, and give them letters testimonial
of the appointments he had given them.” We see from this that
the clergymen who were consulted on the subject, were opposed to
his ordaining any of his preachers, and as for Mr. Fletcher he never
advised Mr. Wesley to ordain, but to apply to a bishop to have
them ordained. e have seen his name connected with the trans-
action as approving of Mr. Wesley’s conduct, but nothing can be
farther from the truth.

8. ¢« Mr. Charles Wesley in his letter to Dr. Chandler, in the
beginning of the year 1785 says — I can scarcely yet believe it ;
that in his eighty-second year, my brother, my old intimate friend
and companion, should have assumed the episcopal character ;
ordained elders, consecrated a bishop, and sent him over to ordain
our lay-preachers in America! I was then in Bristol, at his elbow,
yet he never gave me the least hint of his intention. How was he
surprised into so rash an action ? He certainly persnaded himself
that it was right.

* This will be proved hereafter by Dr. Coke himself.
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¢ Lord Mansfield told me last year, that ordination was separa-
tion. This my brother does not, and will not see: or, that he has
renounced the principles and practice of his whole life ; that he has
acted contrary to all his declarations, protestations, and writings ;
robbed his friends of their boastings; realized the Nag’s-head
ordination ; and left an indelible blot on his name, as long as it
shall be remembered.” In a letter to his brother John, he says —

Near thirty years since then, you have stood against the
importunate solicitation of your preachers, who have scarcely at
last prevailed. I was your natural ally, and your faithful friend :
and while you continued faithful to yourself, we two could chase a
thousand. If they had not divided us, they could never overcome
you. But when once you began ordaining for America, I knew,
and you knew, that your preachers here, would never rest, till you
ordained them. You tols me ¢ they would separate by and by.’
The doctor tells us the same. His Methodist Episcopal church at
Baltimore, was intended to beget a Methodist Episcopal church
here. You know he comes armed with your authority, to make us
all Dissenters. One of your sons assured me, that not a preacherin
London would refuse orders from the doctor. It is evident, that
all seek their own, and prefer their own interest to your honor ;
which not one of them scruples to sacrifice to his own ambition.
Alas what trouble you are preparing for yourself, as well as me,
and for your oldest, and truest and best friends ! Before you have
quite broken down the bridge, stop, and consider! If your sons
have no regard for you, have some for yourself. Go to your
grave in peace; at least suffer me to go first, before this ruin
be under your hand. So much, I think, you owe to my father, to
my brother, and to me, as to stay till I am taken away from the
evi. I am on the brink of the grave, do not push me in; or
imbitter my last moments. Let us not leave an indelible blot upon
our memory, but let us leave behind us the name and character of
honest men.” Whitehead’s Life of Wesley. Page 565.

NUMBER XIIL

Before we proceed any farther, it is proper to notice the ordina-
tion of Dr. Coke, which took place shortly after his letter of August
9th, to Mr. Wesley. The Rev. James Creighton, in a letter ad-
dressed to Mr. Samuel Bradburn, printed in London 1793, says —
“ You take notice of a meeting which Mr. Wesley had with some
clergymen at Leeds in August 1784, at which he consulted them
concerning the ordination of preachers for America. Mr. Fletcher
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was present, and T believe Mr. Selton, and two or three others.
They did not approve of the scheme ; because it seemed inconsistent
with Mr. Wesley’s former professions respecting the church. Upon
this the meeting was abruptly broken up by Mr. Wesley’s going
out.” Is it not strange then, that notwithstanding the opposition of
all the clergy to Mr. W.’s scheme of ordaining any for the American
societies, it being ““inconsistent with his former professions respecting
the church,” Dr. C.’s ordination should take place in Mr. Wesley’s
chamber in Bristol ? The only clergymen present with Mr.
Wesley were Dr. Coke and Rev. James Creighton. Mr. Wesley
ordained Mr. Whatcoat and Mr. Vasey, deacons first, and imme-
diately afterwards, they were ordained.elders: and these gentlemen
being double ordained in a trice, turn round and assist Mr. Wesley
to, ordain Dr. Coke a bishop for America! -And although the
transaction is without a parallel in the history of ordinations, the
author of the ¢ Defence of our Fathers,” has the impudence to
affirm that ¢ Dr. Coke’s ordination was performed as ordinations
usually are”—and Dr. Durbin has the hardihood to declare,
that the author of the above work is a ‘ standard” writer! O
shame where is thy blush!

But let us hear what the sentiments of others are respecting this
ordination. Dr. Whitehead says—“In direct opposition to the
practice of the primitive church, the ordinations among the Metho-
dists were performed in secret. The people were not assembled:
they were not consulted: nor even so much as acquainted that
ministers were to be ordained among the Methodists as their proper
pastors. The whole was performed by an arbitrary power, in the
exercise of which no regard was had to the rights of the people.
But Dr. Coke tells us, they have the same qualifications for an
Episcopal Church, which the church at Alexandria possessed.
¢ Qur bishops,” says he, * having been elected, or received, by the
suffrage of the old body of our ministers through the continent,
assembled in Geeneral Conference.”” There were but two bishops,
go called, Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury in America. Now these
surely were not elected, in any sense whatever, either by the preach-
ers, or people. But, ¢ They were elected or received.” When a
writer thus links words together of different import, as though the
meaning amounted to the same thing, we have just cause to suspect
that he intends to deceive us, and lead us into a false notion of the
subject he is discussing. It is manifest indeed, from first to last,
that this whole affair bears no resemblance to the mode of electing
and ordaining ministers in the purer ages of the primitive church.”
Life of Wesley. Page 264.

The same writer says — ¢ Mr. Wesley’s episcopal authority, was

6
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8 mere gratuitous assumption of power to himself, contrary to the
usage of every church, ancient or modern, where the order of
bishops has been admitted. There is no precedent either in the New
Testament, or in church-history, that can justify his proceedings i
this affair. And as Mr. Wesley had received no right to exercise
episcopal authority, either from any bishops, presbyters, or people,
he certainly could not convey any right to others: his ordinations
are therefore spurious and of no validity.”

¢ Let us review the arguments on this subject reduced to a few
propositions. 1st. Mr. Wesley in ordaining or consecrating Dr.
Coke a bishop, acted in direct contradiction to the principle on which
he attempts to defend his practice of ordaining at all. 2d. As Mr.
Wesley was never elected or chosen by any church to be a bishop,
nor even consecrated to the office, either by bishops or presbyters,
he had not the shadow of right to exercise episcopal authority in
ordaining others, according to the rules of any church, aneient or
modern. 8d. Had he possesed the proper right to ordain, either
as a bishop or presbyter, (though he never did ordain as a presby-
ter) yet his ordinations being done in secret, were rendered thereby
invalid and of no effect, according to the established order of the
primitive church, and of all protestant churches. 4th. The conse-
quence from the whole is, that the persons whom Mr. Wesley
ordained, have no more right to exercise the ministerial functions
than they had before he laid hands upon them.” Ibid. Page 269.

Heretofore we have said, the government of the Methodist Epi
copal Church is a fraud; we will now give our reasons for thi
assertion. But we are not so ignorant of human nature as to
suppose, any of the travelling preachers will credit what we say;
for it is their interest to deny it, and to make this assertion appear
a malicious slander if they can. Nor do we believe that many of
the members will credit our statements ; for they have been so long
accustomed to look on the itinerant preachers as an order of men so
far above the arts of deception, prevarication, and falsehood, that it
would lessen, if it would not destroy the comforts of the religion
they profess, were they to contemplate the itinerant preachers in
any other light than as little angels. We do not, therefore, addres
our remarks to the travelling ministers, or to the members of the
church; but to ministers and members of other churches, and to
high-minded and honorable men who are not members of an
religious denomination, not doubting but every lover of truth wi
concur with us in the view we take of the subject.

The government of the church is a fraud, first, in that it is
represented that Mr. Wesley ¢ counselled,” and * rocommended
the episcopal form of government for the American societies — and



67

secondly, that he ordained Dr. Coke a bishop, and directed him to
ordain Mr. Asbury to the same high and holy office for these
societies. The fraud then is two-fold — first that Mr. Wesley re-
commended the episcopal form of government for this ¢ Independent
Church ”— and second, that he ordained Dr. Coke a bishop for this
church. To prove the falsity of these statements, we will begin
with their forming themselves into an * Independent Church.”

1st. We deny that there is, or ever was, a line written by Mr.
Wesley in which the ¢ counsel ”” or “ recommendation ” was given
to Dr. Coke, Mr. Asbury, or any other person, to form the Metho-
dist societies in America, into ¢ a separate body,” or an episcopal
church. If there be such a document, lec it be produced. But
we know there is none.

2d. When the church was organized in 1784-5, the separation
was ascribed to other * reasons ”’than to Mr. Wesley’s ¢ recommen-
dation.” It is distinctly stated that it was ¢ because the Church
of England to which we have been united, is deficient in several of
the most important parts of Christian discipline, and that (a few
ministers and members excepted) it has lost the life and power of
religion. For these reasons, we have thought it our duty to form
ourselves into an independent church.”

8d. The minutes of the annual conferences from 1773 to 1784
express the determination of the preachers and people to continue
in connexion with Mr. Wesley and the English Methodists. The
first question in the minutes of *73, is—*¢ Qught not the authority of
Mr. Wesley and the conference to extend to the preachers and people
in America, as well as in Great Britain and Ireland? Ans. Yes.”

Again, in the conference of 1780 it was asked, *“shall we con-
tinue in close connexion with the church, and press our people to a
closer communion with her ? Ans. Yes.”

4th. Mr. Asbury, and 12 or 18 preachers at Baltimore in 1780
expelled 27 preachers in Virginia because, in the preceeding year,
the Virginia preachers ordained some of their own body, and had
commenced administering the sacraments to the societies. This
move, it was argued, was a separation from the church. * Ques.
What must be the condition of our union with our Virginia brethren?
Ans. To suspend all their administrations for one year, and all meet
together in Baltimore.”

5th. When the preachers in Virginia agreed to suspend the admin-
istration of the ordinances, Mr. Wesley was applied to for advice
and assistance, and this application he does not fail to set forth as
the ground-work of his proceedings, in his letter to Dr. Coke.
He says — Whereas, many of the people in the Southern provinces
of North America, who desire to continue under my care, and still
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adhere to the doctrine and discipline of the Church of England,
are greatly distressed for want of ministers to administer the sacra-
ments of baptism and the Lord’s supper, according to the usage of
the same church ; and whereas there does not appear to be an
other way of supplying them with ministers, know all men, that
John Wesley &c.” Now, how Dr. Coke could, with this letter in
his pocket, form the Methodists societies into an ¢ Independent
Church,” and intimate in his letter to Bishop White, that it was the
work of Mr. Wesley in whole or in part, is beyond our comprehen-
gion —if he confined himself to the truth. But alas!

The promises and representations adverted to in the above letter
to Dr. Coke, were made to Mr. Wesley in good faith, or they were
intended to deceive him, and to induce him to grant them ordination.
If they were made in sincerity and truth, why did the conference
of 1784-5 become a separate body, the very moment they obtained
ordination ? Perhaps 1t will be said, as it has been said before,
¢ the changes in ecclesiastical and civil affairs produced by the
revolution,” obliged them to the measure. But this could not be;
for those changes were past, and the Independence of the United
States acknowledged, before Mr. Wesley ordained preachers for
America. Those changes therefore, had no more to do with their
becoming ¢ a separate body,” than they had to do with the division
of the Mcthodist Episcopal Church, into the Church North, and the
Church South, at the General Conference of 1844.

If they were not made in sincerity and truth, is it not obvious
that those who made them did so to deceive Mr. Wesley and to in-
duce him to ordain preachers for America, as without ordination
they could not get along ?

But what object could Dr. Coke have in view by forming the
Methodists societies into an * Independent Church ?”” He wanted
to be a bishop ; and the present opportunity of rising to that digni-
fied station, he thought was too favorable not to be improved. He
had wheedled Mr. Wesley to ordain him and others, to serve the
Amcricans, not so much for their sakes as for his own aggrandise-
ment ; and now he is in America, he wheedles the preachers to
become an ¢ Independent Church,” and to adopt the gevernment
of a ¢ Moderate Episcopacy.”

That Dr. Coke’s object all along was to be a bishop, will be suffi-
ciently proved hereafter. In the meantime it may be remarked,
that in England, even under Mr. Wesley’s nose, he was anxious
that the Methodists should become * a separate body,” an * Inde-
pendent Church;” but in this he was defeated by Mr. Wesley’s
fixed determination to remain connected with that church as long
as he lived. Dr. Whitehead says— It has alrcady been ob-
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served, that a party existed among the preachers, who wished the
Methodists to be erected into an independent body, and a total
separation to be made from the established church. One of this
party was frequently about Mr. Wesley’s person; and under vari-
ous pretences sometimes led him into measures that offended the
people, and embarrassed his affairs, while the true author lay con-
cealed, as much as possible, behind the scene.”” And what means
did he use to accomplish his plan ? He suppressed the letter given
him by Mr. Wesley as the testimonial of the office he was to fill,
and the work he was to do: this letter he never suffered to see the
light, nor did it, until after his death, when it was published by his
executor, Mr. Drew. He destroyed the ¢ little sketch >’ which Mr.
Wesley tells us he drew up for the use of the societies, on the prin-
ciple, ¢“ a dead man tells no tales.” He mutilated the letter ad-
dressed “to Dr. Coke, Mr. Asbury, and our brethren in North
Anmerica, dated Bristol, Sept. 10th, 1784, and gave only an ¢ ex-
tract” from it. He violated the most sacred injunctions imposed
on him by Mr. Wesley. ¢ With respect to the title of bishop, I
know that Mr. Wesley enjoined the Doctor and his associates, and
in the most solemn manner, that it should not be taken. In a letter
to Mrs. Gilbert, the widow of the excellent Nathaniel Gilbert, Esq.,
of Antigua, a copy of which now lies before me, he states this in
the strongest manner. In this and in every deviation, I cannot be
the apologist of Dr. Coke: and I can state in contradiction to all
that Dr. Whitehead and Mr. Hampson have said, that Mr. Wesley
never gave his sanction to any of these things; nor was he the
author of one line of all that Dr. Coke published in America on this
subject. His views on these points were very different from those
of his zealous son in the gospel. He knew that a work of God
neither needed, nor could be aided, nor could recommend itself to

jous minds by such additions,” Moor’s Life of Wesley, Vol. 2.
g’ages 279, 280.

Whilst these documents shew the manner episcopacy was foisted
on the Methodist societies, it is humiliating to write on plate the
picture they present — the picture of a man whose name stands on
the records of the church, and on the page of history, as the first
bishop of the Methodist Episcopal Church. Nor 4o we know a more
exact parallel in the case of any one, than in the case of Ananias.”
Acts V. Chap. 1 - 6th verse.

*NUMBER. XIV.

Taking up the subject with which we closed our last letter, we
must say we cannot conceive how any honest man can read the evi-
6*
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dences of fraud which these letters contain, and differ from us in the
opinion we have expressed respecting the organization of the gov-
ernment of the Methodist Episcopal Church. If there was no de-
sign on the part of Dr. Coke to depart from Mr. Wesley’s instruc-
tions, why did he suppress one document entirely—mutilate a sec-
ond—and destroy a third? He could not say he was ignorant of
Mr. Wesley’s designs: for the disposition he made of those docu-
ments is proof, that he understood them well, and that they were
adverse to his ambitious designs and projects. And besides the in-
structions which those papers contained, we are told by Rev. Henry
Moore, Mr. Wesley’s biographer,  that the doctor was enjoined n
the most solemn manner not to take on him the title of bishop.”
And yet, notwithstanding the pains which Mr. Wesley took to set
forth the nature of the office to which the doctor was appointed, and
the extent of the authority with which he was invested, the very
first thing he did was contrary to Mr. Wesley’s instructions, by
adopting episcopacy and imposing an Episcopal form of government
on the Methodist societies in America, under the sanction of Mr.
Wesley’s name. That the doctor was bound by every principle of
honor, of honesty, and of truth, to conform to Mr. Wesley’s direc-
tions, in whose name, and by whose authority, he was acting, will
be denied by none: nor do we think any disinterested person will
be found, who will offer an apology or excuse for the Doctor’s vio-
lating the sacred vows and promises he made Mr. Wesley when he
appointed him to serve the societies in the United States as his re-
presentative. With some propriety then may his conduct be com-
pared with that of Ananias, whose history is recorded in the Acts
of the apostles.

Were some of the early Christians in distress, and did they stand
in need of assistance from the Christians ? So were the Methodist
gocieties in America at the close of the revolutionary war: they
were in want of ministers to administer the sacraments of baptism
and the Lord’s supper, and they applied to Mr. Wesley for assis-
tance. The early Christians ¢ were of one heart and of one soul,
neither was there among them any that lacked ; for as many as
were possessors of lands or houses sold them, and brought the prices
of the things that were sold, and laid them down at the apostle’s
feet.” Mr. Wesley assisted the Methodist societies in America
with men and money. ¢ Richard Boardman and Joseph Philmore
landed in Philadelphia in the latter part of 1769 ; and brought with
them a present of £50 sterling, as a donation to the society of New
York, from Mr. Wesley.” ¢ When Mr. Asbury offered himself a
missionary, some of the preachers objected to him, but as no other
could be had, he was accepted. Many of Mr. Asbury’s acquaint-
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ances were struck with wonder® when they heard that Mr. Wesley
received him. Some whose prospects in life were as gloomy as Mr.
Asbury’s, wished their situation would allow them to go with him.
That his prospects in life were gloomy indeed will appear from this
one fact—when he came to Bristol to take shipping for America,
he had not one penny in his pocket. However, Mr Wesley’s friends
supplied him with clothes and ten pounds sterling. The expenses
of the voyage were no doubt paid out of Mr. Wesley’s pocket.”
¢ Therefore, I naturally care for you all, in a manner no other
person can do. Therefore I, in a measure, provide for you all : for
the supplies which Dr. Coke provides for you he could not provide,
were it not for me—were it not, that I not only permit him to col-
lect, but support him in so doing.” _ _

“ But & certain man named Ananias with Sapphira his wife, sold
a possession and kept back part of the price, his wife being privy to
it, and brought a certain part and laid it at the apostle’s feet.” Dr.
Coke withheld, mutilated, and destroyed documents that were given
him by Mr. Wesley, laying only ¢ a part at the feet” of the con-
ference—imposed on the societies an Episcopal form of government
—and then said it was done by Mr. Wesley’s ‘ counsel,” and in
compliance with his ¢ recommendation!!” ¢ But Peter said,
Ananias, why hath satan filled thine heart to lie to the Holy Ghost ?
Thou hast not lied unto men, but unto God.” This language may
be pronounced by some other aspirant as * oo severe”—too coarse,
too vulgar, or not sufficiently refined for modern ears. But as it is
the language of inspiration, used to point out a detestable crime, we
shall make no apology for applying it to those who originated and
would defend this abominable fraud. ¢ And Ananias hearing these
words fell down and gave up the ghost.” . . ¢ Then fell she down
straightway at his feet, and yielded up the ghost: and the young
men came in and found her dead, and carrying her forth buried her
by her husband.” Now is it not a most awful reflection, that the
two men who stand out on the page of Methodist history as the most
prominent in originating and defending this ecclesiastical fraud,
should both die suddenly and without any apparent cause: and if a
coroner’s inquest had been held over both, the verdict in each case
Erobably would have been—came to kis death by a visitation of God.

et sycophants and aspirants beware.

But there is another matter which will prove that the Doctor’s
proceedings were unfair. On the 3d November, 1784, he landed
in New York. ¢ The intelligence of his arrival soon brought to the

* See Arminian Magazine, vol. i. p. 185.
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house the travelling preachers stationed in that city. To him Dr.
Coke unfolded the plan which Mr. Wesley had adopted for the reg-
ulation and government of his societies tn America.” Will the
reader bear this in mind—* kis societies,” and yet the first thing
that was done, was to form themselves into “ a separate body ’—an
¢ independent church.” But to go on with the extract—* And it
was no small consolation to him to learn, that the plan met his en-
tire approbation ; and so confident was he of Mr. Asbury’s concur
rence, that he advised him immediately to make it public through-
out all the societies, being fully assured that the name of Mr. Wes-
ley would impart a degree of sanction to the measure, which would
disarm resistance, even if any were to be apprehended. But that
nothing might be done precipitately, Dr. Coke declined carrying the
advice into execution, until he had seen Mr. Asbury, to whom he
had a particular message, although they were personally unknown
to each other, that they might act in concert, and take no step that
should not be the result of calm deliberation.”*—Drew’s Life of
Coke, p. 90.
Now there is no evidence in the above extract, that Dr. Coke
showed Mr. Dickins his “ letters of episcopal authority > as they
bave been called—the *little sketch > which Mr. Wesley says he
¢ drew up,” nor indeed any other document ; it on? says, the Doo-
tor ¢ unfolded his plan.” The Doctor next pushed on to Philadel-
phia, stated his plan to the society there, not however for their a;
proval, for with that they had nothing to do, but as a thing, he said,
which he was authorized to carry out, and then hurried to meet Mr.
Asbury. ¢ On the 14th ” of tie same month, he met Mr. Asbury
and about fifteen of the preachers at a quarterly meeting held in
Barrett’s chapel, Kent county, state of Delaware.”—Cooper, p.
104. * On leaving the chapel, they repaired together to the house
of a hospitable friend.”—Drew’s {ife of Coke, p. 92. And Rev.
Jesse Lee, in his history of Methodism, says, p. 98, “ The Doctor
and Mr. Asbury retired together to consult about the plan.” Now,
why should these two gentlemen leave the preachers and retire into
a secret chamber * to consult about the plan,” if they were acting
according to the instructions of Mr. Wesley? Their conduct in
this particular may justly be deemed suspicious, if it be not em-
¥hatically a deed of darkness ; for here, no doubt, was hatched that
orm of church government which both of those gentlemen were anx-
ious to see established ; and that it might be received the more cor-
dially, it was represented as having originated with Mr. Wesley

® The underscoring is mine.
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himself. In confirmation of these views the reader will recollect,
that Dr. Whitehead has set forth the efforts that were made by Dr.
Coke to induce Mr. Wesley to separate from the Church of Eng-
land, and for the Methodists to become an independent body. Hayv-
ing, however, failed in his scheme there—(*‘in Europe, where
some steps had been taken, tending to a separation, all is at an end,
Mr. Wesley is a determined enemy to it.” See the Doctor’s letter
to Bishop White.) A fine opportunity presents itself on this side
the Atlantic to his ambitious and aspiring mind to become a bishop,
if he can only manage the documents committed to him by Mr.
Wesley. Well, he withholds one—mutilates another—and ¢ burns ”
a third. The Doctor, in his letter to Bishop White, which shall be
given hereafter, says— You, I believe, are conscious that I was
brought up in the Church of England, and have been ordained, a
‘presbyter of that church. For many years I was prejudiced, even
to bigotry, in favor of it.” Nor was his attachment to episcopacy
and the Church of England greater than was Mr. Asbury’s.

1. Mr. Asbury was brought up in the Church of England, and
was strongly prepossessed in favor of all her forms and orders.

2. Mr. Drew, in his account of the schism which took place
among the preachers in this country in 1778, respecting the ordi-
nances, says: ‘‘ Mr. Asbury on hearing their statement and request,
found himself in an unpleasant situation. From principie he was
strongly attached to the episcopacy which had been abolished.”
[Drew’s Life of Coke, p. 60.] And on the next page, he says:
“Mr. Asbury, in the mean while, who had not yet shaken off the
rusty fetters of Apostolical succession, found himself comparatively
deserted by those whose respect for him still remained undimin-
ished.” ‘

8. Dr. Coke and Moore, in their life of Wesley, express them-
gelves thus :—Mr. Asbury’s attachment to the Church of Eng-
land, was at this time (in 1778) exceedingly strong.” p. 350.

4. Mr. Asbury himself, says:— I read and transcribed some
of Potter’s church government; and must prefer the Episcopal
mode of church government to the Presbyterian.” Journals, vol. i.
p- 285. And on the next page, he says, I read and transcribed
some of Potter’s church government till ten o’clock.” From the
circumstance of his transcribing parts of this work ¢ till ten o’clock,”
it may be inferred, that Arch-bishop Potter was a great favorite
with Mr. Asbury ; and yet no writer more strenuously defends apos-
tolical succession—the divine right of the priesthood—and a third
order of ministers, than does Arch-bishop Potter. .

There is another thing that claims particular attention here, as it
has been frequently asserted that ME Asbury was elected by the
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church in general, and the rights of the travelling preachers in par-
ticular, that he could not allow himself to step into any office to
which he was ¢ appointed ” by Mr. Wesley, without having first ob-
tained ¢ a vote >’ of those who were to be under his authority ? Let
his history from the day he landed on the shores of America to the
day of his death, serve as an answer to this question. Or was it
because, at every period of his life, he was so averse to be clothed
.with power and authority, that he thought ¢ a vote ™ of the confer-
ence might happily relieve him from the tremendous responsibilities
which attach to the episcopal office, though appointed to that office
by Mr. Wesley himself ? Nothing of all this. There was but one
reason for this unparalleled objection—to be independent of Mr.
Wesley, and set his authority at defiance. Or to give the reason in
Mr. Asbury’sown words ; ¢ Mr. Wesley and I are like Ceesar and
Pompey ; he will bear no equal, and I will bear no superior.” To
men who can justify a violation of sacred and oft repeated promises
—who can advocate the most flagrant act of injustice to Mr. Wes-
ley, the father and founder of Methodism ; and who can commend
the basest ingratitude, we give Mr. Asbury’s election to the episeo
pacy by the Conference of 1784, to make of it all that they possibly
can towards their own elevation.

\

NUMBER XV.

The ¢ plan,” by which the Methodist societies in America were
to be governed in future, having been settled by Dr. Coke and Mr.
Asbury in a private apartment, to which these gentlemen had retired
after the public services were over, it was agreed on that a confer-
ence of all the preachers in full counection should be called, to meet
in the city of Baltimore on the following Christmas, to take the
“plan” into consideration. Intelligence of this meeting was
accordingly sent off to every part of the work ; Mr. Freeborn Gar-
rettson being appointed to go through Maryland and Virginia, to
give information to the preachers in the South and in the West.

¢ On Christmas eve the preachers met in the city of Baltimore,
according to previous appointment, to begin their conference, at
which nearly sixty were present: but the whole number at that
time in the connection on the continent amounted to eighty-one. In
this assembly the plans advised by Mr. Wesley, and now committed
to their care for execution, were fully unfolded ; and, under exist-
ing circumstances, their general principles received unanimous
approbation. On the 2Tth of December, Dr. Coke, agreeably to
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the letter he had received from Mr. Wesley, prior to his departure
from Bristol, proceeded to impart to Mr. Asbury that branch of the
office to which he was designated. — Drew’s Life of Dr. Coke, p. 95.

Let us here make a few remarks on this extract:

1. E. Cooper says:—¢ The Conference met the 2Tth of
December, 1784, and continued their deliberations and sittings
until sometime in January, 1785. — Cooper on Asbury, p. 108.

W. Waters says — ¢ 25th December, 1784: We became instead
of a religious society, a separate church, under the name of Method-
ist Episcopal Church.” — Memoirs, p. 102.

I. Emory says —The General Conference of 1784, com-
menced its session on the 25th of December, and closed on the 1st
of January, 1785.” — Defence, &c., p. 42. So contradictory
are the accounts of some of the « standard” writers on Methodism.

2. The conference met in the church in Light street. Did it
hold its session in secret £ or were the members of society permitted
to be present as spectators — for no layman was ever yet allowed
to partake in the deliberations, either of an annual, or general con-
ference ? We have never seen any document which would justify
us in saying, the sittings and deliberations of that conference were
conducted with open doors. And here it may not be amiss to call
the attention of the reader to the subject of secrecy, which has
marked the origin and progress of the Methodist Episcopacy ; as if
it was a thing which could not bear the light.  Mr. Charles Wesley
complained bitterly of the secrecy practised by his brother John, in
the ordination of Dr. Coke. This ceremony took place in a private
chamber at Bristol, without Mr. C. Wesley’s knowledge, althonil:
he “was at his brother’s elbow at the time!” And Dr. Co
improving on the manner of his own ordination, ¢ first opened the
design of organizing Methodists in America into an independent
Episcopal church to Mr. Asbury,” and all we know of what Mr.
Asbury thought of the communication is what he tells us himself —
¢ If the preachers unanimously choose me, I shall not act in the
capacity I have hitherto done by Mr. Wesley’s appointment.”
— Jounals, vol. i. p. 8376. This explains the reason why Mr.
Asbury so readily concurred in the societies becoming an “indepen-
dent church;”’ he had no idea of acting in asubordinate station—
¢ Pompey would bear no superior.”

8. Mr. Drew says above — * In this assembly the plans devised
by Mr. Wesley, and now committed to their care for execution, were
fully developed.” We cannot think so. The plans developed at
this conference were none of Mr. Wesley’s, but originated with Dr.
Coke, and had the concurrence of Mr. Asbury. Mr. Drew com-
piled his * life of Coke” from the doctor’s papers, and no doubt
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believed the statement he has here made. But we know better:
for the ¢ little sketch,” which Mr. Wesley says he * drew up” for
the societies, was destroyed, and forged minutes were published in
the place of the real minutes of conference which were taken at the
time.
- 4. Neither local preachers nor laymen had any voice in the
deliberations of this assembly, either personally or by representative.
And this is such an incredible thing, that it requires to be repeated
over and over again. A strange world thisis! That Americans
who have endured a seven years war, fighting for Ulberty — who
had: expended a vast amount of treasure in carrying on the contest,
who had shed their blood like water in the struggle with Great
Britain, and who had just thrown off the authority of King George
III., should, in some two or three years thereafter, tamely submit
to be governed in ecclesiastical matters by a semi-pauper, who,
when he came to Bristol a few years before, to take passage to
Anmerica, ¢ had not a penny in his pocket.” Can there be found a
parallel to this in the history of the world? We think not. And
yet it is a positive and undeniable fact, that none but travelling
reachers have had any thing to do with the organization of the
ilethodist Episcopal Church; nor to the present moment have either
local preachers or laymen a voice in either an annual or general
conference!!! Americans, be consistent. Attend no more mass-
meetings to give utterance to tyour sympathies for the oppressed
Hungarians : but as members of the Methodist Episcopal church,
resolve that you will no longer submit to be governed by rules, in the
forming of which you have no voice, personally or by representa-
tive ; for as the matter stands at present, you are the veriest slave
on the face of the earth.

5.  Our astonishment at this submission rises when we contems
plate the number and qualifications of those who composed this-
“conference. A list of the names of the members now lies before
me ; but whether it is correct or not, we have no means of ascer-
taining. Instead, therefore, of transcribing their names, we shall
give the number of those who are marked as being present, and the
years they were in the travelling connection, when the conference
met. Dr. Coke says, ¢ about sixty were present, and most of these
were young men.” Drew says above — ‘“nearly sixty were
"present.”’ :

Of these, Onehad travelled 10 years — Z'hree, 9 years — T'hree,
8 years — Eight, T %ears — Four, 6 years — Siz, five years —
Erght, 4 years — Thirteen, 3 years — Eight, 2 years — and
Eleven, 1 year. According to this list we have 65 present,* forty

* Besides Coke, Asbury, Whatcoat, and Vasey.
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of whom had travelled under four years!!! So then, about ¢two-
thirds of this first conference had not the experience of five years
travel ; and perhaps some of them could not give out a stanza of a
hymn in a congregation, without spelling some of the words. And
these are the men who laid the foundation.of an ecclesiastical
establishment that has affected the fate of thousands, and may per
haps yet affect the Union of our country. Hurl it, hurl it, to the
moles and the bats, and let it sink into the category of things that
were.

6. The last thing we shall notice in this paragraph, is the ordi-
nation of Mr. Asbury. But whether he was ordained deacon,
elder, and superintendent in one day, or in three consecutive days,
we have no means of determining. The only thing we can say
Bositively is, that he was ordained a superintendent, not dishop —

ecause he says himself, ¢ I was ordained a superintendent, as my
parchments will prove.” Let us supppose that he was ordained
a deacon the first day, by which office he was authorized to perform
the rights of marriage and baptism in the absence of Dr. Coke, Mr.
Whatcoat and Mr. Vasey, and to assist them in the administration
of the Lord’s supper. He professed himself inwardly moved by the
Holy Ghost, to take upon himself this office, and promised due
obedience with a glad heart and willing mind to the godly admoni-
tions of these gentlemen. He also promised before high Heaven,
that ¢ he would gladly and willingly search for the sick, poor, and
impotent, that they may be visited and relieved ;” and yet none of
these things were ever done. Now we think it is a very solemn
thing to make such promises in the name of the Holy Ghost.
Pshaw, you fool says one, all this is only matter of form. Well,
the next day he is advanced another step higher, and was ordained
an elder. He now shakes off the authority of Mr. Whatcoat and
Mr. Vasey, being their equal ; but bound himself a second time
¢ to follow the godly admonitions, and submit to the godly judgment
of Dr. Coke. Here again there is no duty done, although it is
affirmed that the Holy éhost had moved him to perform the duties
of an elder. The third day comes, and Messrs. Whatcoat aund
Vasey present this godly man to Dr. Coke to be ordained a super-
intendent. Again he professes to be moved by the Holy Ghost,
is ordained a superintendent or bishop, throws off the authority of
Dr. Coke, and is advanced to the ne plus ultra of his ardent wishes.
Respecting the ordination of Dr. Coke, Mr. C. Wesley said :

“ So easily are Bishop's made,
By man's or woman’s whim;
Wesley his hands on Coke hath laid,
But he laid hands on him.”
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Respecting Mr. Asbury’s ordination, the same writer said :

A Roman emperor ’tis said,

His favorite horse a consul made;
But Coke brings greater things to pass,
He makes a bishop of an ass.”

As might be expected on an occasion so-important, a consecra-
tion sermon was preached by Dr. Coke — the first part of which
was the vindication of the conduct of the Methodists in becoming a
¢ separate body >’ — an ¢ independent church ” of an Episcopal
character, and of their assuming the right to ordain. Several
reasons then advanced, have been given in a former letter, taken
from Whitehead’s Life of Wesley.

We will now give a letter which Mr. Wesley addressed to the
Methodists in America, as publish in the minutes of 1784-5.

¢¢ BRISTOL, Sept. 10th, 1784.

“To Dr. Coke, Mr. Asbury, and our Brethren in North
America :

“1. By a very uncommon train of providences, many of the
provinces of North America are totally disjoined from the British
empire, and erected into Independent States. The English govern-
ment has no authority over them either civil or ecclesiastical, any
more than over the States of Holland. A civil authority is exercised
over them, partly by the Congress, partly by the State Assemblies.
But no one either exercises or claims any ecclesiastical authority at
all. In this peculiar situation some thousands of the inhabitants of
these States desire my advice ; and in compliance with their desire
I have drawn up a little sketch.

2. Lord King’s account of the primitive church convinced me
many years ago, that bishops and presbyters, are the same order,
and consequently, have the same right to ordain. For many years
I have been importuned from time to time, to exercise this right, b
ordaining part of our travelling preachers. But I have still refused,
not only for peace sake, 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 case is widely different between England and North
America. Here, there are bishops who have a legal jurisdiction.
In America there are none, and but a few parish ministers. So that
for some hundred miles together there is none either to baptize, or
to administer the Lord’s supper.  Here, therfore, my scruples are
at an end: and I conceive myself at full liberty, as I violate no
order and invade no man’s right, by appointing and sending labor-
ers into the harvest.
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4 T have accordingly appointed Dr. Coke and Mr. Francis
Asbury joint superintendents, * over our brethren in North America.
As also, RicHARD WHATCOAT and THOMAS VASEY to act as elders
among them by baptising and administering the Lord’s supper.

5. If any one will point out a more rational and scriptural way
of feeding and guiding those poor sheep in the wilderness, I will
. gladly embrace it. At present I cannot see any better method

than that I have taken.

6. It has indeed been proposed, to desire the English bishops
to ordain part of our preachers for America. But to this I object,
—1. I desired the Bishop of London to ordain one only; but I
could not prevail. 2. If they consented, we know the slowness of
their proceedings ; but the matter admits of no delay. 3. If they
would ordain them now, they would likewise expect to govern them.
And how grievously would this entangle us ? 4. Asour American
brethren are now totally disentangled both from the State and from
the English hierarchy, we dare not entangle them again, either
with the one or the other. They are now at full liberty, simply to
follow the Scriptures and the primitive church. And we judge it
best that they should stand fast in that liberty, wherewith God has
so strangely made them free. JorN WESLEY.”

NUMBER XVIL

As the point at which we have arrived is of great importance in
the history of the fraud that has been perpetrated in organizing the
Methodist Episcopal Church, it is highly proper that we should
place the particulars clearly and distinctly before the reader,
although in so doing, we may subject ourselves to the charge of
repetition. QOur first enquiry, then, relates to the state of the
societies when Mr. Wesley was applied to for his advice and assist-
ance.

1. The Methodist Societies in America, before and at the close
of the revolutionary war, were very much distressed for want of
ministers to administer the sacraments, ¢ 8o that for some hundreds
of miles together,” says Mr. Wesley, ‘ there is none either to bap-
tise or to administer the Lord’s supper.” In this state of destitution
it certainly was the duty of the societies to take all proper steps to
obtain the ordinances; and Mr. Wesley was the person of all otE:rl,

* ‘ As the translators of our version of the Bible have used the English word
Bishop instead of Superintendent, it has been thought by us, that it would appear
more scriptural to adopt their term Bishop.”
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to whom application should be made. —1. On account of his age
and experience. — 2. On account of his knowledge and piety. —
3. On account of the relation he sustained to the societies, being
the father to the whole Methodist family in Europe and America.

2d. Let us next consider the representations that were made
and the promises that were given him, when he was solicited to
ordain preachers for America. These we have in the letter of
¢ episcopal authority,” as it has been called, which was delivered to
Dr. Coke, at the time he was created a superintendent. It says—
¢ Whereas many of the people in the Southern provinces of North
America, who desire to continue under my care, and still adhere to
the doctrines and discipline of the Church of England, are greatly
distressed for want of ministers to administer the sacraments of bap-
tism and the Lord’s supper, according to the usage of the same
church: and whereas there does not appear to be any other way of
supplying them with ministers,— Know all men, that I, John Wes-
ley, think myself to be providentially called at this time to set apart
some persons for the work of the ministry in America, &c.” Lan-
guage cannot be more plain and explicit than is the language of
this letter of authority, delivered to Dr. Coke, viz.: that those who
applied to Mr. Wesley for assistance (and perhaps the urgent and
repeated applications were made by Mr. Asbury, who stood at the
head of the American societies,) assured him in their communica-
tions that they * desired to continue under his care,” and yet the
first thing that Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury did, when the conference
met in Baltimore, was ¢ to form the societies into a separate body
and to become “ an independent church.” What perfidy!! Now,
we ask, where is the difference in principle between obtaining goods
under fraudulent pretences, and obtaining ordination under such
false assurances ? In the former case we know what punishment
follows such mercantile transactions; we would like to know what
punishment should follow such sacred duplicity and falsehood ? By
all honorable men we know such conduct will be considered infa-
mous ; and yet there have been found some in the church who
would write a “ defence ”’ of the parties concerned, and the church
in turn has elevated the writer to the highest ecclesiastical distine-
tion for his ¢ masterly performance.” The terpitude of the ungate-
ful return made Mr. Wesley, assumes a deeper tinge when we
reflect that the document which contains the above assurances, was
Dr. Coke’s letter of ordination, and that this letter was withheld
and never suffered to see the light ; but instead of the developments
it contains, the first section of the first chapter of the book of disci-
pline has been published as a full and true account of the origin of
the church.

Vid
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3d. ¢In this peculiar situation,” says Mr. Wesley, ¢ some thou-
sands of the inhabitants of these States desire my advice ; and in
compliance with their desire, I have drawn up a ¢little sketch.”
Can the ingenuity of man twist, torture, or make these words bear
any other meaning than this plain and obvious one, namely, that
Mr. Wesley did ¢ draw up a little sketch > in compliance with the
wishes of those who applied to him for advice? Well, where
is this ¢ little sketch ?””  Who ever saw it ? What was the nature
of its contents ? and what has become of it ? We said in a former
letter that this ¢ little sketch >’ was destroyed, on the principle that
¢ dead men tell no tales ;’ and we now say we have no doubt, that
if it was brought across the Atlantic, one or the other, or both, Dr.
Coke and Mr. Asbury, destroyed it, because it stood in the way of
their ambitious designs. Had it been in favor of the episcopacy
which they were anxious to establish, can any one suppose it would
have been destroyed? Never! What an outrage then on the con
fidence of private friendship, and on official obligation. Mr. Wesley
committed this document to the care of Dr. Coke,as one man would
deliver an important letter to the care of another, to be delivered
to the writer’s friend, and Dr. Coke destroyed it! And this the
morality of Methodist episcopacy! If so, it requires the aid of a
lawyer to defend it. If this is the way that some gentlemen would
dispose of letters committed to their care, we would fear for the
safe delivery of one if it covered a ten dollar bill. But apart from
the duty of private friendship, there was an official obligation on Dr.
Coke to submit this ¢ little sketch >’ to the preachers in conference.
Mr. Wesley gave him a letter of authority for himself ; and like-
wise this “little sketch” containing his advice to the societies.
Now we insist on it, Dr. Coke was bound by every principle of
truth, of honor, and of official duty, to place this document, which
was drawn up for the societies, before the preachers when they met
in Baltimore. But instead of that, it was destroyed.

This declaration of Mr. Wesley, that he had * drawn up a little
sketch,” sadly perplexed ¢ our beloved Emory,” when he was writ-
ing his ¢ Defence of our Fathers.” He did not dare to contradict
what Mr. Wesley says, for that would be to give him the lie —
though that is a thing he was not backward to do in several places
in his work — and to pass it over unnoticed he knew would rot do;
— he therefore disposed of it in the following manner.

¢« Dr. Coke’s letters of ordination” (here ¢ our beloved” is
wrong, there was but one letter of ordination)  as a superintendent,
were dated Sept. 2, 1784. Mr. Wesley’s preface to the first edi-
tion of his abritfgment of the prayer book was dated Sept. 9, 1784,
and his letter ¢ to Dr. Coke, Mz' Asbury, and our brethren in
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North America,” bore date Sept. 10, of the same year. These
documents, therefore, so nearly synchrous, are to be regarded, with
the prayer book, as parts of one whole ; and as constituting together
the ¢ httle sketch’ which Mr. Wesley says he had drawn upin
compliance with the desire of some thousands of the inhabitants of
these States.—¢¢ Defence of our Fathers,” p.37. We have made
this extract as a lferary curiosity, to show the ingenuity of the
lawyer, and the inviolable adherence to truth in the Doctor of
Divinity. Any man who can swallow this monstrous pill of absurd-
ity may do it.. Can Dr. Durbin ?

4th. The letter of Sept. 10, 1784, addressed ¢ to Dr. Coke,
Mr. Asbury, and our brethren in North America,” was mutilated,
and only an “ extract” of it was given in the minutes of 1784-5.
The letter is inserted entire in the British minutes of 1785, in
Whitehead’s Life of Wesley, and in Drew’s Life of Dr. Coke, and
is the same in all. —In the American minutes, the paragraphs are
numbered, and the part that was expunged belongs to the fourth
paragraph. We will now give that paragraph entire, as it stands
in the above-named works, which we carefully collated, placing all
that was expunged in italics : — 4. ‘I have accordingly appointed
Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury to be joint superintendents over our
brethren in North America : as also Richard Whatcoat and Thomas
Vasey to act as Elders among them, by baptising and administer-
ing the Lord’s supper. And I have prepared a Liturgy, little
differing from that of the Church of England, (I think the best con-
stituted national church in the world) which I advise all the travel-
ling preachers to use on the Lord’s day, in all the congregations,
reading the Litany only on Wednesdays and Fridays, and praying
extempore on all other days. I also advise the elders to administer
the supper of the Lord on the Lord’s day.” It is not necessary for
us to enquire why was this letter mutilated, and only an ¢ extract”
of it given to the societies. Those who mutilated it had some ob-
ject in view which it is altogether useless for us to conjecture. All
we have to do with, is the fact of its being mutilated, and this fact
is fully established. Now when we reflect that this letter was mu-
tilated,— Dr. Coke’s letter. of ordination was kept back and was
never suffered to see the light — the “little sketch > was destroy-
ed — and forged minutes were published in the room of the genuine
ones — we are constrained to gec]are we believe such another sys-
tem of falsehood, deception and fraud, in the organising of an eccle-
siastical establishment, is not to be found on the face of the earth,
no, not even in the church of Rome.

Sth.” Mr. Wesley says — “ Whereas many of the people in the
Southern provinces of North- America who desire to continue under-
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my care, and still to adhere to the doctrine and discipline of the
Church of England, are greatly distressed for want of ministers to
administer the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s supper, accord-
ing to the usage of the same church.” From this extract it is plain,
that the applicants assured Mr. Wesley, that it was their ¢¢ desire to
adhere to the doctrines of the Church of England, and to have the
sacraments administered according to the usage of the same church.”
Now let it be distinctly noticed, that this proposition came from
those on this side of the Atlantic, not from Mr. Wesley — that it
originated with them, not with him — and that it was in compliance
with their urgent and repeated solicitations he undertook to assist
them in their distress. He accordingly prepared a liturgy for them,
little differing from that of the Church of England, which he advised
the preachers to use, agreeably to the directions given above. In
doing this Mr. Wesley could not suppose that these representations
and assurances were made to induce him to do a thing, which those

who made them might ultimately use to promote their own ambitious
designs ; nor do we say they were made for such purposes. But
we do say, that it is a very extraordinary circumstance, that this
prayer book, which was prepared in compliance with the above
representations and assurances, should be laid aside almost as soon

as ordination was obtained ; and although thus rejected, that it

should be used as an argument to prove, that the government of the

Methodist Episcopal Church was instituted in conformity with Mr.

Wesley’s “ counsel” and ¢ recommendation.” Nor i8 this all.

This same rejected prayer book has latterly been brought forward
to prove that Mr. Wesley designed that the Methodist Episcopal
Church should have three orders or ministers, (although every one

knows that Mr. Wesley believed there were but two orders,) and
that she has three orders, Bishops, Elders, and Deacons, a doctrine
which Mr. Wesley did not hold. When a good man is dealing with
professors of religion, or Who are men of honor and veracity, he is
more apt to be off his guard than when he is dealing with men of a
different character. If this good man should be overreached in the
transaction, how detestable to see those in whom he had confided,
and by whom he was deceived, chuckling over the advantage they
had gained over their easy and unsuspecting victim. And yet how
apt are such to triumph, and turn the advantage against their dupe.
hfr. Wesley lived long enough after the occurrences which we are
here recon{ing to regret the steps he had taken in the matter of
ordination ; and although Dr. Coke has been pronounced by Rev.
Henry Moore unworthy of credit, we will give part of a sentence in
his letter to Bishop White — “ He went farther, I am sure, than he
would have gone, tf he had foreseen some events which followed.
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And this T am certain of — that he 8 now sorry for the separation.
And the Rev. James Creighton, in reply to Mr. Samuel Bradburn,
says — “ I must take the liberty positively to contradict you. He
did repent of it, (ordination) and with tears in his eyes expressed his
gorrow both in public and private.” Again he says — ¢ He like-
wise expressed his sorrow respecting this matter at Leeds confer-
ence, in 1789, and occasionally afterwards in London, until his
death.” —yp. 13. Poor Mr. Wesley ! !

To prove that the prayer book had no connection with the origi-
nating of the form of government for the Methodist societies in
Anmerica, we will give extracts from letters of three gentlemen who
were members of the conference of 1784-5. :

Extract of a letter dated

“ BRUNSWICK, 26th Sept. 1828.

I do not recollect that there was any proposition for our receiving
the prayer book and episcopacy connected. And it is certain tHe
preachers never considered themselves obliged to conform to the
%ra.yer book, for they did not make use of it on Wednesdays and

ridays as recommended.
Yours very sincerely,
Epwarp DroM@oOLE, SEN.”

Extract of a letter from Rev. Thomas Ware, dated

« SALEM, Dec. 1, 1828,

Dr. Coke was in favor of taking the name of Methodist Episcopal
Church ; argued the plan of general superintendency was in fact
a species of episcopacy, but dif not, I think, bring the prayer book
into view. TrOMAS WARE.

The following is from Rev. Jonathan Forrest :

“As for what Mr. Emory has said in the ¢ Defence of our
Fathers” respecting the recommendation of the prayer book
abridged by Mr. Wesley, being a recommendation of the Episcopal
form of church government for the American Methodist societies, I
did not consider it in that light at the conference of 1784. Nor
have I considered it in that light at any time since. Nor do I con-
sider it in that light now. Nor do I believe it was so considered
by any person in the conference of 1784.

JoNATHAN FORREST.”

NUMBER XVIIL

Up to this date, we have sent you sixteen sheets of «“ cap ”” paper
closely written and full to overflowing with matter relating to the
state and condition of the early Methodist societies in America ; and
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notwithstanding all that has been said on these subjects, we have
not advanced one step beyond the year 1784 ; the year in which
those societies were formed into an independent epkmﬁal church.
This period we will call the first period of American Methodism;
and the principal points which properly belong to it, and of which
we have treated in the preceding letters, are :—the destitution and
distress of the societies, both before and during the revolatio:
war, for the want of the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s sup-
per; the means by which Mr. Asbury arrived at the possession of
absolute power, by which he, assisted by a few tory preachers, ex-
pelled twenty-seven preachers in Virginia, because they had taken
measures to have the ordinances; the frequent applications that
were made to Mr. Wesley to send over ordained ministers; the
promises and assurances that were made him that the societies de-
sired “ to continue under his care, and still to adhere to the doctrine
and discipline of the Church of England,” and to have the sacra-
ments administered ¢ according to the usage of the same church;”
the part Dr. Coke took to induce Mr. Wesley to ordain him and
others to come to the United States ; and the means he, in conjunc-
tion with Mr. Asbury, used to fix on the societies an episcopal form
of government under the sanction of Mr. Wesley’s name, viz : by
suppressing the letter of authority given to Dr. Coke, signifying the
office to which he was appointed ; by destroying the *little sketch,”
which Mr. Wesley assures us he drew up 1n compliance with ¢ the
desire of some thousands ”—by mutilating the circular letter of
Sept. 10, 1784, addressed ¢“to Dr. Coke, Mr. Asbury, and our
brethren in North America ”—and by forging and publishing a doc-
ument purporting to be the minutes of the conference of 1784, in
the place of the true and genuine ones of that year. By these means
were the preachers who composed that conference kept in the dark,
and in confirmation of this statement we will present an extract of a
letter from one who was a member of that body. He says—1am
fully persuaded the preachers in 1784 believed they were acting in
accordance with the will of Mr. Wesley, when they adopted the
episcopal form, or the plan of general superintendency. Dr. Coke
was in favor of taking the name of Methodist Episcopal Church ;
argued, the plan of general superintendency was in fact a species
of episcopacy, but did nst, I think, bring the prayer-book into
view.”

Not only were the preachers who composed that conference de-
ceived by these means, but great pains have been taken from that
time to the preset, to impress the societies and the public with the
belief that all that was done by that conference was done agreeably
to the express directions of Lz Wesley. The bishops, to the pres-
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ent day, have represented and affirmed, that all that was done at
the conference of ’84 in the way of forming the societies into an
episcopal church, originated with Mr. Wesley, was ¢ recommended ”’
by him, and when completed had his entire approbation, than which
nothing can be farther from the truth. And to give an air of plau-
gibility to this scheme of imposition, two facts have been adduced,
and on these facts, twisted and perverted as they have been, do the
advocates of the hierarchy rely to sustain their position : First, that
Mr. Wesley, by setting apart Dr. Coke a superintendent, intended
to ordain him a dshop, as the Doctor, before the performance of the
ceremony, was a presbyter of the Church of England. And second,
that Mr. Wesley abridged the prayer-book of that church, and sent
it over for the use of the societies. Let us examine each of these
facts. To determine the weight of the first argument, it is neces-
sary to ascertain in what light did Mr. Wesley consider a bishop at
the time he set Dr. Coke apart for the office of a superintendent.
Some ecclesiastical writers say, there are three orders of ministers
in the church of Christ, dishops, presbyters, and deacons, and as this
doctrine has been advanced by several writers in the Methodist
Episcopal Church with reference to the ministers of their own de-
nomination, the question is, in what light did Mr. Wesley consider
a bishop, when he set Dr. Coke apart as a superintendent ? Dip
he consider a bishop a third order of ministers, distinct from, and
superior to presbyters? He did not. For he says expressly,
“ Lord King’s account of the primitive church convinced me many
years ago, that bishops and presbyters are the same order. He
could not, therefore, without the greatest duplicity and falsehood
declare, that there were but two orders, if by setting Dr. Coke apart
az a superintendent, he intended the American societies should have
three.

But it may be asked, if Mr. Wesley did not intend to raise Dr.
Coke to a third order, why did he lay his hand on him when he ap-
pointed him a superintendent ? To this it may be answered.

1. The distressed situation of the American societies ; their be-
ing destitute of the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s supper ;
and their repeated and pressing importunities that he would ordain
and send over some of his preachers to administer the sacraments,
were the reasons why Mr. Wesley ordained at all. These reasons
are set gut in the letter of authority which he gave Dr. Coke, and
in the one addressed ¢ To Dr. Coke, Mr. Asbury, and our brethren
in North America, Sept. 10, 1784.” In the former he says—
¢ Whereas many of the people in the Southern Provinces of North
Anmerica, who desire to continue under my care, and still adhere to
the doctrine and discipline of the Church of England, are greatly
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distressed for the want of ministers to administer the sacraments of
baptism and the Lord’s supper.” And in the latter he says—In
this peculiar situation some thousands of the inhabitants of these
States desire my advice, and in compliance with their desire, I have
drawn up a little sketch.” Again, he says—* For many years I
have been importuned from time to time to exercise this right by
ordaining part of our travelling preachers. Here therefore my scra-
ples are at an end, and I conceive myself at full liberty, as I violate
no order and invade no man’s right, by appointing and sending la-
borers into the harvest.”

2d. Mr. Wesley considered himself, under God, the father of
all the Methodists in Europe and America. He considered that he
had a right to govern those societies that had been raised by his in-
strumentality, or had put themselves  under his care.” If he
was in America he could superintend the societies himself ; but as
. he was not, he considered it his prerogative to transfer the power
of governing them to Dr. Coke, or any other person that he might
appoint. This transfer of right is called by him an investing of the
doctor with ¢ fuller powers.”

3. To overcome the opposition which the doctor apprehended he
would have to encounter from Mr. Asbury,if he came to this coun-
try to superintend the societies without having first received author-
ity so to do from Mr. Wesley, was offered by the doctor as a
reason why he should receive this authority in a formal way, from
Mr. Wesley. He says — ¢ The more maturely I consider the sub-
ject, the more expedient it appears to me that the power of ordain-
ing should be received by me from you, by the imposition of your
hands. As the journey 1s long and you cannot spare me often, it
is well to provide against all events, and an authority formally
received from you will (I am certain of it) be fully admitted by the
people ; and my exercising the office of ordination without that
formal authority may be disputed, if there be any opposition on any
other account ; I could therefore earnestly wish you would exercise
that power in this instance. I may want all the influence in Ame-
rica which you can throw into my scale. Mr. Brackenburg informed
me at Leeds that he saw a letter in London from Mr. Asbury, in
which he observed, that ke would not receive any person deputed
by you to take any part of the superintendency of the work invested
tn him, or words evidently implying so much.” .

4. Dr. Coke did not believe that his being invested with autho-
rity to superintend the Methodists societies in America by the
formal imposition of Mr. Wesley’s hands was intended to raise, or
did raise him to any higher rank or order in the ministry, than he
was in before that ceremony was performed. For he tells us him-
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gelf, in a letter he addressed to the General Conference of 1808,
—«T am of our late venerable father, Mr. Wesley’s opinion, that
the order of bishops and presbyters is one and the same. From all
I have advanced, you may easily perceive, my dear brethren, that I
do not consider the imposition of hands on the one hand, as essen-
tially necessary for any office in the Church ; nor do I, on the other
hand, think that the repetition of the imposition of hands for the same
office, when important circumstances require it, is at all improper.”
-5. Nor did Mr. Wesley intend by the ceremony he performed at
the time he invested Dr. Coke with authority to superintend the
Anmerican societies, to raise the doctor to any higher rank or order
the ministry than that of presbyter; for he did not believe there
was any higher order in the church of Christ, bishop and presbyter
being, in his view, one and the same order. It is clear, then, that
in the nature and design of this ceremony was well understood by
the doctor, and that he was conscious Mr. Wesley did not design by
it to make him a bishop, distinct from, and superior to a presbyter.
Mr. Wesley held no such doctrine— had no such design. Why
then did the doctor avail himself of every opportunity to represent
himself a bishop ? If we apply to him the remarks Mr. Wesley
makes of himself, respecting the oath he took at his ordination, 1t
will show the turpitude of Dr. Coke’s conduct more fully. Mr.
Wesley says — “The true sense of the words of on oath, and the
mode and extent of its obligation, are not to be determined by him
that takes it, but by him who requires it.”’— Moore’s Life of Wesley,
vol. 1, p. 193. And besides, the doctor was enjoined not to take
the title of bishop. Mr. Moore says — ¢ With respect to the title
of bishop, I know that Mr. Wesley enjoined the doctor and his as-
sociates, and in the most solemn manner, that it should not be taken.”
Ifcontend then that knowing Mr. Wesley’s sentiments, the doctor
was under the most sacred obligations to regard them. That he
was bound by every principle of honor, and of truth, to adhere
rigidly to the instructions he had received. That in d:parting from
them he viclated his promise and disobeyed a most solemn injunc-
tion: and in so doing he has been a party to one of the greatest
frauds that has ever been practised on any religious denomination.
6. To cast some farther light on this transaction, we will in-
troduce a subject exactly similar, recorded in Acts xiii. 2, 8. “As
they ministered to tho Lord and fasted, the Holy Ghost said, sepa-
rate me Barnabas and Saul for the work whereunto I have called
them. And when they had fasted and prayed and laid their hands.
on them, they sent them away.” Now the transaction in the
Acts so much resembles the one under consideration that no mate- -
rial difference can be perceived between them. The one was
8
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intended for a special purpose; so was the other. The one was
performed ¢ by the imposition of hands and prayer ;” so was the
other. The one was performed ¢ by ordained ministers ;> so was
the other. The one “ was done under the protection of Almighty
God ;” so was the other. Before we offer Mr. Wesley’s opinion of
this transaction, we will present the reader with that of Dr. Mack-
night. He says — ¢ St. Paul was first made an apostle by Christ,
when he appeared to him on the way to Damascus.— Acts ix. 16.
And three years after that his apostolic commission was received.—
Acts xxii. 20. So that he was first sent forth, neither by the
church at Jerusalem, nor by that at Antioch. The Holy Gost, in-
deed, ordered the prophets at Antioch (Acts xiii. 21) to separate
Paul and Barnabas; but it was unto the work, whereunto he had
called them formerly. This separation was simply a recommending
them to the grace of God by prayer. And in fact it is so termed,
Acts xiv. 26.” Let us now hear Mr. Wesley.

¢« But when St. Paul and Barnabas were separated for the work to
which they were called, this was not ordaining them. St. Paul was
ordained long before, and that not of man or by man. It was only
tnducting him to the province for which our Lord had appointed
him from the beginning. For this énd the prophets and teachers
fasted, prayed, and laid their hands upon them; a rite which was
used not in ordination only, but in blessing, and on many other oc-
casions.””— Wesley’s Works, vol. x., p. 287.

NUMBER XVIII

It is said that George IIL. once visited a teacher of youth,
who was celebrated for preparing young men for college, to ascer-
tain by what means he was successful above all others in making
his pupils such good scholars. When the king had entered his
spartment, and had informed him of the object of his visit, the
teacher made him this reply : — ¢ May it please your Majesty, the
whole art of teaching consists in two words — simplify and repeat
— simplify and repeat. If I am successful above others in prepar-
ing young men for the university, as your mas'esty is pleased to say
I am, I attribute all m[:' success to this method of imparting instruc-
tion. I practice no other art than to make subjects plain and intel-
ligible by simplifying them, and to repeat my exposition until I have
fixed the idea permanently in the mind of my pupil.”

Profiting by this reply, we have collected and arranged in the
preceding letters, the principal facts that tovk place from the
preaching of the first Methodist preachers in America, until
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the societies were formed into an- Episcopal church ; and we have
dwelt on these facts with a view of impressing them deeply and
permanently on the mind of the reader. The period embracing
these facts we have denominated the first period of American
Methodism, and dates from 1766 to 1784, when the societies were
formed into an ¢ independent episcopal church.” Looking at the
time when this organization took place, we find it was just forty
years from the time when Mr. Wesley held his first conference.
There is nothing strange to be sure in this historical fact; but is it
not a little remarkable that a second period of American Methodism
should consist of just forty years also. For, commencing at the
organization of the church in 1784, and running on forty years will
bring us to the General Conference of 1824, and the interval
between these two dates we call a second period of American
Methodism. It was in this latter year that those who petitioned
the General Conference for a REPRESENTATION in the law-making
department of the church, received an answer from that body that
never will be forgotten — that never ought to be forgotten by
American freemen — ¢ Pardon us if we know no such rights; if we
comprehend no such privileges.”” From the moment that this
answer was received, the petitioners determined to spread before
the church and the world the reasons why they thought the local
preachers and the lay members were entitled to be represented in
the General Conference. And here commences a third period in
American Methodist history ; for here commenced the publication
of the periodical called the ‘¢ Mutual Rights’’ — the formation of
Union societies — then the expulsion of Reformers — and finally,
the organization of the Methodist Protestant Church. Having
noticed these periods or divisions, it is worthy of farther remark
that just half a period, or twenty years had elapsed when the
church was divided in 1844 into the church North and the church
South ; and by the time the other half of the cycle shall have come
round, Methodist Episcopacy shall be no more. It certainly cannot
live much longer. It is now on its last legs, and is tottering to
its fall.

The facts and incidents which we shall notice as belonging to the
second period of American Methodism are — The prayer book of
1786 — The first section of the first chapter of the book of discip-
line — The Notes of the Discipline, on which Dr. Durbin relied,
among other things to prove his position, the nomination of Richard
Whatcoat to be asuperintendent — The rejection of Mr. Wesley’s
authority, and leaving his name off the American minutes — The
contention and struggle between Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury for
power — The degradation of Dr. Coke, and Mr. Asbury’s vindic.
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tive triumph over him — The creation of the Council — Dr. Coke’s
application to Bishop White to be received into the fellowship of
the Protestant Episcopal church — The cecession occasioned by the
withdrawal of James O’Kelley, William McKendree, Rice Haggard,
and others from the Methodist Episcopal Church —Dr. Coke’s
abandoning the American connection, and his application to the
Bishop of London, to obtain ordination for some of the Methodist
preachers in Great Britain, and failing twice in his application to
the church, then turns to the State, and begs the Hon. W. Wilber
force to use his influence with the Prince Regent to appoint him
Bishop for India. These are the topics which we mean to discuss
as belonging to the second period, to all which we invite the most
profound attention of the reader.

II. Of the Prayer Book of 1786. Mr. Wesley having been
assured by Mr. Asbury and others, that the societies here ¢¢ desired
to continue under his care, and still adhere to the doctrine and dis
cipline of the Church of England, and have the sacraments adminis
tered according the usage of the same church,” abridged the prayer
book of that church for the use of the societies in America, and
sent it over by Dr. Coke in 1784. This abridged edition was

rinted at Mr. Wesley’s press; for it must be borne in mind that
Ee had a printing press for his own use, as may be seen by the
following extract of his will : — “Feb. 25. 1789. I give ma‘htypu,

rinting presses, and every thing partaining thereto, to Tho!
B.ankin and George Whitefield in trust, for the use of the conference.
—John Wesley.” The title page of this abridged edition rums
thus: ¢ The Sunday service of the Methodists in North Americs,
with other occasional services. London, printed in the
MDCCLXXIV.” This title page is given to be compared with
the title page of the prayer book of 1786, which is in the followi
words: ¢ The Sunday services of the Methodists in the Um‘t:s
States of America, with other occasional services. Printed by
Frys 4 Couchman, Worship street, Moorfields, 1786.” Now,
although the prayer book of ’84 was received by the Conference of
that year, an(f was used for a while by a few of the preachers, it
was soon laid aside ; so that of the hundreds of thousands who now
compose the Methodist Episcopal Church, not one, perhaps in ten
thousand ever saw the book, or has heard that such a prayer book
was abridged by Mr. Wesley.

But what bearing, says one, has the publication of the prayer
book of 1786 on the charge of fraud, and how will it contribute to
establish the truth of that charge ? We answer, it has a very im-
portant bearing on the case, as will be shown presently. s
former letter of this series, we related the tricks of asurveyor in one
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of the Southern States, who, being about to take up some worthless
land, with a view of passing it off as being of a superior quality to
what it really was, stuck down some twigs of black walnut, hickory,
oak, dogwood, &c., intending thereby to represent them as the
natural growth of the soil. The sticking of these twigs down was
intended to cheat the purchaser. A similar use is made of the
prayer book of 1786, to cheat the societies by representing all that
was done by the Conference of 1784 as being done in accordance
with Mr. Wesley’s ¢ counsel” and ¢ recommendation,” and when
it was done, as meeting with his entire approbation. It was for
this purpose, and for this alone, we solemny believe that the prayer
book of 1786 was printed ; and the publication of it by Dr. Coke is
not a whit behind the artifice and cunning of the Southern surveyor.
But let us examine the subject closely.

1. The prayer book of 1784 was abridged by Mr. Wesley, was
printed at his press, and was sent over to America with Dr. Coke,
for the use of the American Methodists. Now, take notice, that in
this prayer book there was not one word from beginning to end,
about bishops — about episcopacy — or about an episcopal form of
government. The fact is, these terms are not even mentioned in it,
much less are the things ¢ recommended.” And how things can
be “ recommended,” and those things not be as much mentioned in
the recommendation, is what we cannot understand.

2. The prayer-book of 1786 is precisely like that of 1784, except
in the following particulars. 1st. It differs from that of ’84 in the
title page, as may be seen by comparing the title pages as given
above. 2d. It contains one more Article of Religion than is in the
prayer of ’84. 3d. It contains the true and genuine minutes of
conference of 1784, which consists of 76 questions and their an-
swers, occupying thirty-three pages, and having the following title—
¢ The General Minutes of the Conferences of the Methodist Episco-
pal Church in America, forming the Constitution of the said Church.”
4th. It was printed at the press of Frys and Couchman, Worship
street, Upper Moorfields, London,” and was paid for by Dr. Coke
out of his own funds.

8. The conference, at which the church was organized, closed its
sessions on January 1st, 1785. Dr. Coke left Baltimore on the 3d
of the month, and from the 8th to the 19th, he was in Philadelphia,
where he had the minutes printed by Charles Cist of that city. On
the 2d of the following June, the Doctor sailed from Baltimore for
England, and was present at the British Conference which com-
menced in London on the 26th of July. Al this is plain and circum-
stantial, and may be gathered from the Doctor’s journal. But what
does he say about having the prayer book reprinted, with the min-

8.
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utes of the Methodist Episcopal Church in America, bound up in
it? Not a word. On this subject he is as silent asthe grave ; and
we are left to gather all the certain information we have on the sub-
ject, from the prayer-book itself, and not from Doctor Coke’s Jour-
nal, or from his pen.

4. When Mr. Wesley had the prayer-book printed, he had a suof-
ficient number struck off to serve his societies. The short time that
elapsed between the close of the conference, and Dr. Coke’s leaving
the United States, (just five months,) was not long enough for him
to distribute the number he brought over with him ; or to ascertain
whether more would be wanted soon, or not. And even if he had
ascertained that there was not a sufficient supply, the minutes and
prayer book were both in this country, and could be reprinted here
as well as in England. Had the prayer book and minates been re-
printed here, there would have been a saving of freight, risk, &e.,
on them, besides having them ready for distribution at a much ear
lier date than if they were printed in England. If a further supply
was necessary, every thing was in favor of having them reprinted
here ; and to men of common sense, the matter will appear unac-
countable if there were no particular and private ends to answer,
why they were reprinted in London, & few moths after the Doctor’s
return to England, and not in the United States.

5. But why was the prayer book and minutes reprinted at the
press of Frys and Couchman, and not at Mr. Wesley’s? Because
the proceedings of the conference of 1784, in forming themselves
into an ¢ independent church,” and assuming the title of the ¢ Meth-
odist Episcopal Church,” were displeasing to Mr. Wesley. It must
be admitted he saw those minutes, or he did not. If he did not see
them, it will follow, that Dr. Coke was conscious of having exceeded
Mr. Wesley’s instructions, and of having done that which he was
sensible would be displeasing to Mr. Wesley, when it was known.
The only way then of keeping those minutes from falling under Mr.
Wesley’s eve, was to have them printed at some other press, if they
were printed at all. If, upon the other hand Mr. Wesley did see

them, it is evident that he disapproved of the Doctor’s conduct, and
would not allow the prayer book and minutes to be printed at his
press. Had the Doctor informed Mr. Wesley that he had received
mformation from America that there was not a sufficient supply of
the prayer book for the societies ; and had he intimated it wonk{ be
necessary to have another edition ‘;)rinted, can any one sup that
Mr. Wesley would not have had it done at his press, provide«g the Doo-
tor’s conduct had been according to his instructions ? Incredible.
Mr. Wesley would not have driven Dr. Coke to the preas of
and Couchman, and have compelled him to pay for the edition out
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of his own funds, if he approved of the title ¢ the Methodist Epis-
copal Church.”

6. To suppose that Mr. Wesley gave his consent that the prayer
book and minutes should be printed at any other press than his own,
would be incompatible with the interest he manifested towards the
American societies. It would have been contrary to his usual cus-
tom. For as the profits of all the books printed at his press, were
applied to the carrying on the blessed work in which he was engaged,
it 18 not reasonable that he would, in this instance, relinquish his
right of disposing of the proceeds of - this edition, any more than he
would those of any other : or if he intended to give this edition of
the praye book to the American Societies, that he would have thrown
the payment of it upon Dr. Coke. Besides he must have been
aware that by refusing to allow the prayer book and mintues to be
printed at his own press, he would afford ground to impugn the mo-
tives and conduct of Dr. Coke in the organization of the Methodist
Episcopal Church. And yet this consideration could not prevail on
him to do & thing that might be construed to imply an approval of
the proceedings of the Doctor and the American Conference. In
fine, for Dr. Coke to have the prayer book and minutes reprinted in
London, in a few months after he returned from the United States ;
before it could have been ascertained that asecond edition was
necessary ; at the press of Frys and Couchman; and not at Mr.
Wesley’s ; and all out of his own private “ fortune,” must be proof
positive and irresistible to every impartial mind, that Dr. Coke had
a peculiar object to obtain, that the obtainment of it could only be
effected by the prayer book and minutes coming from England, and
that that object was the apparent sanction of Mr. Wesley to the
whole of the proceedings of the Geeneral Conference of 1784.

NUMBER XIX.

For some months past, our communications have been interrupted
by circumstances which it is unnecessary to detail: but these cir-
cumstances having ceased to interrupt us, we are now left free to
‘resume our labor, which, by Divine permission, we will do, by tak-
ing up the second item in the list of articles which, in a former
number of your paper, we promised to review. And as this list may
have been forgotten by many of your readers, we will copy the cat-
-alogue from our last letter. ~ -

“Thé facts and incidents which we shall notice as belonging to
the second period of Aiherican Methodism, aré — The prayer book



96

of 1786 — The first section of the first chapter of the book of disci-
pline — The notes to the, Discipline, on which Dr. Durbin relied,
among other things, to prove his position — The nomination of Rich-
ard Whatcoat to be superintendent — The rejection of Mr. Wesl%:
authority and leaving his name off the American minutes —
contention and strife between Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury for power
— The degradation of Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury’s vindictive tri-
umph over him — The creation of the * council”— Dr. Coke’s
application to Bishop White to be received into fellowship with the
Protestant Episcopal Church— The secession occasioned by the
withdrawal of Rev. James O’Kelly, William M’Kendree, Rice Hag-
gard and others from the M. E. Church— Dr. Coke’s abandoning
the American connexion, and his application to the Bishop of Lon-
den to obtain ordination for some of the Methodist preachers in
Great Britain ; and failing twice in his application to the church,
then turning to the State, and begging the Hon. William Wilber-
force to use his influence with the Prince Regent to appoint him
bishop for India. These are the topics which we mean to discuss
as belonging to the second period of American Methodism, to all
which we invite the most profound attention of the reader.”

Having commented on the prayer book of 1786 in our last letter,
and having shown the object and design of Dr. Coke’s having that
prayer book printed-at the press of ¢ Frys and Couchman,” and not
at the press of Mr. Wesley, we now call particular attention to the first
section of the first chapter of the book of discipline, the caption of
- which runs in these words — ¢ Of the Origin of the Methodist
Episcopal Church.” And,believing as we do, that it fully sustains
the charge of fraud which we have preferred against the rulers of
the church, in order that the reader may have an opportunity of
judging for himself of the truth of the allegation, we will take the
trouble to transcribe the section without any abridgment.

“ The preachers and members of our society in general, being
convinced that there was a great deficiency of vital godlinessin
the Church of England in America, and being in many places des-
titute of the Christian sacraments, as several of the clergy had
forsaken their churches, requested the late Rev. John Wesley to
take such measures in his wisdom and prudence, as would
them suitable relief in their distress.

¢ In consequence of this our venerable friend, who under God had
been the father of the great revival of religion now extending over
the earth by the means of the Methodists, determined to ordain
ministers for America ; and for this purpose in the year 1784 sent
over three regularly ordained clergy ; but preferring the Episco
mode of church government to any other, he solemnly set apart by
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the imposition of his hands and prayer, one of them, viz. — Zhomas
Coke, Doctor of Civil Law, late of Jesus College, in the University
of Oxford, and a Presbyter of the Church of England, for the Epis-
copal office ; and having delivered to him letters of Episcopal orders,
commissioned and directed him to set apart Francis Asbury, then
general assistant of the Methodist Society in America, for the same
Episcopal office ; he, the said Francis Asbury being first ordained
deacon and elder. In consequence of which, the said Francis
Asbury was solemnly set apart for the said Episcopal office by
prayer and the imposition of the hands of the said ZThomas Coke,
other regularly ordained ministers assisting in the sacred ceremony.
At which time the General Conference held at Baltimore, did
unanimously receive the said T'homas Coke and Francis Asbury as
their bishops, being fully satisfied of the validity of their Episcopal
ordination.” On this section we will remark —

1. It was not written when the church was organized, for it is
not found in the minutes of that Conference, noris it in the book
of discipline -which was ¢ printed in 1788 by Sheppard Kollock of
Elizabeth Town.” The fact is, it was not written until after Mr,
Wesley’s death, an event which took place seven years after the
church was organized. The church was formed in 1784 ; Mr.
Wesley died the 2d of March, 1791, and this section speaks of him
as ¢ the late Rev.John Wesley,” evidently carrying in itself internal
marks of fraud. Now can any one tell us why this section was not
written until after Mr. Wesley’s death ?- To us it is very plain,
that the writer was conscious it does not set forth the truth, and
that Mr. Wesley might contradict what it affirms, if it had been
published in his life-time. 2. In terms the most pompous, inflated
and disgusting, it declares that  the late Rev. John Wesley in
1784, sent over three regularly ordained elergy: but preferring
the Episcopal mode of Church government to any other, he solemnly
set apart, by the the imposition of his hands and prayer, one of
them, viz: — Thomas Coke, Doctor of Civil Law, late of Jesus
College, in the University of Oxford, and a Presbyter of the Church
of England, for the Episcopal office ; and having delivered to him
letters of Episcopal orders, commissioned and directed him to set
apart Francis Asbury, the general assistant of the Methodist Society
in America for the same Episcopal office.”

We are pained in commenting upon this section to be obliged to
declare, that in it, we believe, there are several palpable false-
hoods.  First, Mr. Wesley did not send over ¢ three regularly or-
dained clergy,” for he never applied the term “ clergy” to any of
those preachers in connexion with himself, unless they were minis-
ters of the Church of England. And even if he had been in the
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habit of applying the term to his preachers, neither of those thathe
sent was regularly ordained, either according to the forms of the
Church of England, or to ancient and primitive usage. The writer,
therefore, in his ambition to be great, calls them ¢ regularly ordained
clergy,” although he knew the whole three had been ordained in
Mr. Wesley’s bed-chamber.

Second. 1t affirms that Dr. Coke was ordained to ¢ the Episcopal
office,” and that Mr. Wesley ¢ delivered to him letters of Episcopal
orders.” This we pronounce an absolute falsehood, and we regret
that a ¢ Doctor of the Civil Law,” and a ¢ Presbyter of the Church
of England ” should publish such untruths in the face of the docu-
ments. Dr. Coke was ordained * a Superintendent ;> Mr. Asb
says, “I was ordained a Superintendent, as my parchments wi
show;”” and what Dr. Coke calls ¢ letters of Episcopal orders,”
may be found in Drew’s Life of Coke, p. 66. On the truth of this
published document we defy the advocates of Methodist Episcopacy
to find one word about ¢ Episcopacy or Episcopal office > in the
document itself. But should it be said that Mr. Wesley, by
ordaining Dr. Coke a Superintendent, intended to make him &
bishop, we deny this too, and offer Mr. Wesley’s letter to Mr. As-
bury to prove the falsity of the assertion. ¢ But in one point my
dear brother, I am a little afraid both the Doctor and you differ
from me. I study to be Xttle, you study to be great. 1 creep;g::
strut along. I found a school, you a college. Nay, and call it
your own name ! O beware ! Do not seek to be something ! Let
me be nothing, and Christ be all in all.

“One instance of this your greatness has given me great concern.
How can you, how dare you, suffer yourself to be called a bishop ?
I shudder, I 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 consent call me a bishop. For my my sake, for God’s,
for Christ’s sake, put a full end to this.”

Third. There is not a word about Mr. Wesley’s preference for
the Episcopal mode of Church government to any other, in the gen-
uine minutes of the conference of 1784. The third question of
those minutes and its answer are in these words — Ques. 3. As the
ecclesiastical as well as civil affairs of these United States have
passed through a very considerable change by the revolution, what
plan of church government shall we hereafter pursue? Ans. We
will form ourselves into an Episcopal church, under the direction of
superintendents, elders, deacons, and helpers, according to the forms
of ordination annexed to our liturgy, and the form of discipline set
forth in these minutes. Nor are we able to find in the book of dis-
cipline, until that work had passed through the ¢ fifth edition ™
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(which was in 1795) one word about Mr. Wesley’s ¢ preferring, or
commending,” this mode of government. Thus, for ten long years
had the church been organized, before these would-be bishops were
able to muster up sufficient courage to tell the members that ¢« Mr.
Wesley preferred the Episcopal mode of Church government to any
other ”” — that ¢ he recommended this mode to the societies,” and
that in compliance with his ¢ recommendation ” they had adopted it.
Mr. Wesley’s alleged ‘“‘recommendation” was an after thought, which
it was supposed would silence the objections of Mr. O’Kelly and
others against Mr. Asbury’s assumption of such ¢ Episcopal powers’
as caused the split in the church in 1792, and would establish the
right of Methodist bishops to exercise these powers in extenso, how-
ever oppressive or tyrannical they might appear. And to make the
credulous and unsuspecting members believe that Mr. Wesley did
“recommend ” such a form of government as they had adopted, the
genuine minutes, (taken when the church was organized,) were
thrown aside, and spurious ones were published in their stead. For
the proof of this fact we refer to the ¢ volume of minutes from 1778
to 1813, published by Daniel Hitt and Thomas Ware for the con-
nexion.” This forged document, after inserting Mr. Wesley’s letter
dated ¢ Bristol, Sept. 10th, 17847’ says—*¢ Therefore at this confer-
ence we formed ourselves into an Independent church, and following
the counsel of Mr. John Wesley, who recommended the Episcopal
mode of church government, we thought it best to become an Epis-
copal church.” We see now what a Methodist bishop will do to
keep himself in his ecclesiastical saddle that he may ride the mem-
bers ¢ legitimately,” if not ¢ by the grace of God,” at least by the
¢ recommendation and counsel” of an aged and greatly injured
servant of Christ, the Rev. John Wesley. But if the transaction
was of a civil nature and a sum of $100,000 had been unjustly ob-
tained by such an operation, we think the perpetrators would suffer
at common law; nor would a pettifogging lawyer, nor ¢ Belesarius ”
himself be able to save them from sharing the fate of Monroe Ed-
wards.

Fourth. The closing sentence of this noted section is in these
words : — “ At which time the General Conference held at Balti-
more did unanimously receive the said ¢ Thomas Coke and Franeis
Asbury as their bishops, being fully satisfied of the validity of their
Episcopal ordination.” Now this we know is not so. So far was
the General Conference from  unanimously > receiving Dr. Coke
and Mr. Asbury as their bishops, that they were not received as
bishops at all. Indeed it is apparent to us that the writer betrays
a consciousness of the invalidity of their Episcopal ordination by his
over anxiety to establish the validity of it : as some men, conscious
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that they are uttering an untruth, accompany their statement with
an oath, lest their declaration should not be believed. Upon the
whole, then, we think we have sufficiently established the truth of
the position with which we set out, namely, that this section contains
several palpable falsehoods, and that our position is too strongly
fortified by proof to be set aside by any interested partizan or syco
hant, exclaing SHOCKING ! And as the names of the bishops have
geen affixed from time to time to the discipline which contains these
untruths, we call upon those of them who are alive, ag honest
and men of ¢ruth, to show wherein we have been ¢ mistaken,” orto
prove wherein we have been guilty of ¢ misrepresentation.”” Should
they pass over this call in sullen silence, they shall be held up be-
fore the American public as favoring and countenancing these
hoods, and as contributing by their names and influence to perpeto-
ate an abominable fraud.

NUMBER. XX.

Thanks to Dr. John P. Durbin for the  after-dinner speech”
which he delivered on May 29, 1844, before the General Confer
ence in the case of bishop Andrew. Were it not for that speech
we might have continued under erroneous impressions respectingjthe
doctor’s literary attainments, and his aquaintance with general
history — or with that of it at least which relates to the hi
of the ¢ Romish Church.” But the very first paragraph of that
speech has completely dissipated all our former opinions, founded
on report, and has convinced us, that the doctor’s knowledge of the
history of the ¢ Romish Church,” with which, as President of 8
Protestant College, he ought to be well acquainted, is very limited
indeed. Were it not for that speech, we might have supposed
that the reverend gentleman, being a doctor of divinity, had made
himself acquainted with what the Scriptures say on the subject of
domestic slavery, for being ¢ connected ”” with which, the confer
ence sought to depose Bishop Andrew. But we are now convinced
that the doctor is not acquainted with the teachings of the Bible on
that subject ; or if he is, for reasons best known to himself, he bas
neglected to sustain his position by proofs drawn from its
Perhaps, in the vanity of his heart, he may have thought it was not
necessary for Aim to quote scripture to establish the doctrine of
abolition, that it was quite enough to show Ais hand in its favor,
and that poor old Mr. Dunwoodie’s person and arguments merited
nothing more from Aim than a contemptuous sneer. Were it not
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for that speech we might have overlooked ¢ the Notes to the dis-
cipline;” or if we did remember to bring them forward in our
review, we would not have had as fair an opportunity of animad-
verting on them as we now have, or of offering them as proof of the
fraud which have been practised on the members of the church.

In this speech, remarkable for its absurd, unjust, and tyrannical
doctrines — doctrines which are discreditable to an American
citizen — the doctor says: ‘It has been maintained here, Sir, that
the General Conference has no power to remove a bishop, or to
suspend the exercise of his functions, unless by impeachment and
trial in regular form, for some offence regularly charged. If this
be true, Sir, I have greatly misunderstood the nature of our episco-
pacy.” And to prove that the General Conference has this power,
he offers ¢ the Minutes of Conference of 1785’ — ¢ the Notes to
the Discipline” —and ¢ a pamphlet published in Philadelphia in
1792.” But when the doctor referred to the Minutes of Confer-
ence of 1785 — what minutes did he refer to — the genuine or the
spurious ones ? For it ought to be known, that there are two sets
of minutes purporting to be minutes of conference of that year ; the
one set taken at the time the conference was held — the other set
which was subsequently published and slipt in slyly among the
records of the church, as the minutes of 1785. There are two sets
the following facts will prove: ' ’

1. The title of the genuine minutes, (and by this expression we
mean the minutes which were taken when the church was organized)
runs thus: ¢ The General Minutes of the Methodist Episcopal
Church in America, forming the constitution of the said church.”
The title of the spurious minutes is in these words: ¢ Minutes
taken at the several annual conferences of the Methodist Episcopal
Church for the year 1785.” See the bound volume of minutes
published in New York, 1813, by Daniel Hill and Thomas Ware,
for the Methodist connexion.

2. The genuine minutes contained 76 questions and their
answers. In the spurious minutes not one of these questions or
answers is to be found.

8. The genuine minutes were printed in Philadelphia, by
Charles Cist, immediately after the rising of the General Confer-
ence. From the 8th to the 15th of January, 1785, Dr. Coke was
in Philadelphia, and there published the minutes of that conference,
the title of which was, ¢ The General Minutes of the Conference of
the Methodist Episcopal Church in America.”” Defence of our
Fathers, p. 42. The spurious ones were published long afterwards.

4. The genuine minutes were bound up in the prayer book of
1786, which were printed in London for Dr. Coke, by Frys and

9
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Couchman. We do not know when or where the spurious minutes
were first printed. We have no recollection of having ever seen
them until we saw them in the bound volume of 1818.

5. The spurious minutes contain prima facie evidence of
their falsity ; for throughout they speak in the past temse. “k
was unanimously agreed — that circumstances made it expedient—
therefore we formed ourselves —we thought it best to become aa
Episcopal Church, making the episcopal office elective, and ths
elected superintendent or bishop amenable to the body of ministers
and preachers.

But when Dr. Durbin referred to these minutes, did he know
that this document was a spurious or false document? If he did
not know that it was a false document, his ignorance of Methodism
and ¢ the nature of our episcopacy,” is greater than we had reasom
to suppose. But if he did know that this document was a spurious
or false document (and we believe he did) —if he did Anow that
it does not contain the minutes of the conference of 1785 — if Ae
did know that the words which we have italicized are not in the
genuine minutes, what shall we say of this Doctor of Divinity —
this quondam President of a Methodist College — this traveller into
foreign lands — this writer for Magazines, &c., &c., &c., when be
asserts * The minutes of 1785 declare that at the organization of
the church, the episcopal office was made elective, and the elected
superintendent or bishop amenable to the body of ministers and
preachers.” Now we say that the genuine minutes of conference
for 1785 do not contain the above italicized words, and we defy Dr.
Durbin, or any other man, to find them there. Is it fair then for
the doctor to endeavor to pass off on the church a spurious doce
ment as genuine, with a view to depose Bishop Andrew? We
presume the doctor would not attempt to pass off a ecou
twenty dollar bill knowing it to be a counterfeit. Why he would de
the one, and not the other, remains for him to explain.

III. Of “the Notes to the Discipline.” Few Methodists of
the present day have heard of the * Notes,” and if the enquiry
were made who were the authors, and for what purpose were they
written ? not many would be able to tell. A few words, howerver,
will make known the authors, and their object. From the time the
church was organized up to 1796, frequent and loud complaints
were made respecting the powers possessed by the bishops. These
complaints were not counfined to a few of the preachers; for in
1792, thousands of the members of the church, with the Rev.
James O. Kelley, William McKendree (who was afterwards made
a bishop in the M. E. Church) and others, at their head, withdrew
from her fellowship on account of those powers, which were thea



108 '
pronounced ¢ despotic ” and ¢ tyrannical.” To stop the dissatis-
faction which prevailed from the centre to the circumference of the
work, the bishops were requested by the General Conference of
1796 to draw up these ““notes.” They did so: but the work
never received the approbation of that conference or of any other.
The ¢ Notes”” were drawn up by Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury, and
were published in 1798, and as they were written to silence the
opposition of the disaffected, and to vindicate the bishops in the
exercise of their episcopal powers, the reader may be sure that
everything was said in them, that could be said, to make these
powers appear reasonable, just, and proper. Hence, the language
of these ¢ Notes”’ is as mild as the language of any young Miss, who
had not eutered into her teens could be, when speaking of her being
¢ gubject”” to her mamma. But, O, when the lion was roused —
when any dared to complain of being oppressed by the exercise of
those powers — when any dared to hint that these powers were too
great to be entrusted to any one man, or to intimate that they
ought to be abridged or lessened — then were these poor unfortu-
nates made to feel with a vengeance, that the authors advanced one
doctrine in their ¢ notes” whilst they acted out another doctrine in
their practice. The history of Methodism,and of the men who
have filled the episcopal office from the expulsion of the Virginia
preachers in 1779, by Mr. Asbury and a few tory preachers, to the
expulsion of Reformers in Baltimore and other places in 1827, will
abundantly confirm this statement. Great stress was laid on these
¢ notes” by the author of the ¢ Defence of our Fathers; ”” for when
he wrote that pamphlet, he had an expectation of being raised to
the episcopate ; and to his writing his “ Defence ” was he indebted
for being made a bishop. Knowing this to be a fact, Dr. Durbin
may have thought it would help the cause of another aspirant after
episcopal honors, were he to lug them into the debate, and give
them that prominence and importance which the bishops thought
they deserved.

The third thing on which Dr. Durbin relied to prove his point, is

a pamphlet, said to be ¢ written by the Rev. John Dickens, and
ublished by the unanimous request of the conference held at
ghiladelphia, Sept. 5, 1792.” Now, although this pamphlet was
brought into the world under such high authority, amf sent out into
it under such imposing influence and patronage ; and - although the
conference is represented as approving of its contents, and is made
answerable for its doctrines, yet we are not told whether the confer-
ence had the work before it, or not, whether any committee had
examined it and reported favorably, or not: or whether the confer-
ence had ever seenit at all. The writer of this communication has
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been personally, and he may say intimately, acquainted with the M.
E. Church since 1791, and has been in the travelling connection
before the ¢ Notes’” were published, yet he never heard of this
noted pamphlet until he read of it in the ¢ Defence of our Fathers.”
He cannot, therefore, say what it does contain, or what it does not.
Nor can he tell whether the quotations from it, like many other
things in that work of ¢ our beloved Bishop Emory,”” are absolutely
false, or are greatly perverted : all he will say is this — the cause
must be a bad one, which requires forged documents to be brought
into court to sustain it, and the lawyer who could resort to sucha
mode of defence, must be sensible of the badness of his cause and
be radically a bad man himself.

But let us see what the pamphlet says: ¢ The superiority of
our bishops is not derived from their separate ordination, but from
the suffrages of the body of ministers.” ¢ If this gave them their
guperiority, how came they to be removable by the conference?
How can the conference. have power to remove Mr. Asbury and
ordain another to fill his place, if they see it necessary on any
other ground ?”” ¢ We all know Mr. Asbury derived his official
power from the conference, and therefore his office is at their
disposal.” ¢ Mr. Asbury was thus chosen by the conference, both
before and after he was ordained a bishop; and he is still con-
sidered the person of their choice, by being responsible to the
conference who have power to remove him, and fill his place with
another, if they see it necessary. And as he is liable every year
to be removed, he may be considered as their annual choice.”

Such is the doctrine of this celebrated pamphlet, but do these
quotations contain the truth — the whole truth — and nothing bat
the truth? We think they do not. That Mr. Asbury was elected
by the votes of the members of the conference of 1784, to the
office of superintendent, is an established historical fact, nor would
he receive the office to which he had been appointed by Mr. Wesley,
and which he had long earnestly coveted, until he was elected by
the conference. The question may be asked, then, why was he so

articular on this point ? Was he not appointed to that office by
Kir. Wesley, in his circular letter of Sept. 10th, 1784 ? He was.
Was not Dr. Coke, who had been constituted a superintendent by
Mr. Wesley, willing that Mr. Asbury should be a * joint superin-
tendent”’ with himself ? He was. Did not Mr. Asbury know that
Do opposition would be made, by either preachers or people, to his
taking on him the office of a superintendent without the formality of
an election ? He did. Why, then, did he insist on being elected ?
Now we come to the * gist” of the business. Mr. Asbury was
apprehensive of being recalled to England by Mr. Wesley, no
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matter for what cause, and he was determined that he would not
obey the call. Being determined to throw off Mr. Wesley’s authority
and to stand at the head of the American Methodists, he insisted
on being elected by the preachers, and then with a show of affec-
tion for them, he could disobey Mr. Wesley. This we consider the
first step to the rejection of Mr. Wesley’s authority which was com-
pleted a few years afterwards, by leaving his name out of the
American minutes. Any man, therefore, who will affirm, that Mr.
Asbury insisted upon being elected, that every succeeding coufer-
ence might have it in their power to remove him, if they saw it
necessary, and ordain another in his place,” must be as ignorant
¢ of the nature of our episcopacy,” as of Mr. Asbury himself. Dr.
Durbin would not have dared to quote the passages he has given us
in his speech, if Mr. Asbury were alive and in the conference at
the time. One look from eyes, half concealed and half disclosed,
would have pierced the doctor through and through, and would
have caused him to cry out in the agony of despair — I’m lost —
I’m ruined — I’m undone forever.

NUMBER XXI.

The Methodist societies in America being formed into an “inde-
pendent episcopal church,” under the alleged instructions of Mr.
Wesley, and every thing being setled, on this side of the water, to
the satisfaction of the parties concerned in its organization, one
small matter, which shall be noticed hereafter, excepted, it may not
be amis to follow Dr. Coke to Europe and see how it fared with
him there, for his official conduct whilst in the United States. The
history of the treatment he received at the first conference he at-
tended, after his return to England, shall be given in * our beloved
Bishop Emory’s” own words, taken from his ¢ Defence of our
Fathers,” & work, for the writing of which he was raised to the
episcopate. And as Dr. Durbin, in his ¢ after dinner speech,” has
eulogized the bishop highly, and has presented him as « a standard
writer,” we shall ask the doctor to explain such things in the bishop’s
account as we cannot understand. Mr. Emory says —

“ The General Conference commenced its session on the 24th of
December, and closed on the 1st of January, 1785. Onthe 3d of
January Dr. Coke left Baltimore. From the 8th to the 19th, he was
in Philadelphia and there published the Minutes of that conference,
the title of which was,  The General Minutes of the Conferences
of the Methodist Episcopal Church in America.” And in the
answer to the t!;i.rd question it was declared, that they had formed
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themselves into an episcopal chuch. See Dr. Coke’s Journal of the
above dates, and Jan. 22, 1785. On the 2d of June following, Dr.
Coke sailed from Baltimore for England, and was present at the ensv-
ing British Conference, which commenced in London on the 26th of
July of that year. Mr. Wesley was also present at that conference.”
Page 42. Every thing here is clear, circumstantial, and intelligible.
Mr. E. goes on. .

¢ According to Mr. Drew the charge alléged against Dr. Coke
in the British Conference was neither ¢ the manner in which he dis-
charged the duties of the new office he was appointed to fill,” nor
his having assumed  the title of bishop :” but simply that he, being
@ British subject, had expressed to Gen. Washington sentiments in
relation to the American revolution, which, as @ British subject,
they conceived he ought not to have expressed. = Mr. Drew, though
himself a British subject, has vindicated both the conduct and the
motives of Dr. Coke on that occasion, with a triumphant ability
which leaves us nothing to add.” Page 60.

As there is something in this paragraph which the writer of these
historical sketches cannot understand, he has to request Dr. Durbin,
who is a-great scholar, and deeply versed in Methodist lore, to ex-
plain the matter. It is affirmed by Mr. Emory, that * the charge

referred against Dr. Coke ”” was neither the manner in which he

ischarged the duties of the new office he was appointed to fill, nor
his having assumed the title of bishop, but simply, that he beings
British subject, had expressed to Gren. Washington sentiments in
relation to the American revolution, which as a British subject, he
ought not to have expressed.” Now we want to know when and
where did Dr. Coke express those exceptionable sentiments to Gen.
Washington ? We never read, or heard, of but one address pre-
sented by the bishops, or either of them, to this great man, and the
fact is established, that the date of their address is May 29,1789 :
::i(: ;hls charge was preferred at the conference of 1785. How is

“ A copy of this address,” says Mr. Emory, ¢ was introduced
into the British Conference as a ground of censure against the doctor.
The doctor heard these charges against him in PROFOUND SILENCE.
Under these circumstances, as some decisive steps were necessary
to be taken in this critical affair, it was finally determined, that the
name of Dr. Coke should be omitted in the Minutes for the sue-
ceeding year. This prudent resolution had the desired effect, and
the business of conference proceeded and terminated in peace.
Such was the ¢ punishment,’ then, of Dr. Coke. Such the cause
that led to it. Such the ¢ profound silence > with which he heard
the charge.” Page 61. But as the address of the bishops was
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not presented to Gen. Washington until-Ma{, 1789, it could not be
made the ground of any charge in ’85. The impeachment, there:
fore, must have been for some other cause, and if it was not for
forming the Methodist societies into an indpendent episcopal
church,” will Dr. Durbin please tell us what it was for ?

Leaving Dr. Coke to get along, in England, as well as he can
under the punishment inflicted on him by Mr. Wesley, let us turn
our attention to the United States and see how it was with Mr.
Asbury, whilst his colleague in the episcopacy was suffering in dis-
grace. We stated above, that one of the parties concerned in the
organization of the church was not satisfied with the proceedings of
the conference of ’84. The cause of this dissatisfaction was the
answer to the second question in the Minutes, which answer is in
these words— ¢ During the life -of the Rev. Mr. Wesley, we
acknowledge ourselves his sons in the gospel, readyin matters be-
longing to church government to obey his commands.” To the
adoption of this answer Mr. Asbury was violently opposed. His
insatiable thirst for power, which showed itself in every part of
his conduct, from his arrival in America to the General Conference
of 1784, could not brook the idea of his being in subjection to Mr.
Wesley, or any other man, any longer than such sub ection would
contribute to the attainment of his darling object. In proof of this
position let it be rocollected, that for 13 years after his arrival in
America Mr. Asbury was subject to Mr. Wesley ; but when he was
ordained in 1784, it was not 13 days, perhaps 13 hours, before he
showed his opposition to Mr Wesley’s authority, and was anxious to
throw off this yoke: Indeed before the ordination was obtained,
he intimated his determination to do this as soon as he could. “Dr.
Coke, in his letter to Mr. Wesley of Aug. 9, 1784, says —*‘ I may
want all the influence which you can throw into my scale. Mr.
Brackenbury informed me at Leeds, that he saw a letter in London
from Mr. Asbury, in which he (;cb;served, tha} }u’; would not receive
any person ted by you to take any part of the superintenden
qutﬁ work%atedbgnyhim.-” Moore’gaLife of Weszl)ey. Vol. 02!{

. 276.
P It was owing to this ambitious principle, he would not consent to
be ordained until he was -elected by the preachers in conference,
that thereby he might be independent of Mr. Wesley.. On this
principle he opposed the adoption of the minute which declares —
“during the life of the Rev. Mr. Wesley we are ready to obey
his commands in matters:belonging to church government.” For,
notwithstanding he had arrived at the summit of episcopal honors, he
Jelt, as another ambitious character formerly felt, ¢ all this availeth
me nothing,so long as I see Mordecai, the Jew, sitting at the king’s
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gate.” On this principle he wrote to Mr. Wesley, affirming, ¢that
no person in Europe knew how to direct those in America.”” On
this principle he told George Shadford, “ Mr, Wesley and I are
like Ceesar and Pompey — he will have no equal, and I will bare
no superior.” Actuated by this principle, it is preposterous to su
pose that Mr. Asbury was idle as it respects the attainment of hs
object, or that he would not avail himself of the first opportunity to
throw off Mr. Wesley’s authority. Such an occasion soon presented
itself.

IV. Of the nomination of Richard Whatcoat. We are now
come to a period in the history of American Methodism, respecting
the transactions of which, much has been written ; and as it was at
this period, that the open and implacable hostility of Mr. Asbury
began to show itself against Mr. Wesley, and we may add, against
Dr. Coke also, it will be our endeavor to place the occurences of
those times, impartially, fairly, and fully before the reader, so that
he may have a full and perfect understanding of the causes, the
progress, and the issues of this unnatural and unchristian war.

The General Conference, at the organization of the church, had
formaly passed the following minute—*¢ During the life of the Rev.
Mr. Wesley, we acknowledge ourselves his sons in the gospel, readz
in matters {elonging to church government to obey his commands.
Under the belief that the conference meant what it said in this
minute, Mr. Wesley wrote the following letter :

LoxDoN, Sept. 6, 1786.
¢ To the Rev. Dr. Coke:

DeAR Sir —1I desire that you would appoint a general confer-
ence of all our preachers in the United States, to meet in Baltimore,
on May the first, 1787. And that Mr. Richard Whatcoat may be
appointed superintendent with Mr. Francis Asbury. I am, dear
gir, your affectionate friend and brother, JoEN WESLEY.”

Now what is there in this letter (remarkable for its brevity) that
was calculated to give offence to any one ? It was written by Mr.
Wesley, the father of Methodism — who took deep interest in the
prosperity of the work of God, whether on this side of the water,
or on that — in the 84th year of his age, and when he was upwards
of half a century in the ministry — and at what may be considered
the request of the American conference, as ¢ his sons in the gospel.”
The letter contains only two sentences—the first relating to the ap-
pointment of a general conference — the second to the appoint-
ment of Mr. Richard Whatcoat to be superintendent.
of these subjects gave Mr. Asbury great offence; and he was de-
termined, as he now stood at the head of the American connexion,
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to make Mr. Wesley and Dr. Coke feel his resentment to the
utmost extent of his power. Mr. Asbury, therefore, opposed Mr.
Wesley’s authority, as the following document will show.

“When Thomas Coke and Mr. Asbury met in Charleston, Thomas
Coke informed him that Mr. Wesley had appointed Richard What-
coat as a joint superintendent, and Mr. Asbury acquiesced in the
appointment, as did the Charleston Conference when it was laid be-
fore them. Thomas Coke proposed the appointment to the Virginia
Conference, and to his great pain and disappointment, James
O’Kelly most strenuously opposed it, but consented that the Balti-
more Conference might (iacide it, upon condition that the Virginia
Conference might send & deputy to explain their sentiments. :

Signed, [THOMAS CokE.”

Mr. Whatcoat says —¢ Mr. Asbury was not opposed to my being
joint superintendent with himself. After receiving Mr. Wesley’s
letter, he wrote to me from Charleston upon the subject. As I
have not the letter by me at present, I cannot give the contents
verbatim ; but as well as I recollect, the conclusion was —¢ And if
80, you must meet me at the Warm Springs, and we will make out
a plan for your route through the continent. Signed,

' [R. WHATCOAT.” -

Happily, we have it in our power to lay before the reader Mr.
Asbury’s letter to Mr. Whatcoat, which the latter said he had not
by him, when he gave the above certificate.

CHARLESTON, March 25, 1789*.
“ My dear brother :

Hereby I inform you, that Mr. Wesley has appointed you a joint
superintendent with me ; I can therefore, claim no superiority over
you : the way will be for you to come after me through the conti-
nent, if called, but through the States without all doubt. The best
method will be to go out to the Ohio, upon a plan I have laid -out
for myself, and return to the Springs, there fwill meet you and
form a plan for our future work. The mode of appointment is not
approved of, though many of us by no means object to the person.
I am, with respect, as ever, [FraNcis AsBURY.”

A few remarks for the better understanding of these documents.
1st. Dr. Coke says, ¢ when he informed Mr. Asbury, Mr. Wesley
had appointed Mr. Richard Whatcoat a joint superintendent, Mr.
Asbury acquiesced in the appointment,”— that is, in the person ap-
pointed, not in the appointing power. 2d. * The Charleston Con-

*This, we think is a typographical error. It ought to be 1787.
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ference did the same when it was laid before them.”” But whether
they ‘ acquiesced ” in the appointing power, or only in the person
appointed, the certificate does not say. We believe they made no
objection to Mr. Wesley’s authority, and hence Mr. Asbury was
greatly chagrined at their conduct. For here was one conference
out of three that was willing to submit to Mr. Wesley’s authority.
3d. “Thomas Coke proposed the appointment to the Virginia Con-
ference, and to his grate pain and disappointment, James O’Kelly
most strenuously opposed it.” Whether Mr. O’Kelly was opposed
to Mr. Wesley’s authority to appoint, or whether his opposition was
confined to the person appointed, we are not informed. 4th. Here
Mr. Asbury’s hopes began to revive, that he would be able to throw
off. Mr Wesley’s authority, for Mr. O’Kelly was opposed to Dr.
Coke. But Dr. Coke appearing to have the advatage of Mr.
O’Kelly in debate, Mr. Asbury proposed that the Baltimore Con-
ference should decide the matter, to which Mr. O’Kelly consented,
“upon condition that the Virginia Conference might send a dm
to explain their sentiments. Mr. Asbury knew well, that he
rely on the tory preachers of that conference, for with their aid
he had formerly expelled 27 preachers in Virginia. 5th. Mr.
Asbury in his letter says —“ The mode of agpointment is not s
Elroved of, though manz of us by no means object to the person.

o objection to Mr. Whatcoat, but to Mr. Wesley’s authority. Ab,
that is the rub. It was that which galled Mr. Asbury. 6th. When
the case was submitted to the Baltimore Conference it was asked,
“if the conference was called on to ratify the appointment, or to
vote discretionally according to their judgment 2> This brought oa
a debate which resulted in annulling their former minute. 7th.
This was done by the Baltimore Conference alone, without the con-
curence of the Virginia or Southern Conference. 8th. The only
matter referred to the Baltimore Conference to decide was, whether
Mr. Whatcoat should be received as a superintendent, or not. Bat
they went further — they annulled the minute of the General Con-
ference — expelled Mr. Wesley — and struck his name from their
minutes!!! Thus was Mr. Asbury’s ambition gratified by the ex-
pulsion of his father and friend, the Rev. John Wesley.

NUMBER XXIIL

V. Of theexpulsion of Mr. Wesley. The astounding fact with
which we closed our last letter, will, no doubt, be denied by some
ignorant and bigoted Methodists, or be attributed ¢ to the malignity
of the human heart.” Such things have been done formerly, by
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some Methodist writers ; but these facts are now too well establish-
ed by documentary proof to be called in'question or to be passed off
on the community as the creatures of a disordered brain. The man,
therefore, must be grossly and shamefully ignorant of Methodist af:
fairs,who will dare to deny them ; or admitting their truth, he must
be lost to every é)rinciple that enters into the composition of the
character of the Christian, as laid down in the New Testament, who
will attempt to defend them. Had some of the members of the
General Conference of 1844, acted the part of honest debaters,
they would not have appealed to the Minutes of 85 to sustain their
position, knowing that the minutes, which are sent into the world as
the records of the church for that year, are spurIous. Mr. Wes-
ley’s name did stand on the genuine minutes of ’85, and ’86 ; but
after the Baltimore Conference has rescinded the resolution of the
General Conference of ’84, ¢ to obey Mr. Wesley in matters belong-
ing to church government,” all connexion with Mr. Wesley ceaseg,
and his name was erased from the American records. :

Let us now hear what Mr. Asbury says respecting these transac-
tions. I was amazedto hear, that my dear, aged friend, Benja-
min Evans (now gone to glory) was converted to the new side, {}y
being told by J. O’Kelly, that I had offended Mr. Wesley, and
that he being about calling me to an account I cast him off altogether.
But, quere, did not J. O’Kelly set aside the appointment of Rich-
ard Whatcoat? The writer of these sketches answers he did not.
He could not do it. The most he could do, was to speak and vote
againstit. The conference ¢ decided.” ¢ And did not the con-
ference in Baltimore strike that minute out of our discipline, which
was called a rejecting of Mr. Wesley ? and now doesJ. O’Kelly lay
all the blame on me? It is true, I ngver approved of that binding
minute, I did not think it practically expedient to obey Mr. Wes-
ley at three thousand miles distance, in all matters relative to church
government, neither did brother Whatcoat, nor several others.”
And yet, for 13 years before he received ordination, Mr. Asbury
had no objection to the practical expediency of obeying Mr. Wesley
at three thousand miles distance; nor did he scruple, with the aid
of some tory preachers in 1779, to expel 27 preachers in Virginia,
because they were not obedient to er)e Wesley. Really, we are
sorry that Mr. Asbury could not make out a better defence for his
conduct than he has done ; for we should like to see consistency in
him as well as in other men. But he goes on. ¢ At the first Gen-
eral Conference, I was mute and modest when it passed, and I was
mute when it was expunged.” No necessity for the master spirit to
move openly, or be conspicious-in the affair ; he pulled the wires, and
the puppets moved. ¢ For this Mr. Wesley blamed me, and was dis-
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pleased that I did not rather reject the whole connexion, or leave
them, if they did not comply.” Asbury’s Journal, Vol. IL., Page
270.

Let us next hear what Dr. Coke says. Mr. Asbury in his Jour
nal of Friday, the 29th of April, 1791, writes thus :—¢ The solema
news reached our ears, that the public papers had announced the
death of that man of God, John Wesley.* Dr. Coke accompanied
by brother O0—— and Dr. G——, set out for Baltimore, in order
to get the most speedy passage to England, leaving me to fill the
appointments. Next day I overtook Dr. Coke and his company at
Clc)ﬂchester. At Alexandria Dr. Coke had certain information of
Mr. Wesley’s death. On Sabbath day he reached Baltimore, and
preached on the occasion of Mr. Wesley’s death, and mentioned
some things which gave offence.” And what did Dr. Coke say in
his sermon, which gave offence ? He said :—*“ The leaving of Mr.
Wesley’s name off the minutes was an almost diabolical thing. Ne
history furnished any paralled to it — that a body of Christian minis-
ters should treat an aged and faithful minister, as Mr. Wesley un-
doubtedly was, with such disrespect.” And farther on, in this sermoa
he said — ¢ two of those actors in Mr. Wesley’s expulsion are dead
and damned, and the others, with their patron, (Mr. Asbury we su
pose) will go to hell except they repent.”” And in a letter whi
the doctor wrote from Wilmington, Delaware May, 4th, *91 he says:
¢ T doubt much whether the eruel usage he received in Baltimore
in 1787, when he was excommunicated (wonderful and unparalleled
step) did not hasten his death. Indeed I little doubt it. For
from the time he wasinformed of it, he began to hold down his head,
and to think he had lived long enough.”

And lastly let us hear what Mr. Wesley himself says. Here is
his letter to Rev. Baverly Allen, dated,

# We would have been glad to be able to discover, in this announcement of the
death of “ that dear man o% God, John Wesley,” either sxmpathy. sinceritv, or af-
fection; but truth obliges us to say, we cannot. If Mr. Asbury entertained either
sympathy or affection for “ that dear man of God,” or if he was sincere in applying
is phrase to Mr. Wesley, we cannot conccive why no record was made, in the
American minates, of the death of the father and founder of Methodism—of him,
who had labored in the ministry for upwards of sixty years. This omission is the
more remarkable, because in the minutes of conference for 1792, the year after Mr,
Wesley's death, we have obituary notices of the following preachers — * Thomas
‘Weatherford, an European, aged 56, upwards of four years a laborer in the vine-
yard of the Lord &c.”  Peter Massic, who labored faithfully in the ministry w
wards of three years &c.” And “ George Browning, two years and a kalf'in the
of labor, &c.” Besides, Mr. Asbury, in enumerating the sources of his authority as
a hishop, omits Mr. Wesley’s name, as if there was something in that name that ia-
spired him with horror. his Journals Vol. 111, Page 168.
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Loxnpon, Oct. 31st, 1789.
“ My dear brother : .

The point you desire my thoughts upon, is doubtless of no com-
mon importance. And I will give you my settled thoughts concern-
ing it without the least disguise or reserve. Indeed,this has been
always my manner of speaking, when I speak of the things of God.
It should be so now in particular, as these may probably be the last
words that you will receive from me, ’ :

It pleased God sixty years ago, by me, to awaken and join to-
gether a little company 1n London, whence they spread throughout
_the land. Some time after, I was much importuned to send some of
my children to America, to which I cheerfully consented. God
prospeved their labors; but they and their children still esteemed
themselves one family ; no otherwise divided than as Methodists on
one side of the Thames are devided from the other. I was there-
fore a little suprised when I received some letters from Mr. Asbury,
afirming, that no person in . Europe knew how to direct those in
America. Soon after he flatly refused to receive Mr. Whatcoat in
the character I sent him.

He told George Shadford, ¢ Mr. Wesley and I are like Ceesar and
Pompey — he will bear no equal, and I will bear no superior.” And
accordingly he quietly sat by, until his friends, by common consent,
voted my name out of the American minutes. This completed the
matter, and showed he had no connexion with me.” :

Hero let us pause for a moment, and contrast the characters that
stand out most prominently in these transactions. The historian
says — ¢ So far as we can trace back any account of the family,
Mr. Wesley’s ancestors appear respectable for learning and con-
spicious for piety.” Of Mr. Asbury’s, nothing is known beyond ¢ his
father, who was employed as a farmer and gardener by two of the
richest families in the parish.” Journals, Vol. IT., Page 133. Mr.
John Wesley, M. A., was fellow of Lincoln College, Oxford. Mr.
Asbury ¢ was sent to school early, and began to read the Bible be-
tween six and seven years of age ; but did not remain long at school ;
for, ¢ when about thirteen years of age,” he went to learn the trade
of a button maker. Mr. Wesley  joined together a little company
in London in 1729, whence they spread throughout the land,” (siz-
teen years before Mr. Asbury was born) and held his first conference
with his preachers in 1744. Mr. Asbury applied at Mr. Wesley’s
27th conference to be received, and sent as a missionary to Amer-
ica. Mr. Wesley received him,furnished him with money, ¢ for he
had not one penny in his pocket when he came to Bristol, and paid
his passage. Mr. Wesley’s friends supplied him with clothes, and
gave him £10i:; Mr. Wesley made Mr. Asbury his general assist



114

tant in America, and contributed to his support. Mr. Wesley writes
thus to Mr. Asbury—** You are the elder brother of the Americaa
Methodist ; I am, under God, the father of the whole family. There-
fore I naturally care for you all, in a manner no other person can
do. Therefore, I, in a measure, provide for you all, for the
plies which Dr. Coke provides for you, he could not provide, were it
not for me ; were it not that I not only permit him to collect, but
support him in so doing.” Mr. Wesley appointed Mr. Asbury
“joint superintendent with Dr. Coke,” and Mr. Asbury was ordain-
ed according to Mr. Wesley’s directions. In fine, Mr. Wesley re-
sembles the countryman in the fable, who found the adder stiff and
frozen in his field, who brought it to his house, placed it near the
fire, did everything in his power to restore it to life. Mr. Asb

is like that adder, who, as soon as he was warmed and invigora
began to hiss, and strike at all whostood in his way, until at last, be
stuck his fangs in his benefactor to whom he owed his existence, and
stung him to death. Let those then who can vindicate such base in-
gratitude and marked contempt, as Mr. Wesley received from Mr.
Asbury, do so. We envy not the fame or the honors they may de-
rive from ¢ this labored deed of hard-earned infamy.” ~We have
no doubt, but that those who will read this letter will pronounce the
verdict, that the man who can bring himself to defend such conduet,
must be dad at heart; and that the man who can eulogise such ade
fence is not a whit better than the other.

VL. Of the degradation of Dr. Coke. The reader will recollect
that Mr. Wesley, in his letter dated Sept, 6,1786 directed Dr. Coke
to call ¢ a General Conference of all our preachers in the United
States to meet at Baltimore on May, 1st, 1787.” ¢ The calling of
this conference by Dr. Coke,” says Mr. Emory, ¢ by the direction
of Mr. Wesley, was the first ground of dissatisfaction in the confer-
ence of 1787. This proceeding was one of the chief causes which
led to the signing of the instrument given by Dr. Coke at that con-
ference.” That this was made the ostensible ground of the im-

eachment of Dr. Coke we will admit ; but we are far from believing
1t was the real cause.

1. Because, Dr. Coke was only acting according to Mr. Wesley’s
instruction, and therefore he was not blameable. 2. Because the
Gen. Con. of 84 had promised “ to obey Mr. Wesley in all matters
belonging to church government,” therefore he had violated no law.
8. Because, the Baltimore Conference was only one of three con-
ferences, into which the whole of the work was then divided — the
Baltimore, the Virginia, and the Charleston Conferences. That
conference therefore had no right to take up the charge. 4. Be-
cause the Baltimore Conference was not a General Conference. No
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preachers from the Charleston district being present—and none from
Virginia, unless ¢ a deputy to explain their sentiments.” See the
certificate of Dr. Coke. If it was a General Conference, all the
preachrs in full connexion had a right to attend it. 5. Because,
no chacge had been preferred at either the Virgmia, or Charleston
Confer ence, where Dr. Coke was present and presided, therefore
none ought to be made at Baltimore. But why, it may be asked,
were the charges kept back and no intimation of them given until
the doctor arrived in Baltimore ? We answer, because Mr. Asbury
did not believe he could carry his point, either in the Virginia or
Charleston Conferences. He knew, in the Baltimore Conference,
were the men on whom he could rely. There were the tory preach-
ers who had aided him to expel 27 preachers in Virginia at a sweep.
In accordance with his wishes they had just expelled Mr. Wesley,
and they are next called on to bind Dr. Coke in chains. Here is
the binding ¢ instrument.”

T do solemnly engage, by this instrument, that I never will, by
virtue of my office as suprintendent of the Methodist Church, during
my absence from the United States of America exercise any govern-
ment whatever, in the said Methodist Church, during my absence
from the United States. And I do also engage, that I will exer-
cise no privilege in the said church when present in the United
States, except that of ordaining according to the regulations and
laws already existing, or hereafter to be madein the said church,
and that of presiding, when present in conference, and lastly that of
travelling at large. Given under my hand, the second day of May,
in the year 1787. [THoMAs CokE.”

JoHN TUNRIEL,
JouN HagErTy, Witnesses.
NecsoNn REED.

NUMBER XXIIL

We had not space in our last letter to make any remarks on the
prominent points in the ¢ instrument” of degradation which Dr.
Coke gave the Conference. We will make afew now, 1. The Doc-
tor says—* I never will, by virtue of my office as superintendent of
the Methodist Church exercise any government whatever in the
said Church, during my absence from the United States.” As
Mr. Wesley was excommunicated at this Conference, and as the
Doctor engages not to exercise any government in the said Church
when absent from the United States, it is plain, that, in the Doctor’s
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absence, Mr. Asbury will have all the power of governing in his
own hands. 2. He says farther—“1I will exercise no privilege in
the said Church when present in the United States, except that of
ordaining—presiding when present in Conference—and lastly, trav-
elling atlarge.”” By this, he gives up his right ¢ to appoint presid-
ing Elders, and to fix the appointments of the preachers for the sev
eral Circuits, &c.”” These privileges are now exclusively Mr. As-
bury’s; and as long as he retains them he will never be at a loss
for tools. 8. The Doctor gives a written instrument, as if his word
could not be depended on, by those of his own fraternity ; and even
this written instrument must be signed by three witnesses. And is
this what Thomas Coke, Doctor of Civil Law, late of Jesus College,
in the University of Oxford, and a Presbyter of the Church of Eng-
land has come to ? Surely his Episcopal honors are prostrated m
the dust; for Heaven knows it is low enough with a Methodist bish-
op, when his word will not pass with his drother bishop, or with the
travelling preachers in Conference. Let the reader take notice
that from this period, there never was anything like a good under
standing, official harmony, or Christian love, between &iskop Coke
and bishop Asbury ; and that the former never remitted his exer
tions to the day of his death, to be released from the state of ser
vility and degradation, into which ke was brought by the trickery
and management of the latter.

VIL. Of the Council. Mr. Asbury having achieved two such
glorious victories at the Conference of 1787, as the expulsion of Mr.
Wesley, and the degradation of Dr. Coke, it might be supposed,
that with these he would have been satisfied. But those who enter-
tain such an opinion of this ¢ modest ™ bishop, give proof that they
never knew the man. His thirst for power was insatiable ; for, like
the grave, its constant cry was, ¢ give, give.” Knowing that the
travelling preachers who were the last to be subjugated, might
thwart his measures if another Conferenee was held, he turned his
thoughts and formed his plans, to prevent it, if possible. Accor
dingly, ¢ in 1789 a plan was laid for holding a council. The bish-
ops said they had made it a matter of prayer; and they believed it
was the best plan they could think of.” {.ee’s Hist. of Methodism,

. 149. “ Best,” it no doubt was, for the object which Mr. Asbury

d in view, which was to prevent the preachers from coming to-
gether at Conference ; for he well knew the narrower the circle, the
easier it could be covered, and the smaller the numerical force, the
sooner it could be overcome. He therefore preferred a council to
a Conference, although this ¢ plan” was a departure from original
Methodism both in Europe and America. Mr. Wesley held a Con-
ference every year with his preachers in England ; and Annual
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Conferences had been held in America from 1773 to the present
year. And what of that? Mr. Asbury could find it convenient,
and ¢ expedient,” to depart from established usage, when it suited
his purpose. The council therefore met on the 10th of October ;
1789, in Baltimore—a city celebrated in Methodist history—formed
its constitution and declared its powers. Should any ask, how was
the council organized, of what number was it composed, and what
were the powers it assumed ? We answer—1. It was composed of
nine presiding Elders, with Mr. Asbury at their head, as president
of council. 2. These nine presiding Elders were all appointed to
that office by Mr. Asbury; of course they were all his creatures,
and if any one of them dared to oppose any of his measures, he
could lay him aside, and appoint another more subservient. 8. Mr.
Asbury was president of council, and had a negative on its proceed-
ings. 4. The council declare, “ they have power to mature and
resolve on all things relative to the speritual and temporal interests
of the Church.” Such was the composition of this celebrated coun-
cil, and such were the powers they modestly claimed. But ¢ their
proceedings,” says Lee in his history of Methodism, p. 158, « gave
such dissatisfaction to our connexion, in general, and to our travel-
ling preachers in particular, that they were forced to abandon the
plan, and there has never since been a meeting of ‘the kind. And
8o offensive was the name, that ¢ the bishops requested that the
name of the council might not be mentioned in the Conference
again.”

Here we were about to close a subject, of which we confess we
were ashamed, when casting our eye over the ¢ Appendix to the
Defence of our Fathers,” our attention was arrested by the follow
lowing remarks of the Author of that work, which we shall trans-
cribe, and place in italics. ¢ The council was proposed as an ez-
pedient ; dut not being found to answer the purpose, it was discon-
tinued, after only two sessions, in 1789 and 1790.” Let the
reader bear in mind, that the travelling preachers in 1784 excluded
the members of the Church fron having any part in its organization.
The council of nine presiding Elders in 1789 excluded the travel-
ling preachers from participating in their proceedings. And Mr.
Asbury, now the pontifex mazimus of American Methodism, as
president, had a negative on the proceedings of council. Is it any
wonder, then, that Mr. O’Kelly and other American preachers were
opposed to such a system of despotism ? We think not. ¢ .In that
measure” (the discontinuance of the council) ¢ Dr. Coke did not
concur.” This wedeny. We know it is not true. Bishop Emory,
who, we are told, “ was a chief ornament and light of our Episco-
pacy,” and who “ brought to the investigation of all ecclesiastical

10* )
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subjects a cool, sagacious, powerful, practical intellect,”” was not
born at the time of the council; and yet he speaks as confidently
as though he was personally acquainted with those who bore a part
in the transactions of those times, and was present when the occur
rences of which he writes took place. Had he been acquainted
with what took place at the Charleston Conference in ’91, he would
have known that Dr. Coke condemned Mr. Asbury’s conduct to his
face. Or was he acquainted with what passed at the Virginia Con-
ference of the same year, he would have known that Dr. Coke ad-
dressed Mr. O’Kelly in the following manner :— Methodism s
gone. But remember, when we meet together, and overthrow the
new institution,* as I believe we shall, if Mr. Asbury is not satisfied
with the government as it stood before,we will contend for a Repub-
lican government. Give me thy hand—fear not; I am a friend to
America.” ¢ T'he proceedings of Mr. O Kelly produced great
agitation.” They di{;o._ They shook the powers of despotism to
their very foundation. And here is one truth from that book of
lies. But the author did not *“ mean so0 ;” it was written for another

urpose to calumniate Mr. O’Kelly. If the reader would wish to
Enow how this gentleman produced such ¢ great agitation,” we will
give him one of the tools with which he worked. He wrote to the
District Conferences, thus—Brethren and fellow-laborers— You are
the only court we have to lay our grievances before. We are not
petitioning as criminals, we have done no evil, but we demand of
you the ordinance of justice. ~We are not allowed to be present.
We are cut off, §¢.”” 1t was in this way that « Mr. O’Kelly pro-
duced great agitation;” and for his opposition to those d::soﬁa
measures, his name has been cast out as evil by the friends o
vocates of despotism. The bishop goes on—* Special pains were
taken to enlist Dr. Coke in his views, and to produce di a{ecﬁm
between him and bishop Asbury.” Here the bishop writes like him-
self again, for there are two palpable falsehoods in less than two
lines. The “ special pains that were taken,” were not taken by Mr.
O’Kelly “ to enlist Dr. Coke in his views ;”” but they were taken by
Dr. Co{e, and by Mr. Asbury, to secure Mr. O’Kelly to their re-
pective interests. The fact is, these two ecclesiastical leaders, in
their struggles for power, were afraid of Mr. O’Kelly, and each
took ¢ special pains ” that this gentleman’s influence might be thrown
into hisscale. Hence Mr. Asbury writes to him as follows :—*¢ Let
all past conduct between thee and me, be buried, and never come
before the Conference, or elsewhere,—send me the dove. I saw
thy face was not towards me in all the council, therefore did not
treat thee with that respect due to one who had suffered so much

¢ The Council.
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for the cause of truth and liberty. I wrote to the Doctor (T. Coke)
that if he came here again he would see trouble.” And Dr. Coke
writes to Mr. O’Kelly in this strain—* Wilmington May 4, 1791.
To brother O’Kelly :—DEAR FRIEND—I have written a letter of a
sheet and a half to you, but on consideration I believe I shall not
send it to you till I reach Europe : then I shall probably write as
much again to you. By this time, you probably have been:inform-
ed of our great loss, in the death of Mr. Wesley. I am hastening
to Europe at this important crisis. You may depend on my being
with you, God willing, at the General Conference. I think no step
. will be taken during my absence, to prevent: the General Confer-
ence ; it would be so gross an insult on truth, justice, mercy, and
peace, that it will not be, I think, attempted. If it be, and suc-
cessfully, we will call a Congress. I expect you to be faithful.
But as Mordecai said to Esther, think not with thyself that thou
shalt escape more than others; for if thou altogether holdest thy
peace at this time, then shall there enlargement and deliverance
arise to the Jews from another place ; but thou and thy father’s
house shall be destroyed. Oh, be firm, be very firm, and very cau-
tious, and very wise, and depend upon a faithful friend in (THOS.
CogEe.”  And does this look like Mr. O’Kelly’s taking ¢ special
ains to enlist Dr. Coke in his views ?”” It is a pity that when a
ethodist -bishop, “ who is the chief ornament of our Episcopacy
writes, he will not confine himself to the truth. - Besides the above
letter, Dr. Coke issued a Circular of. the same date, and from the
same place in which he says—‘ Five things we have in view. 1.
The abolition of the arbitrary aristocracy. 2. The investing of the
nomination of the presiding Elders in the Conference of the districts.
8. The limitations of the districts to be invested in the general Con-
ference. 4. An appeal allowed each preacher on the reading of
the stations. 5. A general Conference of at least two-thirds of the
‘preachers as a check upon everything. :

But a good superintendent will not do the wrong you fear. I
answer, a good superintendent is but a man, and a man is fond of
power. But a good superintendent may become a tyrant, or be
succeeded by one. Oh,stand up for liberty, be friends of mankind
in all things.” ' -

Nor was Bishop Emory nearer the truth when he asserted, that
¢ gpecial pains had been taken by Mr. O’Kelly to. produce disaffec-
tion between Dr. Coke,and Mr. Asbury.”  From the .time that
these gentlemen were raised to be bishops there wasno affection be-
tween them—as the preceding letters: fully prove—and we:will add
there could be none. : For, the one was constantly studying and
ggttin'g how he could enlarge his.own powers, :and abridge these of

rival. The other was struggling, as for:life, to recover the for-
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mer position he occupied in the Church ; and if that could not be
regained, to extricate himself from the state of thraldom and dis-
grace into which he had been reduced by the cunning and rancor
ous hatred of his opponent. These are unpalatable truths, we
know, to the Methodist reader ; but it is on these principles, and on
these alone, we can account for Dr. Coke’s conduct, in applying to
Bishop White to be united with the Protestant Episcopal Church in
the United States, whose clergy, in general, he had denounced from
the pulpit and the press, a few years- before, as being ¢ the para-
sites and bottle companions of the rich and the great.” Dr. Coke’s
letter to Bishop White shall be given in our next number.

NUMBER XXIV.

VIIL. Of Dr. Coke’s letter to Bishop White.

“ Right Reverend Sir: Permit me to intrude a little on your
time, on a subject of great importance.

You, I believe, are conscious, that I was brought up in the
Church of England, and have been ordained a presbyter of that
church. For many years I was prejudiced, even, I think, to bigotry,
in favor of it : but through a variety of causes and incidents, to
mention which would be tedious and useless, my mind was exceed-
ingly biased on the other side of the question. In consequence of
this, I am not sure but I went further in the separation of our
church in America, than Mr. Wesley, from whom I had received
my commission, did intend. He did indeed solemnly invest me, as
far as he had a right so to do, with episcopal authority, but did not
intend, I think, that our entire separation should take place. He
being pressed by our friends on this side the water, for ministers to
administer the sacraments to them, (there being very few clergy of
the Church of England then in the States) ke went farther, I am
sure, than he would have gone, if he had foreseen some events which
Jollowed. And this I am certain of — that ke 18 now sorry for the
separation.

But what can be done for a re-union which I wish for ? and to
accomplish which, Mr. Wesley, I have no doubt, would use his
influence to the utmost. The affection of a very considerable number
of the preachers, and most of the people, is very strong towards him,
notwitEstanding the excessive ill usage he recewved from a few. My
interest also is not small ; and both his and mine would readily and
to the utmost, be used to accomplish that (to us) very desirable
object, if a readiness were shown by the bishops of the Protestant
Episcopal Church to re-unite.



121

It is even to your church an object of great importance. We
have now above 60,000 adults in our society in these States ; and
about 250 travelling ministers and preachers; besides a great num--
ber of local preachers, very far exceeding the number of travelling
preachers ; and some of these local preachers are men-of very con-
siderable abilities : but if we number the Methodists as most people
number the members of their church, viz: by the families which.
constantly attend the divine ordinances in their places of worship,.
they will make a larger body than you possibly conceive. The
society, I believe, may be safely multiplied by five on an average,
to give us our stated congregations; which will then amount to
300,000. And if the calculation, which I think some eminent.
writers have made, be just, that three-fifths of mankind are un-adults
(if I may use the expression) at any given period, it will follow that
all the families, the adults of which form our congregations in these
States amount to 750,000. About one-fifth of these are blacks. - .

The work now extends in length from Boston to the South of
Georgia ; and in breadth, from the Atlantic to lake Champlain,
Vermont, Albany, Redstone, Holstein, Kentucky, Cumberland, &e. -
But there are many hindrances in the way. Can they be removed ?

1. Our ordained ministers will not, ought not, give up their right
of administering the sacraments. I don’t think that the generali
of them, perhaps none of them, would refuse to submit to. a re-ordi-
nation, if other hindrances were removed out of the way. I must
here observe, that between sixty and seventy only, out of the two_
hundred and fifty have been ordained presbyters, and about sixty
deacons (only). The presbyters are the choicest of the whole.

2. The other preachers would bardly submit to re-union, if the
possibility of their rising up to ordination depended on the present
bishops in America. Because, though they are all, I think I
may say zealous, pious, and very useful men, yet they are not ac-
quainted with the learned languages. Besides, they would argue,
if the present bishops would waive the article of the learned lan-
guages, yet their successors might not. '

My desire of a re-union is so sincere and earnest, that these diffi-
culties make me tremble: and yet something must be done before
the death of Mr. Wesley, otherwise I shall despair of success : for
though my influence among the Methodists in these States, as well
as in Europe, is I doubt not increasing, yet Mr. Asbury, whose in-
Jluence is very capital, will not easily comply, nay 1 know he will
be exceedingly averse to 1t.

In Europe, where some steps had been taken tending to a separ-
ation, all is at an end. Mr. Wesley is a determined enemy of i,
and I have lately borne an open and successful testimony against it.
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"Shall I be favored with a private interview with you in Philadel-

hia ? I shall be there, God willing, on Tuesday, the 17th of May.
i)f this be agreeable, I'll beg of you just to signify it in a note
directed to me at Mr. Jacob Baker’s, Merchant, Market street,
Philadelphia ; or if you please, by a few lines sent me by the re-
return of the post, at Philip Rogers’, Esq., in Baltimore, fromy our-
self or Dr. Magaw: and I will wait upon you with my friend Dr.
Magaw. We can then enlarge on the subjects.

T'am conscious of it, that secrecy s of great importance in the
resent state of the business, till the minds of you, your brother
ishops, and Mr. Wesley, be circumstantially known. I must there-

fore beg that these things be confined to yourself and Dr. Magaw,
till I have the honor of seeing you.

'Thus you see I have made a bold venture on your honor and
candor, and have opened my whole heart to you on the subject, as
far as the extent of a small letter will allow me. If you put equal
confidence in me, you will find me candid and faithfnl}.'

I have, notwithstanding, been guilty of inadvertencies. Ve
lately I found myself obliged (for the pacifying of my conscience
to write a penitential letter to the Rev. Mr. Jarratt, which gave
him great satisfaction: and for the same reason I must write another
to the Rev. Mr. Pettigrew.

When I was last in America, I preé)ared and corrected a great
variety of things for our Magazine ; indeed almost every thing was
printed, except some loose hints which I had taken of one of my
Journeys, and which I left in my hurry with Mr. Asbury, without
any correction ; entreating him that no part of them might be

rinted which could be improper or offensive. But through great
madvertency, I suppose, he suffered some reflections on the charac-
ters of the two above mentioned gentlemen to be inserted in the
Magazine, for which I am very sorry : and probably shall not rest
till I have made my acknowledgments more public ; though Mr.
Jarratt does not desire it.

I am not sure, whether I have not also offended you, sir, by ac-
cepting one of the offers made me by you and Dr. Magaw, of the
use of your churches, about six years ago, on my first visit to Phila-
delphia, without informing you of our plan of separation from the
Church of England. If I did offend, (as I doubt I did, especially
from what you said to Mr. Richard Dallam of Abingdon) I sincerely
beg yours and Dr. Magaw’s pardon. I’ll endeavor to amend. But
alas ! I am a frail, weak creature.

I will intrude no longer at present. One thing only I will claim
from your candor — that if you have no thought of improving this
proposal, you will burn this letter, and take no more notice of it
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(for it would be a pity to have us entirely alienated from each
other, if we cannot unite in the manner my ardent wishes desire)
but if you will further negotiate the business, I will explain my
mind still more fully to you on the probabilities of success.

In the meantime, permit me, with great respect, to subscribe my-
self, Right Reverend Sir, your very humble servant in Christ,

(Signed) " TroMAS CoOkE.
The Right Reverend Father in God, BrsHor WHITE. '
Richmond, April 24th, 1791.

P. 8. You must excuse interlineations, &c. I am just goinginto
the country and have no time to transcribe.”

We cannot dismiss this letter, notwithstanding it is very plain and
intelligible, without observing, it exhibits Dr. Coke in his true char-
acter, as ambitious, changeable, and unfaithful. Let the reader
take notice, that the doctor’s attempts to wheedle Bishop White, as
he had previously-wheedled Mr. Wesley, and as he afterwards tried
to wheedle the Bishop of London and the Hon. William Wilberforce,
by representing his schemes as being promotive of the cause of
Christ. But all these schemes were schemes of darkness, and ip-
tended to further his self aggrandizement. ¢ He withdrew with
Mr. Asbury, to a private chamber, to consult on the plan for the
government of the societies ; * although it is now said, Mr. Wesley
recommended the episcopal form of government for the church.
His “ commission ”” never saw the light, until after his death. He
destroyed the ¢ little sketch ”” — mutilated Mr. Wesley’s circular of
Sept. 10, 1784 — forged a false section of Chap. 1, of the book of
discipline — and in this letter he says —  secrecy is of great im-
portance.” All very ¢ candid and fasthful,” to be sure. Was he
¢ faithful ” to Mr. Wesley in organizing the societies into an ¢ inde-
pendent episcopal church ?”” Was he ¢ faithful ” to Mr. Wesley’s
commands when he took the title of bishop? The Rev. Henry
Moore, in his Life of Wesley says — ¢ With respect to the title of
bishop, I Anow that Mr. Wesley enjoined the doctor and his associ-
ates, and in the most solemn manner, that it should not be taken.
In a letter to Mrs. Gilbert, the widow of the excellent Nathaniel
Gilbert, Esq., of Antigua, a copy of which now lies before me, he
states this in the strongest manner. In this, and in every similar
deviation, I cannot be the apologist of Dr. Coke ; and I can state
in contradiction to all that Dr. Whitehead and Mr. Hampson have
said, that Mr. Wesley never gave his sanction to any of these things:
nor was he the author of one line of all that Dr. goke published in
Anmerica on this subject. His views on these points, were very
different from those of his zealous son in the gospel.” Vol II., Page
279. We wonder if Dr. Coke ever ¢ found himself obliged (for the
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cifying of his conscience) to write a penitential letter > to Mr.
%esley, for violating his most solemn injunctions ? If he did not,
¢ his conscience ”’ was made of queer stuff— we will call it Method-
ist stuff. But seriously, how shameful — how detestable are such
deeds of darkness, for & man who claims to be a Christian bishop.
Will Dr. Durbin defend them ?

This letter exhibits also a delightful example of the mutual confi
dence and codperation, which Mr. Emory tells us always existed
between the two Methodist bishops, Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury. A
fine specimen indeed of episcopal affection!! Interest opposed to
interest. Influence working against infinence. One bishop h%ng
to counteract, and get away from the power of the other. Well
may some of the Methodist Episcopal Church be ashamed of their
bishops, and express surprise, that any man would dare to write s
defence” of such conduct. For what would any man, who was
associated with another in mercantile pursuits, think of his partaer,
if that partner were to conduct himself towards him, as Dr. Coke
conducted himself towards Mr. Asbury? “Burn this letter”
would be sufficient to excite indignation n the breast of any man
against his partner. But instead of contemplating these men a8
men of the world, bound to each other by the ties of interest and
honor, they must be considered in a higher point of view, as joint
superintendents in the Methodist Episcopal Church. Standing in
this relation to each other, they travel together for several days
after the letter was written. They converse together, pray together,
preach together, eat and sleep together, and the one does not utter
a syllable to his colleague about the reunion!! Is there any thing
in the history of the Popes to surpass this ? How must Mr. Asbm?
have felt, when he received, opened, and read Bishop White’s
answer to Dr. Coke’s letter which fell into his hands? Is it mot
reasonable to suppose he was thunderstruck with surprise, and that
he was indignant at the doctor’s conduct ? That he was ready to
cry out treachery, deception, intreague, and a thousand things
beside ?  Nor is it strange, that in a letter written subsequently,
and now lying before me, he should say — ¢ I cannot confideym
ecclesiastics passing through the degrees and intreagues of
University, as I can trust a ploughman.”

NUMBER XXYV.

In February, 1791, the Southern Conference met in Charleston,
at which Dr. Coke was present. Here, learning that the proceed-
ings of the ¢ council ” had giving great dissatisfaction to preachers
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and people, he insisted on a call of the General Conference, ¢ to
overlook,” as he said, ‘‘the proceedings of council.” To this
measure Mr. Asbury was opposed, knowing that his conduct would
not bear the light; but at last, reluctantly consented. From
Charleston the two bishops travelled together to the Virginia Con-
ference, which was held in Petersburgh that year; and after
conference pursued their journey to the North. At Richmond,
on their way, Dr. Coke wrote his letter to Bishop White, on the
24th of April, and on the 29th, five days afterward, he received
information of the death of Mr. Wesley : a proof that he did not
know of the death of Mr. Wesley at the time he wrote to Bishop
White. As soon as he obtained information of this event, he imme-
diately took steps to return to England — preached on the 1st of
May on the occasion, in Baltimore, and on the 4th wrote the letter
to Mr. O'Kelly, and issued the ¢ circular” from Wilmington,
Delaware, which have been given in & preceeding number. :

It is more than probable, that as soon as Dr. Coke had heard o
Mr. Wesley’s death, he entertained sanguine expectations of being
elevated to higher places of distinction in the British conference,
than he had occupied in Mr. Wesley’s life time. He may have
entertained these expectations, knowing with what success he
had practised his schemes upon Mr. Wesley, an instance of which
we shall give from Whitehead’s Life of Wesley, to show. the arts to
which the doctor had recourse to raise himself to influence and
power. True, Dr. Whitehead does not mention Dr. Coke’s name.;
but believing him to be the person intended, we place to his account
the discredit of the transaction.

Dr. Whitehead says: ¢ In the latter end of the summer preced-
ing Mr. Wesley’s death, a certain person, who had long been trying
various schemes to acquire a superior influence over both preachers
and people, endeavored to persuade Mr. Wesley, thatif he disposed
of his literary property by his will only, his next of kin would claim
it; that a deed of assignment was necessary to prevent their claima,
Mr. Wesley denied that this would be the case, and resisted the
proposition of making a deed of assignment. Being, however,
frequently worried on the occasion, he at length, in company with
this same person, applied to his confidential solicitor on the question ;
who told them, that as his literary property was personal estate, his
Will was a competent instrument to convey it, and that no deed
of assignment was necessary. The party who wished for a deed of
assignment that might answer this purpose, was not discouraged by
this repulse, but afterwards wrote to the same solicitor for his further
opinion on the subject; and received the same answer in writing,
Finding Mr. Wesley’s solicitor not of an acommodating disposition

11
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where integrity must be sacrificed, he applied to another, a total
stranger to the Methodist economy, and therefore more under his
direction. A deed of assignment was drawn up, to answer the pur-
pose intended, conveying Mr. Wesley’s literary property to sevea
persons therein named,” Thomas Coke’s name stands first, and that
of Alexander Mather, perbaps the preacher to whom Dr. White
head alludes, as being in league with Thomas Coke, stands next,
(““among whom the executors of Mr. Wesley’s Will were not
included) upon special trust, that they should apply all the profits
of the books, &e., to the sole use and benefit of the conference, in
such manner as to them shall seem most proper and expedient.
Things being thus prepared, the old gentleman was carried privately
to a friend’s house, to execute this deed, five months before he
died ; a time when his weakness was so great, that we may venture
to say, he could not sit five minutes to hear any thing read,
especially in the forms of law, without falling into a doze, so that
there is not the least probability that Mr. Wesley knew the con-
tents of the deed he executed, or had any suspicion of its tendency
or the design of its author. It is very certain the body of the
preachers were ignorant of this scandalous transaction; in which
an advantage was taken of age and infirmities by one or two indi-
viduals, to gain the management of a large and increasing annual
revenue, to serve the purposes of their own influence and ambition.
I mention one or two individuals, because it has been said that one
of the preachers named in this deed was in league with Aim who
ought to be considered as the author of it. But I say no more on
a subject that will not bear to be fully examined.” Life of Wesley,
Boston, Ed. Vol. 1I., p. 284.

There is an Edition of Whitehead’s Life of Wesley, printed.in
Dublin in 1806, by JoBN JONES, which now lies before us. In this
edition the publisher says: ¢ In the fear of the Lord, and from
a love of truth, I have labored to render this undertaking both
useful and interesting, to effect which, the additions to Dr. White-
head’s original work, will be found very considerable.” One of
these ¢ additions” will supply what was omitted in Dr. Whitehead’s
account, — the names of the persons that were inserted in the
¢ deed of assignment;”’ and will inform us of the issues of this
¢ gcandalous transaction.”” Mr. Jones says: ¢ About a year and a
half after making this Will, Mr. Wesley executed a Deed, in which
he appointed seven gentlemen, viz. : . Thomas Coke, Messrs.
Alezander Mather, Peard Dickerson, Jokn Valton, James Rogers,
Joseph Taylor, and Adam Clarke, Trustees for all his Books, Pam-
phlets, and Copy-rights for carrying on the work of God by itinerant
preachers, according to the enrolled Deed, which we have already
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mentioned, But Dr. Coke being in America at the time of Mr.
Wesley’s death, the deed was suffered to lie dormant till his return.
The three Executors then took the advice of two of the most
eminent counsellors in the kingdom, who informed them that th
Deed was of a testamentary nature, and therefore superseded the
Will, with respect to the books, &c. The Deed was then presented
to the Judge of the Prerogative Court of Canterbury, who received
ip as the third Codicil of Mr. Wesley’s Will; on which the three
Executors delivered up their general Probate, and received a new
one limited to those particulars which were not mentioned in the
Deed. At the same time a Probate was granted to the seven
Trustees constituting them Executors for all the books, pamphlets,
and copy-rights of which Mr. Wesley died possessed ; and empower-
ing them to pay all his debts and legacies.” Vol. IL. p. 444.

And thus was Mr. Wesley’s Will nullified, so far as the manage-
ment of the revenue arising from all his books, pamphlets, and
copy-right were concerned, the power to manage this revenue taken
from his ¢ three executors, John Horton, Merchant, George Wolff,
Merchant, and William Marriott, Stock Broker, all of London,”
and placed in the hands of Thomas Coke, Alexander Mather and
others (without, we believe, the knowledge or sanction of the
others) by the deeplaid scheme of Dr. Coke, a bishop of the
Methodist Episcopal Church in America. Now, have we any rea-
son to suppose that he that would play such tricks before High
Heaven on a man enfeebled by age, and just about to step into the
grave, would hesitate, for a moment, to destroy documents that
were intended to curb and abridge his ambitious projects, and forge
others favorable to advance his ardent aspirations? No, never.
Let the rulers of the Methodist Episcopal Church say what they
may, in ¢ defence’” or in extenuation of the turpitude of the above
recited infamous conduct, were a Greneral Conference to elect us a
bishop to-morrow, we should decline the Aonor ; lest, as we walked
the streets, the boys should cry out as we passed along — there
goes a successor of bishop Coke, who set aside Mr. Wesley’s Will,
that he might have the power in his own hands, that was intended
by the testator to be placed in the hands of others. Well might
the Poet say —

“ An honest man is the noblest work of God.”

It cannot be supposed for a moment, that the author of such a
scheme as the above, would find favor with the British Conference ;
nor should he with the American Conference — nor with honorable
and honest men anywhere. Failing in his expectations in England,
Dr. Coke returned to the United States, to be present at the Gene- -
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ral Conference of 1792 ; and on the day before it commenced its
session, arrived in Baltimore. Mr. Asbury, who knew the vanity
of the man, and that he could be ¢ tickled with a straw,”” forgetting,
or seeming to forget, the indignation he had felt against the doctor,
for his secret application to Bishop White to be re-united to the Pro-
testant Episcopal Church, proposed that the doctor should be the
President of the Conference. This mark of respect coming from
bishop Asbury, was very gratifying to the doctor’s feelings, consid-
ering that sharp words had passed between these bishops at a Con-
ference in the preceding year. The doctor accordingly agreed to
the proposal. Whereupon Mr. Asbury selected a few preachers
(men that he could depend upon you may be sure) and directed
them to meet him and Dr. Coke in the evening at a private house.
These preachers met the bishops as directed, and instead of taking
any steps to review “ the proceedings of council,” the very thing for
which the Conference was called, they declared themselves a com-
mittee to prepare the business of conference, and determined that
nothing should be allowed to come before that body but what had
been previously chalked out for it by that committee. Now was not
this an excellent device, a master stroke of policy — to keep Mr.
Asbury’s conduct, and ¢ the proceedings of council,” out of sight ?
Accordingly whenever a preacher in Conference would call for ¢ the
roceedings of council,” Dr. Coke would stop him, and command
Eim to be silent, saying nothing could come before them but what had
been prepared by the committee. And to give the more weight and
importance to the acts of the Conference, he affirmed — ¢ Taz
MEMBERS OF THIS CONFERENCE ARE THE REPRESENTATIVES OF THE
PEOPLE, AND WE ARE TO ALL INTENTS THE LEGISLATURE OF THE
METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH, AND THE GOVERNMENT IS ARISTO-
CRATICAL. YOU MAY CALL ME A WEATHERCOCK.” VIII. Of the
secession occasioned by the withdrawal of Rev. James O’ Kelly,
William M Kendree, Rice Haggard, and others from the connez-
ton. Finding that the General Conference would not be allowed to
review the proceedings of the council, and that he was baffled by
the management of Mr. Asbury, and by the treachery of Dr. Coke
in his efforts to abridge the exhorbitant powers of the bishops, Mr.
O’Kelly offered the following resolution — ¢ Resolved, that after
the bishop appoints the preachers at conference to their several cir
cuits, if any one think himself injured by the appointment, he shall
have liberty to appeal to the conference, and state his objections :
and if the conference approve his objections, the bishop sha{l appoint
him to another circuit.”
For the information of those who are not acquainted with the
Methodist economy, it may be proper to say, that from the time the
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preachers assumed the name of the Methodist Episcopal Church, it
had been customary for Mr. Asbury to appoint each preacher to
his station or circuit; and no man had any right to question the
propriety of the exercise of this power, or to oppose the execution
of this part of our discipline. ‘This prerogative Dr. Coke renounced
in the cirtificate he gave the conference in 1787 ; nor was he ever
afterwards suffered to resume it. But with Mr. Asbury the exer
cise of this power was never interrupted. He held this rein of
government firmly in his own hands, sensible that as long as he had
it in his sole power to give places to preachers, and preachers to
whatever places he chose, he never would want men to carry into
execution whatever measures he wished. To him it belonged to
send a preacher where he pleased ; and it was immaterial to him,
whether the preacher chose to go or not ; whether it was convenient
for him to go or not— or, whether the place to which he was ap-
pointed to go, would agree with his health and constitution or not.
This tremendous power over the comfort, the supplies, the health,
nay the life of the preacher, began to be considered by the travel-
ling preachers themselves, as too mighty to be exercised by an

one man. If the objections entertained by the preacher against his
appointment were ever so reasonable or just, it was optional with
Mr. Asbury whether he would hear them or not. If he heard them,
well ; but if he did net choose to alter the appointment, the preacher
had no alternative but to go to his circuit, or go home. To prevent
the abuse of this tremendous power, and to afford the preacher
security against the exercise of it, Mr. O’Kelly offered the above
resolution. Mr. Lee says, in his History of Methodism,— ¢ This
motion brought on a long debate ; the arguments for and against
the proposal were weighty, and handled in a masterly manner.
There never had been a subject before us which so fully called forth
all the strength of the preachers.” p.179. But after discussing
the subject three or four days, when the vote was taken, the resolu-
tion was rejected by a large majority ; upon which Mr. O’Kelly
and others left the connexion. :

NUMBER XXVI

There are but few now alive'who were members of the Methodist
Episcopal Church, when the resolution giving to a travelling preacher,
when he thought himself aggrieved, aright to appeal to his confer»
ence from the appointment of the bishop, was offered at the General
Conference of 1792, and for the rejection of which Mr. O’Kelly,

11
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ing offer— ¢ Whereas it appears that James O’Kelly’s absence in-
timates an intention in him to stop travelling at large, as'we sup-

e, on account of his not being allowed an appeal — We the

Krg:ncheswr Conference conclude, that if the rejection, of the
motion for the appeal be his only objection, and if he will travel,
we will grant him the exclusive privilege of travelling where he
‘pleases, of preaching where he pleases, and his £40 per annum as
usual. Provided nevertheless, that he shall be amenable to the
Conference for his moral and ministerial character.” Now, although
this document bears testimony to the goodness of Mr. O’Kelly’s
character, yet travelling preachers would, one after another, daub
him - with a coat of paint, until at last they had him as black
as midnight. He, however, went on preaching and forming
gocieties which continue to the present day; and as long as
he lived, he was respected and beloved by his brethren.

Of the Rev. Rice Haggard we have no knowledge farther than
that he was one of the travelling preachers who withdrew from the
connexion with Mr. O’Kelly : we shall, therefore, pass on to the Rev.
William McKendree, another of the seceding ministers, who bore a
very conspicuous part in the struggles for the appeal. And as this
gentleman deserted his friend, Mr. O’Kelly, and the cause in which
they had been engaged, and as he was subsequently made a bishop
in the Methodist Episcopal Church, we must be allowed to bestow
on him something more than a mere passing remark ; and this is
the more necessary and proper, as we have the authority of Bishop
Soule for saying, * Mr. McKendree’s life was connected with the
history of Methodism, and the most important eras and events in
the history of the Methodist Episcopal Church.” We shall not be
so disrespectful, therefore, a8 not to give him a due share of our
attention ; and that we may not be charged with unfairness, we
ghall form our statements from what has appeared in print.

In a secular paper of March 2Tth, 1835, speaking of his death,
the writer who drew up the obituary panegyric of the bishop says—
¢ Mr. McKendree wasborn in Williamsburgh, and was an Adjutant
during the revolutionary war — that he preached his last sermon in
Nashville on the 23d of November, 1834 — that on Dec. 22d he
went to visit his brother, Dr. James McKendree — that at this

lace his mind seemed to be in a state of severe trial, arising chiefly

m the thought that his days of usefulness and labor for the
church were over, and that he could, in future, expect to be nothin
but an unprofitable servant. - A spirit of wordly anxiety assaileg
him, with which he buffutted for a :season, struggling in prayer
agaiost it. Here the senior Prelate.of our epi y surrendered

-the parchment of superintendency which he had -held of God and
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the church since 1808 — he returned it stainless as the mountain
snow. In conformity with the wishes of the deceased, he was
shrouded in & grave robe of black silk, and enclosed in a plain, bat
substantial, walnut coffin, and on Saturday was interred at the left
hand of his father, only a few rods from his family mansion where
he died.”

This account was evidently drawn up by a friend of Mr. McKen-
dree, and was intended to set off the bishop as an almost superhu-
man being. But notwithstanding the pomposity of his style, the
the writer has certainly done the bishop an injury, by giving room
to those who might read the account, to think that the dying man
was conscious of having done something enormously bad which be
ought not to have done, the guilt of which now pressed upon his
mind with great weight. This supposition we think is far more
nutural and reasonable to the philosopher and true Christian thaa
that which is assigned by the writer as being the cause of this
¢ gevere trial.” For what Christian man, who was almost eighty
years old, much less what Christian bishop, would be severely dis-
tressed because he could not live longer than the utmost limit of
human life ? The idea is absurd, and is a libel on Christianity.
Perhaps the ¢ severe trial ” which Mr. McKendreeendured in his
last moments, may have arisen from a review of the part he acted
in the ocourrences of which we are treating—or it may be, from
a recollection of his agencyin the expulsion of ¢ Reformers ” from
the church in latter years. Be it as it may, we are greatly mis-
taken if we will not be able to show hereafter, that ¢ the parchment
of the senior prelate of our Episcopacy ” was not ¢ surrendered as
stainless a8 the mountain-snow; ” and that if it was not *“red with
the blood of the saints,” it was at least, plentifully bedewed with
their tears.

The next that we shall introduce as eulogising bishop McKendree,
is the man who has been called ¢ the light and chief ornament of
our Episcopacy — our beloved bishop Emory.” He says —*¢ The
venerable bishop McKendree, the senior bishop of the Methodist
Episcopal Church, is at present (1830) about seventy-three years of
age. His allowance has, at no time, exceeded one Aundred dollars

r annum, and his actual expenses in travelling. The latter, d:i

ve, for some years past, been voluntarily limited to one hun
dollars : so that, if he expended more, it must be his own cost. It
is only occasionally, and when necessity obliged him, that he has
incurred the expense of a travelling companion, though authorised
by the conference to do so; and has not always drawn even the
small appropriations made for the purpose. Within the last two
years, we know that he has actually Eeatowed on charitable objects,
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not less than $200 of such appropriations ; and thereis good reason:
to believe, that his private and personal benefactions fully equal, if
not exceed, his salary annually.”
. Here again we have a fine coat of white paint put on * our
venerable bishop McKendree.”” But we have an objection to it—it
is put on too thick, and will crack with the rays of thesun. Let us
look at it. Bishop McKendree’s yearly allowance was $100. His
travelling expenses were limited to $100. These are the sums he
received annually, which in ¢ two years’ amount to $400. Of
such appropriations he gave ‘“‘two years” for charitable objects
$200. His personal benefactions fully equalled, if they did not
exceed his annual salary, which in two years, amount to $200. So
that he received in ¢ two years ” $400 — gave away in the same.
time $400 or more, which would leave the bishop nothing to supply
his personal wants. This places him at once in the rank of angels,
who, when they visit our globe, can pass through the world without
victuals or clothes.

But why all these extravagant encomiums to place this man in a
false position which we certainly think greatly njures him? We
may be told his private purse supplicd all his wants ; and to those
who are total strangers to his history, this answer may be satisfac-
tory. But to us is far from being so; for it suggests the inquiry—
when and how did he obtain such an amount of wealth as enable
him to be so extremely beneficent ? He never was book-agent—
nor had he, like others, the handling of the funds of the ¢ book
concern ;” if he had, we would not be at loss to comprehend
how he-got his wealth — but he was not.

Now it happens, that ¢* we know”’ something of this man’s parent-
age, that his episcopal trumpeter did not know. Old Mr. Macintree
the father — for it was by this name he was called and known, and
by this name the family was called and known, when the writer
knew them in Greenville County, Va., near fifty years ago — was
a very poor man, not having either land, or any stock whatever,
that we have heard of. ¢ We know,” that we have staid all night
at the house of one family, and “ we know > we slept on a chaff
bag. ¢ We know,” also, that we took sister Nancy into society,
and entered her name on the class paper as Macintree. And “ we
know ” that when we heard the Rev. William McKendree was
elected bishop in 1808 — we could not conjecture who he was, for
we did not suppose that he was the same man that was spoken of
as “ Billy Macintree,” when we travelled in Virginia. Yet,
McKendree may have been the name, and Macintree & wrong pro-
nunciation of it. We think we have seenin some of Lorenzo Dow’s
writings, an allusion to the fact we have mentioned ; for he com-
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pares the bishop, if we remember right, to a ¢ runaway negro who
changes his name when he runs away.” We may, however, be
mistaken in this. These remarks we would not have made, were it
not for the labored efforts of others to place this man on the apex
of honor and power ; nor do we make them now, with a view to re-
present poverty, in the abstract, as an insuperable impediment to
the attainment of the grace and favor of God; for we read, that
:o when the beggar died, he was carried by angels into Abraham’s
som.”’

The third and last we shall introduce as eulogising bishop McKen-
dree is the- Rev. Bishop Joshua Soule. He says—¢ It is well
known that at the death of our venerable and beloved Bishop
McKendree, it was found that in his will he had bequeathed to me

rsonally and individually, all his papers and manuscripts. . . .

onsequently I am left, by virtue of that will, in the sole possession
of Bishop McKendree’s papers and manuscripts of every descrip-
tion. I have them in my possession. It will be recollected that at
the General Conference, held in Cincinnati in 1836, I was requested
by that body to preach a sermon on the death of Bishop McKen-
dree. I did so, in compliance with the request, which by order of
conference was published. . . . After the delivery of that discourse
I was requested by the General Conference to prepare a Life of
Bishop McKendree, which I was disposed to do according to the
best of my ability . . but I have not been able to meet the request
of the GGeneral Conference; and the most I can say with respect
even to & preparation for accomplishing the work is that I have
K:esed through a vast mass of Bishop McKendree’s papers. . . . I

ve no hesitation in saying that I cannot write the Life of Bi
McKendree—connected as thatlife is with the history of Methodism,
and the most important eras and events in the history of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church—I cannot write the life of Bishop McKendree
in such a manner as I conceive that such a work should be written.
. . . it is impossible for me, in the view that I take of the impor-
tance of such a work as the Life of Bishop McKendree, to write it
while I am travelling around this continent.

I confess to you that were it not for my inability to perform the
work, it would afford me pleasure to make the attempt. It would
bring before me many important and interesting occurrences in the
history of the church which all so much love, and to which I am so
much attached. But I think the brethren who look abroad to such
a vast field will perceive, that it should be no ordinary, commonplace
pul;l::ation.” e the debates of the General Conference of 1844,
p. ]
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NUMBER XXVIL

“ Audi alteram partem,” was an advice given by a heathen,
which every Christian, who would form a correct judgment of the
character of men, would do well to observe. We have given the
panegyric which Mr. McKendree’s personal friend drew up respect-
ing him ; and we have given what two Methodist bishops have said
in his favor. We will now give the other side, and by this means,
the reader will be able to make up his opinion, as to the merits or
demerits of this man’s conduct.

Our first inquiry must be, did Mr. McKendree take any part in
the “appeal ” case at the General Conference of ’92? We answer
he did take a very decided and active part, in support of the reso-
lution for the appeal, which was intended to reduce and limit the
power of the bishop. And when he was delivering his sentiments
repecting this power, he expressed himself in these words—* It s
an insult to my understanding, and i8 such an arbitrary stretch of
power, so tyrannical (or) despotic, that I cannot (or) will not sub-
mit to it.” Thisis the testimony of the Rev. Ezekiel Cooper, whose
word no bishop’s man will dare to contradict.

2d. What did Mr. McKendree do when the resolution for the ap-
peal was negatived ? He, with Rev. James O’Kelly, Rice Hag-
gard, and others, withdrew from the connexion. On this point Mr.
Asbury testifies thus—*¢ Sunday, 25th, came to Manchester. W.
McKendree and R——H , sent me their resignation in writ-
ing.”—Asbury’s Journals, Vol. II. page 148. We see from this
circumstance, that Mr. McKendree’s resignation was not a hasty or
precipitate act, done in the moment of passion, or in the warmth of
debate ; but was a calm and deliberate deed, reduced to writing in
the hours of reflection, and sent to Mr. Asbury several days after
the close of the Ceneral Conference.

3d. Did Mr. McKendree ever return to the church, and if so, in
what way, or on what terms? He did return to the church, and
was stationed in Norfolk, Va., the next year; but we believe he
was not received by any conference. And as for the terms we
know not that they ever transpired.  We do not know whether he
changed his principles—whether he made a satisfactory apology to
the bishop for resisting his despotic power—or whether he was
bought to silence. On these points we have no information, and,
perhaps, never shall have any. One thing however is certain, he
went back, and was made a bishop in the church, and was invested
with all the essentials of power that he had resisted and condemned.

4th- The next thing is to consider, was Mr. McKendree’s conduct,
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tn these particulars, right or wrong, creditable or discreditable,
praiseworthy or infamous?  On these points we are convinced there
will be different opinions. Some will say that in returning to the
ohurch, and ultimately receiving all the Aonors that belong to this
episcopacy, Mr. McKendree did right—nothing but right. ~ Others
who are not willing to go so far, will say—he did wrong, but as the
act was only a slight offence, it ought to be forgiven, or covered
with the mantle of charity. Whilst others will say, his conduct was
infamous for a minister of the gospel, of which number the writer of
this article declares himself to be one. Now for his reasons.

1. Mr. McKendree at the General Conference of ’92, had been
several years in the itinerant connexion, and was, at the time of the
conference, an Elder in the church of God. As such, it is fair to
conclude, that he had thought and conversed on the subject with
the Virginia preachers ; and after examining it thoroughly, he pro-
nounced it % an arbitrary stretch of power, 80 tyrannical and des-
potic, that it was an irsult to his understanding, and he would not
submit to it. Now will those who say Mr. McKendree did right in
returning to the church, with these views of the power of the bishop
tell us—Is it not a first truth of scripture, that there is a natural
and necessary difference between right and wrong, just and unjust,
good and evil, truth and falsehood—a differance which all man-
kind, even without the scripture, are forced, by their own feelings,
to avow >—Romans, chap, ii., verse xv. Will they tell us, that
Mr. McKendree, in order to get rid of the uneasiness attendant on
his views, could abrogate the law connecting the intellectual and the
moral faculties ? Or will they tell us, that the Almighty Maker of
mind has made it of such flexible stuff, that it will accommodate
itself to the wishes or sinful propensities of men ? Truly this
would be to place mind on a level with the kaleidescope, which takes
and presents a new form and figure at every turn, and with every
shake. But it may be said, the mind may be convinced of error to-
day, and then it will change its decisions. True, but was that the
case with Mr. McKendree ? if it was, he is the first man that we
ever heard of that was CONVINCED 7ight was wrong—justice was
tnjustice—good was evil—or truth was falsehood. His friends,
therefore, cannot avail themselves of the benefit of the argument of
& change of mind.

2. The General Conference of 92, was convened ¢ to overlook
the proceeding of council,” and to abridge the power of the bishop,
if they could not overthrow it. See Dr. Coke’s circular letter dated
Wilmington, Delaware, May 4th, 1791. With these objects in
view, it would be strange if Mr. McKendree, to whom this power
appeared 8o unreasonable and alarming, and who expressed himself
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8o fearlessly respecting its nature, in the presence of the man whe
exercised it, would be backward to pledge himself to Mr. O’Kelly
and the other Virginia preachers, that he would aid them in putting
it down. It had been discussed among themselves for years. It
had been denounced as oppressive to the preachers and detrimental
to the work of God and the increase of the members. As such it
was an objcct of their special hate, and therefore as a band of
brothers, they came up to the conference, determined, if possible,
to abridge it. But they failed. Now it is worthy of remark, that
of all those who left the church on account of this tyrannical power,
Mr. McKendree was the only one who deserted his companions, and
went back.

8. Mr. McKendree, as a minister of the gospel, must be supposed
to have examined this subject, with reference to the precepts and
principles of the gospel, otherwise he was not fit to fill the sacred
office. This was his imperative duty, and no Methodist minister
can be excusable before man, or be guiltless before God, who neg-
lects this part of his duty. Now this ¢ tyranny, this despotism,
this arbitrary stretch of power which he declared was an insult to
his understanding and to which he said he would not submit,” is in
accordance with the spirit of Christianity, orit is not. If it isagree-
able to Christianity, and is sanctioned and authorized by the gospel,
then was Mr. McKendree wrong in opposing it, for in so doing, he
was ¢ fighting against God.” But, on the other hand, if the thing
which he resisted is contrary to the nature and genius of Christianity,
and if it is forbidden and condemned in the gospel, then was MZ
McKendree not only justifiable in his opposition to it, but he was
under the most sacred obligations never to remit his exertions until
it was extirpated from the church, both root and branch. For him
then to renounce the principles by which he was governed in the
conference of 92, and to act under another set of principles diame-
trically opposite, as if they were the real sentiments of his heart,
and as if he believed they were the principles of the gospel, make
him an apostate and a hypocrite, and his return to the church an in-
famous transaction. -

4. This reasoning will apply with greater force to M. McKendree,
when the fact is taken into consideration, that a later period of his
life, he was made a bishop in the Methodist Episcopal Church, and
was invested with all the essentials of that ¢ arbitrary power,”
against which he so justly and vehemently exclaimed in the confer-
ence of 92, Nay, that he went farther than Mr. Asbury ever
went in the exercise of it : for it was under his administration, and
with his sanction, if not by his express directions, that hundreds of
good men were excommunicated from the church—their characters
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blackened—and their temporal interests destroyed—for no other
offence than for advocating a lay representation in the legislative de-
partment of the church. Is it any wonder then, that in the dispen-
sations of Providence, this man’s mind should suffer a ¢ severe trial”
in his dying moments ?—such a ¢ severe trial,” that we pray to God
our last moments may not be like his. O how different was his end
from that of Mr. Wesley ! His mind was covered with the blackness
of darkness—Mr. Wesley’s was, to use the simile of Longinus,
“like the sun in its evening declination, he remits his splendor,
but retains his magnitude, and pleases more though he dazzles less.”
5. Having pledged himself to Mr. O’Kelly and the other Vir
inia preachers, that he would stand by them and their cause, and
gaving assured them that he would, with them, conquer or fall
riously in the struggle, was he not bound to those men who confided
in his veracity, and who considered his being marshalled in their
ranks as a guaranty of his fidelity ? He was; and yet he severed
the connexion, by violating his sacred engagements, and deserting
them and their cause forever. Now we appeal to politicians as men
of the world, who do not profess to be bound to each other by relig-
tous ties, to say—in what light would they consider one of their
party who would abandon them and their cause, and go over to their
opponents in some warm political struggle? Would they not call
him an apostate, a turncoat, a renegade, a deserter? Nay, would
not they (i)espise him in their hearts? They would. And so dowe
despise in our heart, the whole tribe of apostate * reformers,” from
B—W , the man who fills the episcopal chair, to the man
who whips the dogs out of the meeting-house. O beware! Think
of retributive justice, and in time, be wise. Indeed we would ap-
peal to Mr. McKendree himself, if he were alive, to say—what
would have been his fate, if, when he was ¢ an Adjutant in the rev-
olutionary war,” he had deserted from the Americans and had gone
over to the British? He would say, what every man will say,—if
taken, he would have been shot. And this is the man whose Life
bishop Soule is about to write, and to send out to the world, as a
man every way worthy of imitation. As well might somebody
write the Life of Benedict Arnold, and represent him as a patriot
worthy of imitation. We confess when we first saw this announce-
ment, we thought Mr. Soule was crazy ; but now we think he ims-
gines, that the omnipotence of Methodist episcopacy can change the
nature of things, and that the admirers of the system do believe,
that whatever Ae touches will be turned into gold. We, however,
do not think so. And now we declare, in the face of the thousands
who may read these sketches, that we think the announcement
of the Life of such a man as William McKendree, by a Methodist
bishop, is an insult to the churches of Christ in these United States.
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6. With a view to show that Mr. McKendree’s conduct is inde-
fensible, and that similar conduct has been condemned on the page
of ecclesiastical history, we will transcribe what Dr. Mosheim says
respecting one of the pontiffs. ¢ ZENEAS SyLvius PrccoLoMINI
who succeeded him in the pontificate that same year, under the title
of Prus II., rendered his name much more illustrious, not only by
his extraordinary genius and the important transactions that were
carried on during his administration, but also by the various and
useful productions with which he enriched the republic of letters.
The lustre of his fame was, indeed, tarnished by a scandalous proof
which he gave of his fickleness and inconstancy, or rather, perhaps,
of his bad faith: for after having vigorously defended against the
pontiffs, the dignity and prerogatives of general councils, and main-
tained with peculiar boldness and obstinacy the cause of the council
of Bazil against EvaeNIus IV., he ignominiously renounced these
generous principles upon his accession to the pontificate, and acted
in direct opposition to them, during the whole course of his admin-
istration. Thus in the year 1460, he denied publicly that the pope
was subordinate to a general council, and even prohibited all appeals
to such a council under the severest penalties. The year following
he obtained from Louis XI. king of France, the abrogation of the
Pragmatic sanction which favored, in a particular manner, the pre-
tensions of the general councils to sugremacy in the church. But
the most egregious instance of impudence and perfidy that he ex-
hibited to the world was in the year 1463, when he published a sol-
emn retraction of all he had written in favor of the council of Bazil,
and declared without shame or hesitation, that as ZENEAS SyLvIUs
he was a damnable heretic, but as Prus II., he was an orthodox
pontiff. This indecent declaration was the last circumstance worthy
of notice that happened during his pontificate, for he departed this
life in the month of July, in the year 1464.” Mosheim’s Eccl. His.
Vol. III., page 416. '

NUMBER XXVIII.

We have been so long detained with the ¢ council,” and the
General Conference of ’92, which was assembled ¢ to overlook its
proceedings,” and to abridge, if it could not overthrow the arbitrary
power of the bishop, that we have almost lost sight of Dr. Coke in
the crowd of incidents that have pressed upon our atention. We shall,
however, turn to him as soon as we shall have noticed one remark,
which we consider of great importance in these sketches, although
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it was only incidentally made by the speaker, and was intended to
have a bearing on a subject different from the one on which we write.
In the Debates of the General Conference of 1844, Dr. William
Capers of South Carolina, (now a bishop of the Methodist Episcopal
Church, South) expressed himself thus — ¢ I must say here, I am
in possession of a piece of information about his (Mr. Wesley’s)
anti-slavery principles, which, perhaps, other brethren do not
sess. The gentleman mentioned yesterday by Dr. Durbin, (I mean
Mr. Hammett,) was, for some time, my schoolmaster. My father
was one of his first and firmest friends and patrons, and a leading
member of his society, first in Charleston, and afterwards, in George-
town, where, for a while, I was his pupil. Owing to this, I suppose,
at the death of his only son, not many years ago, I was given his
correspondence with Mr. Wesley, during his residence as a Wes-
leyan missionary in the West Indies, and afterwards in Charleston,
till Mr. Wesley’s death. The handwriting of Mr. Wesley is un-
questionable, and I state on the authority of this correspondence,
that Mr. Wesley gave Mr. Hammett his decided countenance and
blessing while he was in Charleston, no less than when he was at St.
Kitts. Here in South Carolina, then, Mr. Hammett formed a re-
ligious society with Mr. Wesley’s sanction, and for the avowed
purpose of being more Wesleyan than what was called Mr. Asbury’s
connezion was thought to be.” "Page 179. The italic is our own.
- We have asserted more than once in the course of these letters,
that the organization of the Methodist societies in America, into an
¢ Independent Episcopal Church,” was not in conformity with Mr.
Wesley’s instructions, nor did he ever approve of Dr. Coke’s or Mr.
Asbury’s conduct in this matter. And among other causes for this
opinion is the fact, that some of the documents which had a direct
bearing on the subject were withheld — others were mutilated—and
others were destroyed. Indeed, we have affirmed in the most plain
and unequivocal terms, that Methodist episcopacy is a palpable fraud,
and that the system has been perpetuated by the most shamefual
forgeries and falsehoods. Now who would suppose that the truth
of these assertions would receive confirmation from a Methodist
bishop ? He is the last man in the world that might be supposed
to take up his pen, or move his tongue, to establish these facts, and
ot bishop Capers does it most effectually. He asserts — and we
elieve him to be a man of truth, though we would be very far from
saying that of another Methodist bishop that we could name, — that
“ Mr. Wesley did correspond with Mr. Hammett > that ¢ the hand-
writin% of l\fr. Wesley 18 unquestionable ”” — that * Mr. Wesley
gave Mr. Hammett his decided countenance and blessing while he
was in Charleston no less than when he was in St. Kitts ”” — that
“ Mr. Hammett formed a religious society in Charleston with M.
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Wesley’s sanction, and for the avowed purpose of being more Wesley-
an than what was called Mr. Asbury’s connezion” —by which was
meant the Methodist Episcopal Church. Thank you doctor—¢¢ thank
%811 much,” for this testimony in support of the truth of our position.

e confess we did not expect it from a Methodist bishop, but it is
not the less acceptable to us, and the sincere enquirer after the
truth of Methodist history, on that account. All we regret is, that
we cannot have access to this correspondence, as we think, if we
had, we should find, not only these documents, but ¢ a few more of
the same sort.”

To return to Dr. Coke. In order to keep all these things together
which were connected with the council &c., we were obliged to pass
over the letter which the bishops addressed to the President of the
United States. This letter, in point of time, ought to have come in
before that which Dr. Coke wrote to Bishop White. But as we
passed over the chronological order, we will give it now.

¢ To the PRESIDENT oF THE UNITED STATES :

SIR — We, the bishops of the Methodist Episcopal Church, hum-
bly beg leave, in the name of our society, collectively, in these
United States, to express to you the warm feelings of our hearts,
and our sincere congratulations on your appointment to the presi-
dentship of these States. We are conscious from the signal proofs
you have already given, that you are a friend of mankind ; and
under this established idea, place as full a confidence in your wis-.
dom and integrity, for the preservation of those civil and religious
liberties which have been transmitted to us by the providence of God,
and the glorious revolution, aswe believe ought to be reposed in man.

We have received the most grateful satisfaction, from the humble
and entire dependence on the Great Governor of the Universe,
which you have repeatedly expressed, acknowledging him the source
of every blessing, and particularly of the most excellent constitution
of these States, which is at present the admiration of the world, and
may in fature become its great exemplar for imitation, and hence
we enjoy & holy expectation, that you will always prove a faithful and
impartial patron of genuine, vital religion ; the grand object of our
creation and present probationary existence. And we promise you
our fervent prayers to the throne of grace, that God Almighty may
endue you with all the graces and gifts of his Holy Spirit, that may
enable you to fill up your important station to His glory, the good of
His church, the happiness and prosperity of the United States, and
the welfare of mankind. Signed in behalf of the Methodist Episco-
pal Church. : TaOMAS COKE.

~ New Yorki l\gay 29th, 1789.” FRrANCIS ASBURY.
2 !
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" Pursuing our usual method of making insulated remarks on docu-
ments which we think are deserving the attention of the reader, we
beg him to notice the pompous manner in which this ¢ address ”
commences. ‘ We, the bishops.” Now the assumption of this title
was in positive disobedience of Mr. Wesley’s instructions to Dr.
Coke, and in contempt of his advice to Mr. Asbury. Mr. Wesley
says —‘ how can you, how dare you, suffer yourself to be called a
bishop ? I shudder, I start at the very thought. Men may call
me a knave, a fool, a rascal, a scoundrel, and I am content ; but
they shall never, by my consent, call me a dishop. For my sake,
for God’s sake, for Christ’s sake, put a full end to this.”” From
these entreaties, it is plain— yes, as plain as the sun in the heavens
of a cloudless day — that ¢ episcopal ” Methodism is not ¢ Wes-
leyan ” Methodism — nor is it Christianity, nor is it according to
the gospel of Christ.

2. At the Conference of 1787, when Mr. Wesley’s name was
struck off the American minutes, and his authority disowned, the
title ¢ bishop > was assumed by our * superintendents.” At that
conference, Dr. Coke was disgraced, and deprived, in part, of his
official anthority, all which we have noticed in a former letter. The
doctor went to England and soon after returned ; and now, on his
return to the United States, he draws up and presents an address
to the President, commencing with — ¢ We, the bishops.” What
efforts will a drowning man make to save his life? he will even
catch at a straw. These facts in Methodist history remind us of
another remarkable fact, somewhat like the assumption of the title
bishop, namely — that Mahomet began his imposture in the very
zesr that the bishop of Rome, by virtue of a grant from Phocas,

rst assumed the title of universal pastor, and thereon claimed to
himself that supremacy, which he hath been ever since endeavoring
to usurp over the church of Christ. This was in the year 606, when

Mahomet retired into his cave to forge his impostures ; so that An-
tichrist seems at the same time to set both his feet upon Christen-
dom ; the one in the east, and the other in the west.

8. Is it not strange, that the address to the President of the
United States does not appear in “ Drew’s Life of Coke ?”” This
is the more remarkable, as the doctor’s biographer inserted the
President’s answer. Did Mr. Drew think that the language of the
address was too republican, or if you please, too American, for a
subject of the Kingof Great Britain to use to a President of the
United States? Or did he think, that if the doctor’s encomiams
“of those civil and religious liberties which have been transmitted
to us by the providence of God, and the glorious revolution,” were
spread upon 1ts pages — they might involve the doctor in trouble a
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second time with the British conference, and bring on him another
mark of Mr. Wesley’s displeasure? Be that as it may, the ¢ ad-
dress ” is not in Drew’s Life of Coke ; and we now invite particular
attention to the language which Dr. Coke used when approaching
a President of the United States, with a view of contrasting it with
the language he used in replying tosome of the Methodist brethren
in Europe, who were petitioning for a representation in the British
conference. - In his address to the President he says — ¢ We have
received the most grateful satisfaction, from the humble and entire
dependence on the Great Governor of the Universe, which you have.
repeatedly expressed, acknowledging him the source of every bless-
ing, and particularly of the most excellent comstitution of these
States, which i3 at present the admiration of the world, and may in
Juture decome its great exemplar for imitation.”” Such is the lan-
%mge which the doctor uses when addressing the President of the

nited States ;— now for his reply to some of his Methodist breth-
ren in Europe.

¢ Sirs, The conference considers the plan of electing by the votes
of the people, and sending delegates to conference and district meet-
ings, committees, delegates, is founded on the principles of Jacobin-
ism ; principles which we abhor. Such principles have animmediate
tendency to bring into the church of God disorder and confusion,
gimilar, in its way, to that which the same principles have brought
into the State. We are certain that our late venerable father in
the gospel, detested those principles as much as any man on earth.
The economy he established among the Methodists, his writings and
public declarations from the pulpit, have been witness of this.

We are ‘therefore determined, in the most resolved manner, and
with the most unanimous spirit, to reject the plan of delegates, in
whatever shape or manner:it may be proposed.

: Lo TroMAs CokE.

What episcopal Methodist, who may happen to read the above
letters, will believe ‘that Dr. Coke was capable of practising such
duplicity and falsehood as they exhibit ? or what stronger proofs
will be required to establish the truth of these things, than is given
by the doctor’s own pen? It is not, however, in a moral, but in &
political point of light, that we would now present Dr. Coke to the
American reader. - - Will - episcopal Methodists bestow a little reflec-
tion- on the subject ¥ " Will they see —or will they refuse to see —
fin what-light one of their bishops, whose praise has been trumpeted
throughout the length and breadth of the land, represents the prin-
ciple of the government -under which we live? He declares, that
he *“gonisiders the plan:of electing delegates by the vote of the peo-
ple; is founded on the principles.of Jacobinism ; principles whichhe
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abhors.” He declares, that ¢ the principles of electing and sending
delegates, bring disorder and confusion into the State ;> and that
he ¢« will resist these principles in whatever shape or manner they
may be proposed.” Now we put it to you as Americans, are you
willing to hear these principles stigmatized by an Englishman, as
the principles of Jacobinism ? Are you willing to sacrifice these

rinciples, which are the principles of the Constitution of the United

tates, and to preserve the integrity of which the nation is convulsed
to her very centre, are you willing, we say, to sacrifice this Consti-
tution and. these principles at the shrine of Methodist episcopacy ?
Are you prepared to give up all to support a system which theoreti-
cally denounces and ¢ abhors ’ principles of which you justly boast,
and for which your fathers bled and fell on the field of battle ? You
can make your election between the Constitution of the United
States, and the system of Methodist episcopacy ; but you cannot
support them both, and be consistent men ; for their principles are
diametrically opposite to each other. Turn away then from eccles-
astical demagogues — men who would sell their country tobe made
a Methodist bishop, and let those principles of ¢ electing delegates
by the vote of the people and sending them ” to Conference as well
as to Congress, be the principles which hereafter you will cherish
and defend.

NUMBER XXIX.

From the General Conference in 1792 to the General Conference
in 1796, Dr. Coke’s time was spent principally in superintending
the missions to the West Indies and other parts of the world : But,
at the General Conference in the latter year, he gave himself u
to the Methodist Episcopal Church; and engaged, after he h
setled his affairs in England, to return, and make the United States
his future and permanent home. This transfer of himself to the
American Methodists, has always appeared to us a very extraordin-
ary step in the doctor’s conduct; especially, when we reflected
on the treatment he had received from the Conference of 1787, at
which he was disgraced and deprived, in part, of his official author-
ity. It may be, however, that the treatment he received from the
British Coanrence, on his return to England, immediately after the
death of Mr. Wesley, was not more pleasing to him, than that of
the American Conference in ’87: and that the conduct of the
British Conference induced him to make a transfer of himself to
the American Methodists. Many of the British preachers had long
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considered Dr. Coke as an ambitious and aspiring man ; and it was:
supposed by several of them, that he indulged expectations of being:
raised to the head of the British connexion, after the death of Mr.
Wesley. That the preachers attributed these ambitious views to
him, seems to be pretty plainly intimated in Drew’s Life of Coke,
P- 288. Mr. Drew says — ¢ The supposed occasion of Dr. Coke’s
arrival in England at this particular crisis of the Methodist con-.
nexion, though pleasing to some, was by no means gratifying to all
the preachers. To the painful feelings which arose from this cir-
cumstance, he was not insensible.”” The Doctor, distinctly under-
standing by the conduct of the preachers on this occasion, that it
would be idle in him to indulge any farther hopes of ever arriving
at this honor, turned his thoughts to America, and gave himself
entirely to the Episcopal Methodists. This is an important epoch
in the doctor’s histery, and will require us to place before the-
reader some documents relating to this transfer. And first from.
Mr. Asbury: |

“ My very dear friend Dr. Coke,— When I consider the solemn
offer you made of yourself to the General Conference, and their
free and deliberate acceptance of you as their Episcopos,” (risum
teneatis amici “I must view you as most assuredly bound to this-
branch of the Methodist Episcopal Church in the United States of
America. - You cannot, you dare not, but consider yourself as a
servant of the church,.and a citizen of the continent of America.-
And although you may be called to Europe to fulfil some prior en-
gagements, and wind up your temporal affairs, nothing ought to
prevent your hasty return to the continent, to live and die in
America. I shall look upon you as violating your most solemn
oblisations, if you delay your return. If you are a.man of a large
mind, you will give up a few islands for a vast continent, not less
than 1400 miles in length, and 1000 miles in breadth. We have
sixteen United -States for ingress and egress, rising, not like little:
settlements, but like large nations and kingdoms. I conclude, that
I consideryou are no longer-a citizen of Wales, or England, but of
the United -States of America.. I am, with great respect, your
ever dear brother, FrRaANCIS ASBURY. Charleston, Feb. 8th, 1797.

P. 8. T give you this to remind you, lest you should forget what
you have done, and what the general Conference expects from you.”

We shall drop the history of Dr. Coke’s offer of himself to the
Efpiscopal Methodists, for the present, in order to take up another
of the doctor’s secret projects ; for it really appears to us, he was
always plotting and scheming how he might advance his own
aggrandizement. It will be remembered, that in 1791, Dr. Coke
made a proposal to Bishop White, for himself and the whole body-
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of the Episcocal Methodists to be united with the Protestant Epis-
copal church, without even consulting his colleague, Mr. Asbury,
or any of the preachers, respecting the propriety of the measure.
And now he has another scheme in his head, the principles and
out}izesd of which are developed in the following letter to the Bishop
of London :

¢ May it please your Lordship,

T have felt strong inclination for more than twelve months
to take the liberty of writing to your Lordship on a subject which
appears to me of vast importance ; I mean the necessity of secur~
ing the great body of Methodists in connexion with the late Rev.
John Wesley to the Church of England.

The Methodist society in England only, consists of between
eighty and ninety thousand adults in close connexion. Our regular
hearers amount, I believe, to full six times as many, upon the aver-
age, inclusive of the societies ; so that the regular hearers make up
half a million. They are friends of the liturgy of the Church of
England, and of its Episcopacy. But there is one thing which I
greatly dread, and which I am afraid, if not prevented, will in the
course of years have a very fatal tendency.

A very considerable part of our society have imbibed a deep pre-
judice against receiving the Lord’s Supper from the hands of im-
moral clergymen. The word immoral they consider in a very ex-
tensive sense, as including all those who frequent card-tables, balls,
horse-racing, theatres, and other places of fashionable amusement.
I have found it in vain to urge to them, that the validity of the
ordinance does not depend upon the piety or even the morality of
the minister : all my arguments have had no effect. In consequence
of this, petitions were sent, immediately after the death of Mr.
Wesley, from different societies to our annual conferences, request-
ing that they might receive the Lord’s Supper from their own

reachers, or from such as Conference might appoint to administer
1t to them. For two years this point was combatted with success;
but some of our leading friends conceiving that a few exempt cases
might be allowed, opposition to the measure was overruled. These
exempt cases, a3 had been foreseen, annually increased : so that
now a considerable number of our body have deviated in this in-
stance from the Established Church; and I plainly perceive, that
this deviation, unless prevented, will, in time, bring about a uni-
versal separation from the Establishment.

But how can this be prevented ? I am inclined to think, that if
a given number of our leading preachers, proposed by our General
Conference, were to be ordained, and permitted to travel through
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our connexion, to administer the Sacraments to those societies who
have been thus prejudiced as above, every difficulty would be
removed. I have no doubt that the people would be universally
satisfied. The men of the greatest influence in the connexion
would unite with me; and every deviation from the Church of
England would be done away.

In a letjer which a few months past I took the liberty of writing
to your Lordship, on the business of our societies in Jersey, I ob-
served, that for a little time I had been warped from the Church of
England, in consequence of my visiting the States of America;
but I return with a full conviction that our numerous societies in
America would have been a regular Presbyterian Church, if Mr.
Wesley and myself had not taken the steps which we judged it
necessary to adopt.

Perhaps my lord, I may urge for the importance of the present
proposition, that the promotion of union among Christians was
never 8o necessary as in the present age, when infidelity moves with
such gigantic strides. However its numerous votaries may disagree in
their philosophical tenents, they cordially unite to oppose Christianity.
It is only between the Methodists and the establishment, that we
can hope for any cordial and permanent union to take place.

If this point be worthy of your Lordship’s consideration, I could
wish that something might be done as soon as convenient, as some
of my intimate friends, to whom I have ventured to disclose this
plan, are far advanced in years. These are men of long standing,
and of great influence in our connexion. The plan meets their
decided approbation, and cordial wishes for success; and I have no
doubt they would gladly lay down their lives with joy, if they could
see 80 happy a plan accomplished as I have now proposed. If an
interview shall be thought necessary, on your Lordship’s signifying
it, I will visit London for the purpose, about the begining of next
month. About the end of April, my private plan will lead me to
visit our numerous societies in Ireland, and I shall not return till
the end of July, at which time our Conference will be held in Man-
chester. In September I intend setting off for America, to make a
short visit of six or seven months to our societies on that continent,
unless some business of the first importance prevent it.

I did myself the honor about a year ago, to lay this whole plan
before the Attorney General, with whom I had the honor of being
acquainted at Oxford, and so far as a cursory view of the business
could enable him to speak, he greatly approved of it, and some
months past encouraged me to lay the whole at the feet of your
Lordship. This have I now done; and I pray you, my lord, what-
ever be your Lordship’s judgment, to forgive, at all events, the lib-
erty I have now taken. I have the honor to be, my Lord, &ec. &c.,

anchester, March 29, 1790, T. CokE.
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We cannot allow ourselves to pass over this letter although
it seems to relate to the British Methodists exclusively, with-
out making a few remarks on it. This letter, like the one to
‘Bishop White, was hatched in secrecy ; for the Doctor was as far
from consulting with the British Conference respecting the object of
his application to the Bishop of London, as he was from consulting
with Mr. Asbury and the American preachers, with reference to
their being united to the Protestant Episcopal Church, when he
wrote to Bishop White. Mr. Drew says, in his Life of Coke, page
288. It may perhaps be necessary to state, that this correspon-
dence with the Bishop of London was of a personal nature as it re-
spects Dr. Coke, the Conference knowing nothing of it at the time,
and having no connexion whatever with the business.” Now the

rinciple of secrecy on which Dr. Coke acted so often, in affairs re-

ting to others, renders it highly probable that self lay at the bot-
tom of the plan, and that the object of his application was intended
in some way or other, to forward his own ambitious views, rather
than the interests of religion. If this was not the case, why was he
so careful to conceal from his fellow-laborers in the gospel, on both
sides of the Atlantic, his plans until they were brought to light with-
out his agency ? The principle of such secrecy which is so far re-
moved from the principle of Eonor and honesty, ought never to find
& place in the breast of a Christian minister. A married lady, no
matter how high she moves in society, forfeits all claim to virtue,
when she is detected carrying on a correspondence with a man, un-
known to her husband. And the secret correspondence of Arnold,
through the unfortunate Andre, has transmitted his name to poe-
terity, covered with reproach.

But with what propriety could Dr. Coke lament over an event
which he had a principal hand in bringing about 2 Mr. Drew tells
us, page 358, that ¢ At the Conference held this year in Leeds, Dr.
Coke acted as Secretary, and took a distinguishing part in an impor-
tant question that was agitated in this Assembly. Hitherto the
Methodists had followed the advice and example of Mr. Wesley;
and, with some few exceptions, had abstained from having preach-
ing during church hours—from introducing baptism, and the Lord’s
Supper, and from burying their dead. From this rule many were
now disposed to deviate. Both sides of this question had many able
advocates ; and perhaps few subjects have ever been debated in
Conference, in which more force of argument, comprehensiveness of
thought, and energy of exﬁression have been displayed, than on the
present occasion. Dr. Coke took the side which countenanced in-
novations on the old plan; and from the zeal and activity which on
all occasions marked his conduct, rendered himself so conspicuous
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as to become unpopular with those whom he opposed.” He now sees,
or pretends to see, that ¢ this deviation, unless prevented, will, in
time, bring about an universal separation.”

But how can this be prevented ? I am inclined to think, that if
a given number of our leading preachers, proposed by our General
Conference, were to be ordained, and permitted to travel through
our connexion, to administer the sacraments to those societies who
have been thus prejudiced as above, every difficulty would have
been removed.

Could Dr. Coke be so silly as to believe that he would be recog-
nized a bishop over the newly ordained preachers ? or did he su
pose that if the Bishop of London had-acceded to his plan, his Lord-
ship could be prevailes on to ordain him a bishop ? We cannot tell
anything of his ulterior project; but we think the Doctor began to
find he would not realize from the transfer of himself to the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church, all the pleasure and honor he had fondly an-
ticipated ; he therefore made the foregoing application, like throw-
ing an anchor ahead.

NUMBER XXX,

After Dr. Coke had made the foregoing application to the Bishop
of London for ordination for some of the English preachers, and the
Doctor’s request had not been granted, he employed himself in vari-
ous duties until the time arrived when he should sail for America.
Accordingly when that time came he again quit Europe, and was

resent at the Gieneral Conference at Baltimore, which, in this year,

egan its session May 1, 1800, instead of the Fall, as it had
done in former years. ¢ Dr. Coke, on his embarkation,” says Mr.
Drew,  carried with him another Address from the English Confer-
ence, again soliciting the American brethren not to enforce with
rigor the promise which he had previously made, but requesting
them to permit his return to England, as they thought his presence
necessary on various accounts. To this address the Conference ak
Baltimore returned the following reply :

¢ We have considered, with the greatest attention, the request
ou have made for the Doctor’s return to Europe ; and after revolv-
g the subject deeply in our minds, and spending part of two days
in debating thereon, we still feel an ardent desire for his continu-
ance in America. This arises from the critical state of Bishop
Asbury’s health, the extension of our work, our affection for, and
approbation of tlhae Doctor, and his probable usefulness, provided he
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continued with us. We wish to detain him, as we greatly need his
gervices. But the statement you have laid before us in your
Address, of the success of the West India missions under his super
intendence, the arduous attempt to carry the Gospel among the
native Irish, requiring his influence and support, and the earnest
request you have added to this representation, ¢ believing it to be
for the glory of God,’ hath turned the scale at present in your favor.
We have, therefore, in compliance with your request, lent the
Doctor to you for a season, to return to us as soon as he conveniently
.can, but at farthest by the meeting of our next General Conference.
Signed by order and in behalf of the General Conference of the
Methodist Episcopal Church in the United States of America.

FrANCIS ASBURY,
RicHARD WHATCOAT.
Baltimore, May 9th, 1800.”

¢ The General Conference,” says Mr. Drew, ¢ after viewing with
due deliberation, the peculiar ground on which he stood, and weigh-
ing the solicitation which the English conference had made for his
return, instead of forcing those claims which his promise had enabled
them to urge, manifested a willingness to follow the example which
the Virginia conference had set before them. They were willing to
suspend their demands, but not to remounce their rights. e
utmost, therefore, to which they would submit was, that Dr. Coke
ghould remain in England and act under the direction of the British
conference, so long as his presence in America was not essentially
necessary. But in case they thought it needful to call him to the
continent, his promise was still to be considered obligatory, and he
was to obey the summons. Such was the final determination of the
Greneral Conference, and in this state of uncancelled suspension his
promise remained until his eyes were closed in death.” Page 286.
We will here offer another extract from Drew’s life of Coke, with
a view of supplying information upon some points, which it seems,
that gentleman, with Dr. Coke’s papers before him, was unable to
ive. Mr. Drew says — ¢ Having made all necessary preparations
gr his voyage, Dr. Coke sailed in the autumn of 1803, on his ninth
voyage to the Western World.  But of this voyage no remarkable
circumstances are known, as he either kept no journal, or else that
Jjournal is lost. From the following passage which ocours in a letter
written by Mr. Asbury, it appears that the present voyage was
accomplished with considerable expedition, which scarcely allowed
room for many observations.
“T was a little surprised,” says this venerable Apostle of the
continent, ‘“at the reception of a letter dated Petersburg, only
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about fifteen days after one dated Dublin, July 4th, 1808. This
letter which is dated Charleston, Nov. 23, 1808, points out a tract
of nearly 5000 miles in length, which the Doctor was earnestly
invited to pursue in order that he might visit the seventh annual
conferences on the Continent prior to his return. Whether he
acceded to the proposal is, to the writer of these pages very uncer-
tain. It is equally doubtful, whether he visited the West Indies
from the continent prior to his return, or whether he had taken his
leave, which eventually proved to be final, on a former occasion.
It is, however, certain, that he was at Baltimore about the end of
November, 1803 ; and it may be fairly presumed, that he did not
revisit England until several months lw,dp elapsed in the year 1804,
at which time he took his leave of the Continent, to visit it no
more.” Page 314.

‘The writer of these historical sketches is able to say with posi-
tiveness, that from Baltimore, where ¢¢ the Doctor was about the
end of November, 1803,” he shaped his course for the Southern
conference, which was held in Augusta, Georgia, in January, 1804.
The writer was fleeing, by the advice of his physicians, from the
rigors of a Northern winter to the South, where he fell in with Dr.
Coke, and travelled with him to Augusta. He was equally certain
that Dr. Coke was at the General Conference in Baltimore, the
May following. And he is no less certain, that at that conference
he was applied to, by one in authority, in a matter relating to Dr.
Coke, which no man living knows but himself ; but as he has no
l(i:;lcumem; to prove the fact, the secret shall go down with him to

grave.

We presume that it has not failed to strike the attention of the
reader, thatat the General Conference of 1800, Dr. Coke was ¢ lent
to the British connexion,” and that it was expected he should remain
in England, and act under the directions of the British conference,
80 long as his presence in America was not essentially necessary.
But in case they thought it needful to call him to the continent, his
promise was still to be considered obligatory,and he was to obey
the summons. It will also be remembered, that Dr. Coke could
not be recalled by any one annual conference. This could be done:
only by the General Conference, or by all the annual conferences
untied in the call. Was the Doctor called by all the annual con-
ferences in 1803? He was not: no, not even by one of them.
The- General Conference which was to meet in 1804, had not yet.
arrived, and yet, we find the Doctor, ¢ at the end of 1803,” unso-
licited and unexpected, in the United States. And so unexpected
was this visit to Mr. Asbury that he could not have been more sur-
prised by-a clap of thunder in a cloudless day. Everything, therefore, -
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connected with this visit suggests the enquiry, why was it made ? Did
the Doctor begin to suspect that his presence was not deemed
necessary ! Did he begin to think that the American societies had
found out that they could do without him as well as they could do
without Mr. Wesley ? Or, did he begin to feel that an under-cur
rent was setting so strong against him, that he would not be able to
reach his desired port, that he never would, in all probability, be
called to be their bishop? Alas! the poor Doctor is sadly per
plexed with these misgivings; he is, therefore, determined, with or
without a call, to be present at the Geeneral Conference of 1804.

As it has been asserted, and the assertion, we believe, has
obtained an extensive credit, that ¢ the greatest harmony, union,
and affection” subsisted between the two gentlemen who stood at
the head at the Methodist Episcopal Church ; and as any attempt
of ours to disabuse the public mind of such a mistake, would, in the
absence of all documents, subject us to a severity of censure which
we would not like to encounter, we shall abstain from all remarks of
our own on this subject, and in lieu of them, shall place before the
reader, a few extracts from some letters in our possession that have
never seen the light ; and by this means, every one shall be able to
judge for himself of the love and affection of the two Methodist

ishops. And first from Mr. Asbury —

“The heat, my indisposition, and haste, makes my writing worse
than bad. I have no correspondent in England. I should be
afraid of committing myself. In compliance with my character, I
answer all letters. I cannot say but Dr. Coke may use policy to
attach the British connexion to him. Some have thought he only
wished to get off from his engagements to the Americans, and never
would visit the continent again. But I should not wonder if he
should be upon the continent in less than a year. And I know not
how soon death may put me out of his way. Some are bold to say,
I am the only person in his way. . * b . .
Perhaps the {)octor’s letter transpiring may not be so unpleasing.
The Britsh must know he pledged himself in a most solemn > (the
word manner, it i3 presumed, was intended to have been written,
but it is not in the original) ¢ to the Americans — this the Confer-
ences remind him of, and tell him he has changed his ground. I
have lately seen David Simpson’s plea for religion. The greatest
of all, it 18 England’s warning. Ele proves that the Church of
England is as anti-Christian as the Church of Rome. He has con-
firmed me in my opinion, and he says Reformation or Ruin. I fear
the Methodist connexion like ours will be more honorable than
holy. Simpson, like a true reformer, renounced all relation to the
church of England, and not, like the great Watson, take £2000 or
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£3000 for his work. All establishments -— all " collegiate qualifica-
tions for the ministry,~—must be done away. Godis as able to make
prophets and apostles out of fishermen, ploughmen, or carpenters;
and tentmakers as he ever was. : F. AsBurv.”

Remarks. There is no date to this letter ; but it was received-
and labelled ¢ August 30, 1804.” Mr. Asbury says— David
Simpson proves that the church of England is as anti-Christian a8
the church of Rome.” And is not Methodist episcopacy as anti-
Christian as either ? Whatever arguments will prove the former
will unquestionably establish the latter. Indeed, we think, all
things considered, it is more anti-Christian, than either the church
of England or the church of Rome — a point that shall be brought
under review in the progress of these letters. - ¢ Reform or Ruin ™
is the watchword for Methodists. Mr. Asbury gives a side blow at
Dr. Coke and his- “ collegiate qualifications,” and a tremendous
thrust at these Methodist preachers who aspire after the honors of
D.D. Away with such nonsense. Methodism was more prosper-
ous before it was loaded with such excrescences than it has been since.
" In another letter which now lies-before me, dated Dec. 27,1806,
Mr. Asbury says — ' :

¢ T wonder excedingly why the British connexion should be so
agitated with Dr. Coke about his letter to us. They seem like
bees, and all heads! But had the Dr. only written his letter to
me, I would have handed it to every conference at his desire. Yea
tf it had been an impeachment of my own person. * * * * I
do not .correspond with any as I do with you. Only look well to
X)}:r s?ul; to be holy is to be happy.. Farewell in the Lord.

en.” '

In the Postscript of another letter, dated April 24th, 1808, Mr.
Asbury says — ‘

¢ T have been grieved in former times with some little misunder-
standings between the American connexion; I now wish to guard
against anything that might make discord between us and the
British connexion through Dr. Coke. We should all be pious, pru-
dent and pure, and entertain high and honorable thoughts of each
other. * * * T leave you to make a prudent use of what I
have written. I am yours in Jesus as ever, - -

: Fravors AsBury.”

NUMBER XXXI

In our‘ last number we gave a few extracts from Mr. Asbury’s
lotters ; .in this we shall lay before your readers two letters from

13¢
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Dr. Coke to the writer of these sketches. These letters will not
only cast some light on passages in Mr. Asbury’s letters that may
seem dark, but they will exhibit the state of the Doctor’s mind
towards the American Methodists, and the feelings of the preachers
towards the Doctor. He says —

Truro, CorNWAL, ENa., Jan. 10, 1806.
¢ My very dear brother :

I wrote to you by the last packet, a letter for the Baltimore an-
nual conference, in conference assembled, in answer to their official
letter sent to me by you. If you have not received it, I ’Il request
the favor of you to write to brothers Cooper and Wilson for & copy of
the letter ; which copy they now have, lodged in their hands, {est
any of my letters to the annual conferences should be lost. Be
pleased to add the following paragraphs, enclosed in crotchets, to
the letter I sent to you, if you have received it. The copy which is
in the hands of brothers Cooper and Wilson, has those phs
in it. I was obliged to cut short the letter I wrote to you by the
last packet, in order to save the post, and thereby the packet itself,
otherwise the same paragraphs, or at least the same ideas, would
have been inserted in that letter. I beg you will be so kind as to
write to me immediately after the breaking up of the Baltimore
conference, as I wish to know more of the sentiments of the Bal
timore, Philadelphia, and New York conferences on the subject in
hand, before the next British conference begins to sit, or at least,
before it breaks up, which I think may be accomplished. Please
to give my love to the preachers, and all the friends in Baltimore,
and pray for your sincerely affectionate and faithful fr'.irend, ,

. Cokr.”

¢ To the members of the Baltimore Annual Conference.

My very dear brethren— Now, at this present time, I would
willingly come over to you on this ground — to assist in preserving
the union of the body. To preserve that union, I should think my
life well spent, or well sacrificed. As to health, the Lord is pleased
to give me an uncommon share of it for a person of my age. My
dearest wife, who is a blessing wherever she goes, (though she aims
at nothing out of the Scriptural and delicate sphere of her own sex)
can bear travelling, under the blessing of , five thousand miles
a year; and I could bear to travel ten thousand miles annually.
Bat I want you to indulge me with some explanation, in respect to
myself and my sphere of action, if I come over. Though I wrote
my Circular Letter with frea.t simplicity, and without intending to
break any engagements, I was so fond as even to think that
would approve of it, I would not write it now, with the light which
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the letters from the annual conferences have thrown upon it. I’
bardly knew what to write. Something I saw must be done to
draw forth an explanation between us. For though the opportuni-
ties of preaching in all the pulpits in the Methodist connexion in the
United States, was an honor infinitely above what I deserved, yet
in the circumstances in which the Lord has been pleased to place
me, I could not, as the servant of Christ, sacrifice any considerable
influence in Europe, when considered in all its parts, for a sphere
of usefulness comparatively so small. '

Do then, my dear brethren, condescend to write to me a letter of
explanation. Send duplicates. Please to send one by the British
packet from New York, paying the postage to New York, other-
wise the letter will not go ; and another by the first merchant ship ;
I shall then, most probably, receive your answer before the next
British conference, which I particularly wish to do.

God bless you all. Pray for your affectionate and (what I am
gure of ) your faithful friend, T. Coke.”

P. 8. I have received letters from the New England and West-
ern Conferences; but I shall not be able to hear from them again,
before the British conference.”

The next year we received from Dr. Coke the following letter :

TAUNTON, SOMERSETSHIRE, Feb. 2, 1807.

¢ My dear brother : — Sometime ago I sent.you a long letter,
addressed to the Baltimore Annual Conference, and after that a
short letter which I wished to have added to the former letter. But
I request you to add the following to the first letter, instead of add-
ing the second letter to it.

“ Perhaps, dear respected brethren, you will now ask, “ Why
did you offer yourself tous ?” I answer, It was your unanimous
vote at the General Conference, that the episcopacy wanted to be
strengthened. I had been consecrated by our venerable Father in
the Gospel, the late Mr. Wesley, a Bishop, particularly for America.
I had been the means of establishing your present form of Church
government, which in a general view, (though it may admit of im-

rovements) I prefer to any other. I consider your union of
infinite importance to the continuation of the present revival.
Your continent makes about a third part of the land of the world.
When fully cultivated and peopled, it will contain and support, per-
haps, a thousand millions of inhabitants, most of whom, I expect,
will speak the English language. To preserve, therefore, your
union, that the work of God may progress with the progression of
the population, and at last leaven the whole continent, lies exceed-
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ingly near my heart. I know that I am perfectly unworthy of the
honor of merely preaching in all your pulpits ; but it is my duty to
meet the calls of God, however unworthy I may be. If you con-
sider my living and laboring among you, will help to preserve this
union, I shall think it the highest honor and happiness of my life so
to do. My precious wife can travel, under the Divine blessing,
5000 miles a year, and I can travel 10,000. But considering the
circumstances before mentioned it is my duty to have some explana
tion from you. I cannot come to you as a mere preacher. As to my
Circular letter, I recall it entirely, acknowledging that I laid down
conditions which were not included in our solemn reciprocal engage-
ments. But I did not see things when I wrote it,as I do aow. I
hardly knew what to write, circumstanced as I was in respect to
you. And you surely, my respected brethren, must be conscious
that an explanation of some kind is really necessary. Am I to
come to you in any sense as a bishop, and in what sense ? I don’t
want to act, if I come, but in perfect subordination to the General
Conference, but yet still as a Bishop, and having a right to give my
judgment in all Episcopal matters, unless I render myself unworth
of the office. Do write to me as soon a8 you have considered this
letter. Send me duplicates ; one by the British packet from New
York, paying the postage to New York, otherwise it will not be sent
off ; and another by the first merchant ship. In this case, I believe,
I shall hear from you before the next British Conference sits, which
I particularly desire to do. And now I leave this whole businees
in the hands of my God and you. Pray for us. To God’s most
ho}{ keeping I commit you. May your blessed work flourish more
and more ; and your own hearts be ever full of Divine love.

I am, my very dear friends and brethren, yours very affection-
ately and faithfully, [TroMAs Coxr.”

It is impossible, we conceive, for an intelligent Episcopal Methodist
to read these letters, without feeling the mind impressed with va-
rious important considerations. They prove to all, that there was
not a friendly, brotherly, christian feeling, subsisting at heart, be-
tween Dr. Coke and Mr. Asbury. How could there be in the
nature of things, when they were both ambitious, and both were
striving for supremacy ? Mr. Asbury had declared, long before theee
letters were written, ¢ Mr. Wesley and I are like Ceesar and Pom-
Bey —he will bear no equal, and I will bear no superior.” Could

r. Coke suppose, then, that Mr. As would ever be willing
that Dr. Coke should be Ais :‘:gerior ? He might have known, that
Mr. Asbury would not be satisfied if the Doctor stood on an equality
with Aémself. He might have learned this by the proceedings of
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the Baltimore conference in 1787. If ever the words of a cele-
brated writer were verified in any two men, they were verified in
these two Methodist bishops, “ When Greek meets Greek, then
comes the tug of war.”

Dr. Coke’s connexion with the American Methodist, furnishes
another very important subject for reflection. It seems to say, there
is no stability in human friendship. If pure and permanent friend-
ship could be expected to exist between any two men in the world,
it might be looked for in Mr. Asbury towards Dr. Coke, and in Dr.
Coke towards Mr. Asbury. Both countrymen —both Methodiste—
both under the influence of grace — both professing to aim at the
glory of God — both ministers of the gospel — and both bishops in
the church of Christ.- How shall we account, then, for the jealousy
and unchristian conduct which they manifested to each other?
There is only one principle by which their conduct can be explained,
and that is, each was ambitious, and wanted to be head, or chief.
This is the key that will open their respective locks, notwithstanding
their various wards. Suppose we try this key with Dr. Coke’s lock.
He was ambitious, and wanted to be a bishop : he therefore wheed-
led and cajoled Mr. Wesley to ordain preachers for America, that he
might be at their head. He wanted to be a bishop ; he therefore
availed himself of his ordination as a ¢ Superintendent,” to repre-
sent himself a bishop. He wanted to be a bishop ; he therefore
¢ disobeyed Mr. Wesley’s most solemn injunctions not to take the
name,” and withheld, mutilated, or destroyed documents, that would
prove it was not Mr. Wesley’s intention to make him one. He
wanted to be a bishop ; he therefore forged documents which state
that Mr. Wesley ¢ recommended the episcopal mode of church gov-
ernment” to the American societies, and advised them to become
¢ an independent, episcopal church.” He wanted to be a bishop ;
he therefore pompously styled himself one in his address to the
President of the United States. In short, this principle was at the
foundation of all his movements.

Let us now apply this key to Mr. Asbury’s lock. He was am-
bitious, and wanted to be a bishop; he therefore labored under Mr.
Wesley, as a preacher, for 18 years, resisting every attempt, to ob-
tain the ordinances for the societies, except they were derived from
Mr. Wesley. He wanted to be a bishop ; he therefore refused to
be ordained until he was elected by the preachers, that thereby it
might be out of the power of Mr. Wyesley to recall him. He wanted
to be a bishop ; he there rejected Mr. Wesley’s authority in 1787,
and struck his name off the American minutes. He wanted to be
a bishop ; he therefore refused to take Mr. Wesley’s advice *to
put away the name ”’ forever. He wanted to be & bishop ; he there-
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fore caused charges to be preferred against Dr. Coke, on account
of which, the doctor was disgraced, and, in part, divested of his
authority. - He wanted to be a bishop ; he therefore pompously ad-
dressed the President of the United States in conjunction with Dr.
Coke, in these words, ¢ We, the bishops, &c.,” and so full was his
head -with the idea, that he.obtained the passage of the restrictive
rule which entails Episcopacy upon Methodism forever.

. One thing more before we close. Dr. Coke’s conn exion with the
American Methodists terminated in fact, if not in form, at the Gen-
eral Conference of 1804. Up to this conference, it had been 3\!0
‘20 years since the societies were organized into an * independent
episcopal church ;”* and just 20 years had the Doctor borne the title
of bishop, when he ceased to exercise a.n{ of the functions of one.
At this conference Dr. Coke and Mr. As parted, but how dif
ferent was their parting from their meeting. Great pains have beea
taken to set forth the latter as of such a character, that the Lke
never was seen before nor since. ¢ It was one of the most solemn,
interesting, and affecting meetings that I ever witnessed,” so affect-
ing, that the people melted into tears to see those two men hug one
another. Well, when they parted, how many hugs were given ?
how many regrets were uttered ? how many tears were shed ? We
believe none. We know they parted —and we know they never
met again, until they met in the world of spirits ; but further than
this, we do not feel ourselves at liberty to say. -

NUMBER XXXIL

Dr. Coke’s authority as a bishop in the Methodist Episcopal
Church, having ceased in fact, if not in form, in 1804, and that not
by any wish or act of his own, as his letters in the preceding num-
ber clearly shew ; a very important question here presents itself—
who is answerable for the cessation of the exercise of Dr. Coke’s
Episcopal functions—for his separation from his spiritual charge,
and for the violation of his ordination vows ? Admitting, for the
sake of argument, and it is on this principle that every one who has
written in favor of Methodist episcopacy has proceeded, that Mr.
Wesley had a right to ordain Dr. Coke a bishop—that he did ordain
him a bishop as the Doctor affirms, he did, ¢ particularly for Amer-
ica,”—and that for twenty years he had been recognized a bi
by the Methodist Episcopal Church, upon whose head will fall the
punishment for depriving Dr. Coke of his episcopal office ? for
arating him from ¢ the flock over which the Holy Ghost
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made him overseer ?”’ and for the violation of his ordination vows?
Really, it seems, these matters are mere trifles in the estimation of
any Methodist bishop, who may conceive he has a right to enter into
Heaven’s chancery and reverse any appointment made by God.
Or if he can’t go there, he can here draw a black line across any
man’s commission who is appointed by the Great Head of the.
church ”” to the office and work of the ministry,” who will not-be
subservient to his ambitious views. What blasphemy! This sub-
ject will be noticed more at large hereafter. At present we shall
confine our attention to Dr. Coke. :
. After the General Conference of 1804 was over, Dr. Coke re-
turned to Europe, and was employed in preparing his commentary,
and other works for the press. In the meantime, he kept up a cor--
respondence with annual conferences and preachers in America, re
specting his future operations ; but receiving no call to the United
States, he abandoned all thought of being & bishop in this hemis-
phere, and turned his thoughtd to another quarter of the globe.
Twice have we seen Dr. Coke soliciting ordination from the
church, but without success ; we shall now see him applying to the
State for the same object. He applied to two eminent British
statesmen to obtain episcopal ordination, and cheerfully proposed to
renounce all connexion with the Methodists, if the Prince Regent
would make him Bishop for India. If anything can satisfy the on-
est advocate of Methodist Episcopacy, that Dr. Coke did not believe
he was a bishop, his following letter will. It is copied from ¢ Wil
berforce’s Correspondence ”” vol. IL. p. 114.

“ At Samuel Hague’s, Esq.,
Leeds, April 14, 1813.

Dear and Highly Respected Sir :—A subject which appears to
me of great moment, lies much upon my mind ; and yet it is a sub-
ject of such a delicate nature, that I cannot venture to o({)en my
mind upon it to any one of whose candor, piety, delicacy and honor,
I have not the higgest opinion. Such a character I do indubitably
esteem you, sir; and as such, I will run the risk of opening my
whole heart to you upon the point.

For atleast twelve years, sir, the interests of our Indian Empire
have lain very near my heart. In several instances I kave made
attempts to open a way for missions in that country, and even for
my going over there myself. But everything proved abortive.

The prominent desire of my soul, even from my infancy (I may
almost say) has been to be useful. Even when I was a {)eist, for
part of my time at Oxford (what a miracle of grace !) usefulness
was my most darling object. The Lord has been pleased to fix me
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for about thirty-seven years on a point of great usefulness. My in-
fluerice in the large Wesleyan connexion, the introduction and su-
perintendence of our missions in different parts of the globe, and the
wide sphere opened to me for the preaching of the gospel to almost
innumerable large and attentive congregations, have opened to me
a very extensive field for usefulness. Could I but close my life in
being the means of raising a spiritual church in India, it would sat-
-isfy the utmost ambition of my soul here below.

I am not so much wanted in our connexion at home, as I once
was. Our ¢ Committee of Privileges,” as we term it, can watch
over the interests of the body, in respect to laws and government,
as well in my absence as if I was with them. Our missionary com-
mittee in London can do the same in respect to missions, and my ab-
sence would only make them feel their duty more incumbent upon
them. Auxiliary committees through the nation (which we have
now in contemplation) will amply supply my place in respect to rais-
ing money. There is nothing to influence me much against goi
to India, but my extensive sphere for preaching the gospel. But
this, I do assure you, sir, sinks considerably in my calculation, in
comparison of the high honor, (if the Lord was to confer it upon me
in His providence and grace) of beginning or reviving a genuine
work of religion in the immense regions of Asia.

Impressed with these views, I wrote a letter about & fortnight ago
to the Earl of Liverpool. I have either mislaid the copy of it, or
destroyed it at the time, for fear of its falling into improper hands.
After an introduction, drawn up in the most delicate manner in m

wer, I took notice of the observations made by Lord Castle
in the House of Commons, concerning a religious establishment in
India, connected with the established church at home. I then sim-
ply opened my situation in the Wesleyan connexion, as I have stated
it to you, sir, above. I enlarged on the earnest desire I had of
closing my life in India—observing that if his Royal Highness the
Prince Regent and the Government should think proper to appoint
me their Bishop in India, I should most cheerfully, and most grate-
fully, accept of their offer. I am sorry I have lost the copy of this
letter. In my letter to Lord Liverpool, I observed that Iy should,
in case of my appointment to the Episcopacy of India, return most
fully and faithfully into the bosom of the church, and do every thi
in my power to promote its interests, and would submit to all
restrictions in the fulfilment of my office as the Government, and
the Bench of Bishops at home, should think necessary. That my
prime motive was to be useful to the Europeans in India ; and that
my second (thou%“x:ot the last) was to introduce the Christian re-
ligion among the Hindoos by the preaching of the gospel, and per-
haps also by the establishment of schools.
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I have not, sir, received an answer. DidI think that the answer
was withheld because Lord Liverpool considered me as acting
very improperly by making the request, I should take no- farther
step in the business. This may be the case, but his Lordship’s
silence may have arisen from other motives; on the one hand, be-
cause he did not choose to send me an absolute refusal; and on the
other hand, because he did not see proper, at least just now, to give
me any encouragement. When I was in some -doubt this morning
whether I ought to take the liberty of writing to you, my mind be-
came determined on my being informed about three hours ago, that
in a letter received from you by Mr. Hey, you observed that the
ﬁgzerality of the House of Commons were set against granting any-

ing of an imperative kind to the Dissenters or Methodists in send-
ing missionaries to India. Probably I may err in respect to the ex-
act words which you used.

I am not conscious, my dear respected sir, that the least degree
of ambition influences me in this business. I possess a fortune of
£1,200 a year, which is sufficient to bear my travelling expenses,
and to enable me to make many charitable donations. I have lost
two dear wives, and am now a widower. Qur leading friends through
the connexion receive me, and treat me with the utmost respect and
hospitality. I am quite surrounded with friends, but India still
cleaves to my heart. I sincerely believe that my strong inclinations
to spend the remainder of my life in India, originated in the Divine
wil(ll, whilst I am called upon to use secondary means to obtain the
end. '

I have formed an intimate acquaintance with Dr. Buchanan, and
have written to him, to inform him that I shall make him a visit in
a few days, if it be convenient. From his house, I intend .Deo
Volunte to return to Leeds for a day, and then to set off next week
for London. The latter end of last November I visited him before
at Moat Hall, his place of residence, and a most pleasant visit it
was to me, and also to him, I have reason to think. He has been,
since I saw him, drinking of the same bitter cup of which I have
been drinking, by the loss of & beloved wife. .

I would %'nst observe, sir, that a hot climate peculiarly agrees
with me. I was never better in my life than when in the West In-
dies, during the four visits I made to that archipelago ; and shoulds
now prefer the torrid zone to any other part of the world. I enjoy
in this country, though sixtyfive years of age, such an uninter-
rupted flow of health and strength as astonishes all my acquaint-
ances. They commonly observe that they have perceived no dif-
ference in me for these last twenty years.

I would observe, sir,as I did at the commencement, that I throw

14
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myself on your candor, piety and honor. If I do not succeed in
- my views of India, and it were known among the preachers that I
had been taking the steps I am now taking (though from a persus
sion that I am in the Divine will in so doing) it might more or less
affect my usefulness in the vineyard of my Lord, and that would
very much afflict me. And yet, notwithstanding this, I cannot sat-
isfy myself without making some advances in the business.

{ consider, sir, your brotherin-law, Mr. Steven, to be a man of
eminent worth. I have a very high esteem for him. T know that
his yea is yea, and what he promises he certainly will perform.
Without some promise of confidence, he might (if he were acquainted
with the present business) mention it to Mr. with whom I know
Mr. Steven is acquainted.

I have reason to believe that Lord Eldon had, (indeed I am sure
of it) and probably now has, an esteem for me. Lord Sidmouth,
I do think, loves me. Lord Castlereagh once expressed to Mr. Al
exander Knox, then his private Secretary in Ireland, his very high
regard for me ; since that time I have had one interview with his
Lordship in London. I have been favored, on various occasions,
with private and public interviews with Lord Bathurst. I shall be
glad to have your advice, whether I should write letters to those no-
blemen, particularly to the two first, on the present sabject; or
whether I had not better suspend everything, and have the pleasure
of seeing you in London—I hope I shall have that honor. . I shall
be glad to receive three or four lines from you (don’t write unless
{ou think it may be of some immediate importance) signifying that

may wait on you immediately on my arrival in London.

* If Mr. were acquainted with the steps I am taking, he
would, I am nearly sure, call immediately a meeting of our * com-
mittee of privileges’ and the consequence might be unfovorable to
my influence, and consequently to my usefulness among the Metho-
dists. But my mind must be eased. I must venture this letter and
leave the whole to God, and under him sir, to you.

With very high respect, my dear sir, your very much obliged,
very humble, and very faithful servant, T. Coke.”

Any comment on this letter, we think, is entirely unnec .
It is so plain that it cannot be misunderstood. All that we shall do
for the information of the reader is to say, that Dr. Coke, accom-
panied by seven preachers, sailed from England, January 1st, 1814.
¢ On the morning of the 3d of May a servant knocked, as usual, at
Dr. Coke’s cabin door, but after several efforts, being unable to pro-
cure any reply, he ventured to open the door. This being done, he
discoverd, (to his utter astonishment, the mortal remains of Dr.
Coke lifeless, cold and nearly stiff, stretched upon the cabin floor.
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In the afternoon the body was consigned to its watery grave, in
silent solemnity to be seen no more, till ¢ the trumpet shall sound,
and the dead shall be raised incorruptible.”” This solemn event
took place on the 3d of May, 1814, in latitude 2 deg. 29 min. south,
and in longitude 59 deg. 29 min. east from London.

NUMBER XXXIII.

Having attended Dr. Coke in every step he took to place himself
at the head of the Methodist societies in America, as their bishop,
until his connexion with the church ceased at the General Confer-
ence of 1804 — and having seen all his hopes of ever being a bishop,
in any quarter of the globe, buried with him in the Indian Ocean,
we shall now take leave of him, and turn our attention to the Gene-
ral Conference of 1808. This year may be considered a remarka-
ble period in the annals of American Methodism; because, from
this year is dated the commencement of a delegated General Con-
forence — the formation of the restrictive rules, which are called the
constitution of the church — and the election of William McKendree
to be a bishop.

Previous to the year 1808, it was the right of every travellin
preacher who had travelled four yearsfrom the time he was receive
on trial by an annual conference, and was.in full connexion, to
attend the General Conference ; but from this period, none but those
who were elected by their respective annual conferences, as dele-
gates, had a right to a seat in that body. - This change proceeded
from the same principle which induced Mr. Asbury, in former years
to prefer a ¢ council” to a conference ; because the latter was, or
might be, too unmanageable for him, who wished to have every-
thing done according to his own good pleasure. The ¢ council ”’
was composed of but few, and these were presiding elders, who .
always were, and always will be, the bishop’s creatures and tools ;
but in a conference there might be some staunch republicans, and
noble-minded ministers, such as James O’Kelly, who would disdain
to prostitute their talents to subserve the ambitious views of any
ecclesiastical despot. That this change in the economy of Methodism
was brought about by the influence and exertions of Mr. Asbury,
the following extract from orie of his letters, now lying before me
will prove. '

- % If our title had not been the Methodist episcopal church, and if
the English translation had not rendered teﬁ):, cérl;iscopi,Bishop, in
the Epistles of Paul to Timothy and Titus, well contented am I to
be called superintendent, not bishop! I was elected and ordained
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superintendent, a8 my parchment will prove.” (Will the M ethodists
pay particular attention to this assertion ?) ¢ Does the Scripture
say the Elder shall be the husband of one wife ? by some men’s rule
of reasoning, we might prove, because it is not-expressly said of an
Elder, as a Deacon, and Bishop, in Scripture, he shall be a husband
of one wife, Elders shall not marry, because we have no expres
Scripture, but they say we are the same order, then why not the
same name in Greek and English ? Why not Deacons and Bishops
of the same order ? this all churches agree in, they are not. Itis
an easy matter for our brethren, members and ministers, that move
in narrow circles, to talk to little purpose. Be assured,if there ever
should be an equitable Delegated Greneral Conference they will
have no power to change the constitution, but to choose men to super-
intend the whole continent, as their predecessors have done, married
or single.” The italicizing is our act.

A second thing by which the General Conference of 1808 is dis-
tinguished from all others is, the formation of the restrictive rules,
which are called ¢ the Constitution of the Church.” We were about
to pass over these ¢ rules >’ without a note or comment, or even in-
corporating them in these sketches, because they are to be found in
every Methodist book of discipline in the church, north, and in the
church, south. But as we are not writing for the information of
Methodists, but for the public generally, we shall give them a place
in these letters.

The Discipline says — ¢ The General Conference shall have full

wers to make rules and regulations for our church, under the fol-
owing limitations and restrictions, viz :

1. “The General Conference shall not revoke, alter, or change
our articles of religion, nor establish any new standards or rules of
doctrine contrary to our present existing and established standards
of doctrine.

2. They shall not allow of more than one representative for every
five members of the annual conference, nor allow of a less number
than one for every seven.

8. They shall not change or alter any part or rule of our govern-
ment, so as to do away Episcopacy, or destroy the plan of our itine-
rant superintendency.

4. They shall not revoke or change the general rules of the United
Societies.

5. They shall not do away the privileges of our ministers and
preachers, of trial by a committee, and of an appeal ; neither shall
they do away the privileges of our members,of trial before the
society or by a committee of an a;él:eal.

6. They shall not appropriate the prodace of the Book Concern,
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or of the Charter Fund, to any purpose other than for the benefit of
the travelling, supernumerary, superanuated, and worn-out preach- .
ers, their wives, widows, and children. Provided, nevertheless, that -
upon the joint recommendation of all the annual conferences, then
a majority of two-thirds of the General Conference succeeding, shall
suffice to alter any of the above restrictions.”

If these restrictive rules were not intended to be placed on a foot-
ing with divine revelation, which is incapable of change, they cer-
tainly must be classed with ¢ the law of the Medes and Persians
which altereth not.” We shall not, therefore, spend our time in
combating such superlative arrogance, or such profound ignorance,
as they display.

The third thing for which this General Conference is remarkable
is, the election of William McKendree to be a bishop. When stat-
- ing this man’s apostacy and perfidy in a former lettet, and that,
notwithstanding all this, he was made a bishop, we thought it prob-
able, that some people might doubt the truth of our statements, or
deny that such a man, in the nineteenth century, could be chosen
to fill that high and holy office. Well, let those who doubt or deny
what we say, prove that we have misrepresented, either his charac-
ter or conduct. If this cannot be done, and * we know ” it cannot,
how shall his election to the episcopal office be accounted for ? If
he was the only apostate that was raised to be a bishop in the
Methodist episcopal church, we might place his elevation to the
supposed ignorance of the preachers. %Ve might, perhaps, say,
they had never heard of the stand he took :§ainst the tyrannical
power of the bishop in 1792. 'We might plead their want of infor-
mation respecting his having sent in his resignation in writing to Mr.
Asbury. But as these facts were known, we have no apology to
offer for his election. We must, therefore, conclude, that apostacy
is no hindrance to the man’s being made a bishop in the Methodist

episcopal church ; for of the few native American bishops that that
" church hag had, three have been arrant apostates. And now, it is
groposed by a Methodist bishop to write the Life of William McKen-
ree. We wonder who will write, or propose to write the life of
Saint Judas Iscariot ?- _ X

From the Conference of 1808 let us pass on to the Geeneral Con-
ference of 1820, when another bishop was elected, the Rev. Joshua
Soule. This gentleman was elected, but refused to be ordained ;
and we have often heard it said, and indeed have seen it in print,
that he declined to receive ordination solely on account of the action
of the General Conference on the presiding elder question. We
know this was made a plea for his refusing to be ordained ; but was
it the only reascin 3 we mistake not there were other considera-

4
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tions which had their weight in producing his determination ; and
as, throughout this series of letters, we have offered documentary
proof, when we had it in our power, we shall go to the Journals of
that Greneral Conference for proof of what we say. .

Extracts of the General Conference of 1820. ¢ May 13. Re-
solved, that the Conference will now proceed to the election of 8
General Superintendent. Carried.

_ Resolved, that before we proceed to act on the above resolution,
the Conference go to prayer. Carried.

Br. Garretson gave out a few verses of a hymn and then prayed.
The roll was called to ascertain who were absent, and it appeared,
that the only one absent was Loring Grant, who is sick.

In conducting the election, two persons, viz: Brs. S. G. Roszel
and D. Ostrander were appointed to receive the votes. On re-
ceiving and counting the votes it appeared, that there were 88 votes,
and that Joshua Soule, of this number, had 47 votes. Nathan
Bangs had 38. There were three scattering. .

Joshua Soule was declared duly elected to the office of a bishop.

May 19th. Br. Joshua Soule requested leave of absence for this
afternoon. Granted. '

May 20. The following resolution was submitted, signed S. Mer
win, N. Bangs. -

Resolved, that the sum of one thousand dollars be paid out of the
funds .of the book concern, to Br. Joshua Soule, as-an additional
remuneration for his services as book agent for the four years past.
Carried.

. May 28. The debate on the subject under consideration, was
suspended, to allow Bishop McKendree to make a communication
to the General Conference.

(“ The communication of Bishop McKendree made to the Gene-
ral Conference, had reference to the change made at the present
session in the constituting of Presiding Elders. The first point he
brought forward, was a written communication from Br. Joshusa
Soule, bishop elect, in which br. Soule stated that as the change in
the above part of our discipline was made after his election to the
Episcopacy, he could not, as a conscientious man, enforce or com-
ply with the provisions of the new rule : because he considered this
change a violation of the Constitution. With this construction bishop
McKendree said he concurred, alleging that he viewed the
ceedings of this General Conference, in this respect, an unconstita-
tional act. To correct, amend, or change the above proceedings,
he suggested or advised the Conference to review the grounds they
had taken, to alter what they had dene, or to suspend the operations
of the resolution till the next General Conference. If that step
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ghall not be taken, he recommended that two members be elected by
each annual conference, who shall meet together, and discuss and
settle the point of constitutionality. But if none of these measures
shall be adopted, painful as the thing is to his feelings, he must be.
considered as protesting against the said proceedings.”) If that
don’t go beyond the bishop of Rome, will the advocates of Metho-
dist episcopacy tell us what does ? But to return. ¢ The commu-
nication being ended, bishop Roberts prayed, and bishop McKen-
dree pronounced his benediction on the conference,and withdrew.

8 o’clock, P. M. Moved and seconded, that the motion under
debate be laid on the table, to make room for one which Br. Os-
trander wishes to offer. The galleries were cleared, and the house:
closed, before the question was taken to lay the proposition on the
table. - The question was then taken on laying the former subject,
which had been debated so long, on the table. Carried.

_The following was submitted, signed D. Ostrander, James Smith.

¢ Whereas brother Joshua Soule, bishop elect, has signified in his
letter to the episcopacy, which letter was read in open conference,-
that if he be ordained bishop, he will not hold himself bound to be
governed by a certain resolution of this general conference, relative
to the nommation and election of presiding elders — Wherefore,-
Resolved, &c., that the bishops be earnestly requested by this con-
ference, to defer or postpone the ordination of the said brother
Joshua Soule, until he gives satisfactory explanations to this con-
ference.” After some debate, brother Soule rose and made some
remarks.

Moved and seconded that this resolution be indefinitely postponed;
before the question was taken on this motion, the resolution was:
withdrawn. .

Moved and seconded to reconsider the election of the presiding
elders. Conference adjourned at six o’clock, without coming to
any decision.

ednesday morning, May 24. The unfinished business of yes-
terday was taken up. The resolution respecting- the election of the
presiding elders, being read, before the question was taken on the
resolution, the following motion was submitted, signed E. Cooper,
L. M. Combs.

Moved &c., that the further consideration of the question for re-
consideration, be postponed until: to-morrow, to give more time for
deliberation and consultation in & course proper to be pursued, to
promote peace and conciliation. The question was taken on this
resolution and lost,— 40 for, 45 against it.. ... . . - : :

. L. M. Combs and James -Smith spoke against the motion for re-
consideration, It was suggested: by brother Reed, that if we go-
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into the ordination of brother Soule, it is now time. Five minutes
before 11 o’clock brother Joshua Soule rose and expressed a wish
that the General Conference should, by vote, request the episcopacy
to delay his ordination for some time. No order was taken on the
subject, when at 11 o’clock bishop Roberts took the chair, and the
debates went on on the motion for reconsideration.

Br. Sias spoke against reconsideration for 15 minutes ; leave
was given him to go on.

. The question was called for, 7 minutes before 12 o’clock, but an
counting the members there was not a quorum.

Bishop George stated that the Episcopacy had deferred the ordins-
tion of br. Soule to some future period.

Thursday morning, 25th. Bishop George informed the Confer-
ence that the ordination of br. Soule would take place at 12 o’clock
to-day, in this house.

Br. Joshua Soule presented a communication stating his resigna-
tion of the office of & bishop in the Methodist episcopal church, ¢
which he had been elected. On motion ordered that the let
ter be laid on the table. ‘ »

8 P. M. At the opening of the conference br. Joshua Soule ex-
ressed a wish that the conference would come to a decision on his
etter of resignation offered this morning.

Moved and seconded, that br. Joshua Soule be requested to with-

draw his resignation. This motion was withdrawn.

Moved and seconded, that the conference do not express their
decision on the subject before to-morrow morning. Carried.

Friday, 26th, 8 P. M. The letter of br. Soule to this Genera
Conference, in which he tendered his resignation, being called for
and read — it was moved and seconded, that the conference
his resignation. Withdrawn. Moved that br. Soule be, and here-
by is requested to withdraw his resignation, and comply with
wishes ‘of his brethren in submitting to be ordained. S. G. Roesel,
8. K. Hodges. Carried — 49.

Br. Soule having come into conference, again stated his purpose
to resign. His resignation was accepted.”

NUMBER XXXIV,

The length to which our last letter was extended, by inserting
the extracts from the Journals of the General Conference of 1820,
would not allow us to make any remarks on those extracts, at the
time. We will now say, that they furnish irrefragable proof, that
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the action of the General Conference on the Presiding Elder ques-
tion was not the ‘sole cause of Mr. Soule’s unwillingness to be
ordained. Obnoxious as was his determination not to obey the
Greneral Conference, to the severity of censure, considering that he
was only elected, and not yet ordained a bishop, we shall pass. it
over to state what we believe were the real causes of his refusal to
be consecrated.

When it was officially announced, that Joshua Soule was elected
to the office of a bishop, the preachers who were best acquainted
with him determined to defeat his ordination. Whether they met in
caucus to consult how they could most easily and certainly effect
their purpose, we are not able to say : but we have been told that:
their firs{ plan was to come in & body into the church, when: the
officiating bishop was about to commence the. services, and protest
against his ordination. Why this plan was abandoned to make way
for another, we know not. But we do know, that their second plan
was to reduce the General Conference below the constitutional num-
ber necessary to give validity to its proceedings, which is ¢ two
thirds.” For this purpose, as the hour (12 o’clock) approached,
one after another of those preachers who were opposed to his ordi-
nation would go out, until at last, “ 7 minutes before 12,”” when
Mr. Sias was speaking, it was ascertained there was not a quorum.
Bishop George then announced, ¢ the ordination is postponed ta
some future time.”

But why were the preachers who best knew Mr. Soule so strongly:
opposed to his ordination ? There is no instance of such stern
opposition being made to the ordination of any other Methodist
bishop. Simply because Joshua Soule was a despot. Now it mat-
ters not a straw with us, whether this statement be controverted by
Mr. Soule, or any of his friends, on the ground that ¢ despot’” was-
not the term that was used. We believe it was the verg term ; but:
whether it was despot, or tyrant, it is all the same in our estimation,
as the ground of opposition was an overbearing, despotic, and
tyranical disposition. Perhaps his brother bishop, Elijah Hedding,
recollects the expression or expressions he used, when stating his
reasons for opposing the ordination of Mr. Soule. That there was
an opposition—a strong, intense, and unparralleled opposition to his
ordination, we presume Mr. Soule himself will not deny. This
being the case, the proceedings of the General Conference of 1820,
in his case, will show that there were other reasons for his declin-
ing to be ordained than that which he, or some of his friends for
him, have asserted, — the action of the General Conference on the
Presiding Elder question. These proceedings will do more than
this — they will show, that the charge of despotisms has not origi-
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nated with the writer of these sketches, but with the men who were
‘well acquainted with him, and stood connected with him, as s
Methodist itinerant preacher in former years. The writer, therefore,
will feel himself justified in applying the term ¢ despot” to Mr.
Soule, whenever he has occasion hereafter to speak of him orof
his administration.

The Journals of the General Conference of 1820 will furnish
ample information on another topic, which, in our opinion, is of vast
importance to the members of the Methodist Episcopal church, if
not to the community at large. They will show that the pre-emin-
ence of a Methodest bishop does not consist simply in a pre-eminence
of order, in being distinct from, and superior to, presbyters,
but it consists in a pre-eminence of power and authority, net by ex-
press statute, we confess, but, in fact, over the General Conference
itself. The General Conference has been to the Methodist Episco-

al church, what General Councils were formerly to the Church of

ome. The ecclesiastical supremacy of the Pope consisted in his
being superior to the General Councils. The ecclesiastical suprem-
acy of a Methodist bishop consists in his being superior to a
ra{Conferenoe; in so far that he can refuse to obey, with impunity,
its positive enactments, and can change, or cause to be changed, 8
rule passed by nearly a ¢ two-thirds” vote of the Conference. Pay
deep attention to the following proof of our position.

¢ Friday, May 19th, 3 P. M. The committee appointed to con-
fer with the bishops, on a plan to conciliate the wishes of the
brethren on the subject of choosing Presiding Elders, recommend
to the conference the adoption of the following resolutions :

Resolved, &c., That whenever, in any annual conference, there shall
be a vacancy or vacancies in the office of Presiding Elder, in con-
sequence of his period of service of 4 years having expired, or the
bishop wishing to remove any Presiding Elder, or bg death, resig-
nation, or otherwise, the bishop, or president of the conference,
having ascertained the number wanted, from any of these causes,
shall nominate three times the number, out of which the conference
shall elect by ballot, without debate, the number wanted. Pro
vided, when there is more than one wanted, not more than three at
a time shall be nominated, nor more than one at a time elected.
Provided, also, that in the case of any vacancy or vacancies in the
office of Presiding Elder, in the interval of any annual conference,
the bishop shall have authority to fill the said vacancy or vacancies
until the ensuing annual conference.

Resolved, 2ndly, That the Presiding Elders be, and hereby are,
made the advisory. council of the bishops, or presidents of the con
ference, in stationing the preachers. kiel Cooper, Stephen G.
Rossel, Nathan Bangs, J. Wells, J. Emory, Wm. Capers.
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The first resolution being read, the question was taken on it, and
carried, — 61 for, 25 against it.

The question was taken on the second resolution as amended,
with the consent of the committee. ~Carried.

Such was the rule that was enacted by the General Conference
of 1820, respecting Presiding Elders. It became a law by a
magority of 36 votes. - ,

But liberal as this rule undoubtedly was, as a compromise, Mr.
Soule, who had been just elected, but not yet ordained a bishop,
could not, he said, as a conscientious man, carry it out. We have
been ‘taught that ¢ all or none,” is the principle of a despot, and
our little reading, reflection, and observation have established in our
mind, the truth of the maxim. The first thing, therefore, which
Mr. Soul® did after his election, shows, that those who knew him
best neither misunderstood his disposition nor misrepresented his
character. He would have ¢all” or he would have ¢ nomne,” of
the power and authority possessed by Mr. Asbury or any other

ishop; and being joined by Mr. McKendree, the conference
rescinded the rule they had passed afew days before, by which a
long and warmly disputed question had been settled. And there it
lies at present, and will lie forever. It is idle, therefore, to talk
about a Methodist bishop being subject to a General Conference.
They may be so represented on paper; but facts prove they are
not. This assertion, we believe, will be sustained by those who will
reflect on what is predicated of a Methodist bishop, by a committee
of the Geeneral Conference of 1844. This committee, consisting of
Dr. John P. Durbin, George Peck, and Charles Elliott, was elect-
ed to reply to the  protest” of the minority of that conference,
and in their reply these gentlemen say — and their statement was
allowed by the General Conference, and sent out into the world
under their high authority — a Methodist bishop ¢ who decides all
questions of law in annual conferences; who, of his mere motion
-and will, controls the work and destiny of four thousand ministers;
who appoints and changes at pleasure the spiritual guides of four
millions of souls, &c.” If this be a true statement of the power and
authority of a Methodist bishop, and we know it 13, it is worse than
- nonsense for these gentlemen to add, “They (our bishops) are
entirely dependent on the General Conference — their power,
their usefulness, themselves, are entirely at the mercy of the General
Conference.”

These two statements cannot both be true, because in their nature
and essential properties, they are contrary to each other. The
committee might as well tell us the North and the South poles are
one and the same : or that light and darkness partake of the same
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qualities. What! a bishop ¢ who of his mere motion and will con-
trols the word and destiny of four thousand ministers,” to be subject
to those men, whose very existence depends upon his ¢ pleasure ”
— a bishop “ who appoints and changes at pleasure, the spirtual
guides from four millions of souls,” and who can transfer any of those
spiritual guides from one circuit or station to another, although that
other may be hundreds of miles off, with as much ease as a school-boy
ean toss a shuttlecock from one side of the room to the opposite—3a
bishop who could vex and harrass Job himself were he on earth again,
and under his authority, until he would be forced to exclaim in the
bitterness of his distress, * my soul chooseth death rather than life”
— a bishop who can starve as many of these ‘ four thousand minis-
ters” out of the ¢ work > or out of the world, as he pleases, if they
should dare oppose his views, and no body has any right to say to
him, ¢ What doest thou ? > — a bishop, to possess all this power,
and yet be subject to the General Conference — the thing is absurd.
No, no, gentlemen ; travelling preachers too well understand their
comfort and interest to oppose the bishop, for they know if they
did, the machinery of episcopacy would grind them to powder. But
to the Journals —

Friday morning, May 26. Moved that the rule passed at this
conference respecting the nomination and election of the Presiding
Elders be suspended till the next General Conference, and that the
su&)erintendents be, and they are hereby, directed to act under the
old rule respecting the appointment of Presiding Elders.” Signed
Edward Cannon, Wm. Mp Kennedy.

Moved and seconded, that the above resolution be indefinitely
&(})lstponed. It was doubted whether the resolution was in order.

e resolution was admitted by the chair to be in order. An
appeal was made from the decision of the chair. The question
was taken on the point of order, and the decision of the chair was
sustained.

8 P. M. The resolution which had been submitted this forenoon
was again read, and being debated, Br. Alfred Griffith spoke 15
minutes ; leave was given him to go on.

The question on indefinite postponement was taken— 89 for, 44
against it.

The resolution under debate — Br. Hedding spoke 15 minutes,
and was allowed to go on by permission of the conference.

Brother Bangs continued his speech 15 minutes. Leave was
given him to go on.

Moved and seconded that the motion under discussion be laid
on the table. Carried.
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Moved and seconded that the resolution, the debate on which
was suspended to make way for Bro. Soule’s letter of resignation
to be read, be again taken up. Carried.

The previous question being called for — Shall the main question
now be put ?  Carried.

The question was taken on the motion by dividing the house —
45 in favor of it, and 85 against it.”

So that the Conference, at the suggestion of the bishop, undid
what they had done a few days previously ; and by this act estab-
lished the supremacy of a Methodist bishop over a General Confer-
ence.

It is not our purpose to say a word to those who are willing to
gubmit to this supremacy, in an ecclesiastical point of light. In
this sense it does not concern us at all. But in a civil sense it
does concern us, and in our judgment it is worth while for those
who would preserve inviolate our civil institutions, in all their love-
liness, integrity, and usefulness, to consider how far this one man’s
gower may affect the stability of institutions that are the pride and
_ boast of the American family. Already have we seen one institu-

tion affected through this supremacy ; we therefore submit to every
American to consider the propriety of saying of it— ¢ hitherto
hast thou come, but thou shalt proceed no further, and here shall
thy proud waves be stayed.” X

NUMBER XXXYV.

Methodist episcopacy arrived at the ne plus ultra of power and
authority in 1820. This was the year it ceased to advance ; and
from this year, also, we may date the commencement of its decline.

We have followed it in every step of its progress, from its begin-
nings in 1784, to the year 1820, when it reached the pinnacle of
supremacy ; and have given documentax"iy proofs of the facts which
we have spread on these pages, derived, not from the statements
or writings of men who were represented to be its bitter enemies,
but from the published and unpublished records of the church, and
from the writings and letters of the bishops themselves. Hence-
forth we are to contemplate Methodist episcopacy as on the wane ;
and as we have spent so much time in tracing its advances, ¥e shall
be brief in presenting the causes of its arrest, its decline, and its
fall. But before we enter on this part of our work, we must be
more explicit than we have been, on some points which we have
heretofore slightly touched.

15
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We fear it may have been thought, or said, that all our letters
have been written against Methodism. Now if any man, woman, or
child, who has read these letters, has taken up this idea, we are
sorry for it. It would grieve us to the heart to say one word against
Methodism, & name with which, we may say, we have been con-
nected since the year 1787. It was in that year, it pleased God to
awaken us through the labors of a Methodist preacher. It wasin
that year, we formed the resolution, by the help of God, we would
strive to get to Heaven, and called on God himself to witness the
sincerity of our vow. It was in that year, we began to attend class
meetings and love feasts among the Methodists ; and although our
name was not just then entered on the class paper, we have borne
the name of Methodist, nearly the whole of our life. We have
labored several years more than half a century as a Methodist
preacher, the higiest honor we ever aspired after below the skies;
and now, being near the end of our days, we hope to go down to
our grave bearing the name of a Methodist.

But mark, we distinguish between Methodism and Methodist
episcopacy. The one, with all its peculiarities of itinerancy, class
meetings, love feast, &c., &c., we receive and approve ; the other,
a misshapen and ugly thing, with all its horrid qualities, we rej
and condemn. The one we believe is of God ; the other we believe
is of man. The one is a personification of *the wisdom that is
from above, first pure, then peaceable, gentle, easy to be entreated,
full of mercy and good fruits ;” the other is a personification of the
wisdom that is from beneath, ¢ earthly, sensual, devilish.” Let
none think that when we lift our pen, or raise our voice, agai
Methodist episcopacy, we say one word against Methodism.

Contemplating the subject in the light we have here represented
it, we have spoken in terms of severity against those preachers who
have opposed the despotism of Methodist episcopacy, and afterwards
have acce(fted the power and authority which they had previously
denounced. If these men had a proper regard for themselves and
their characters, they would have stated the reasons for their change
of conduct. Had they done this, the people among whom they
were appointed to labor, might judge of the weight and validity of
these reasons, and exculpate them, if they could, from the charge
of hypocrisy, which will always lie against those who act as they
have done. Their former associates and brethren had a right to de
mand the reasons for the change, if they had any to give; but to
the present hour, we have never seen a reason assigned by them.
These were the men whom we called apostates from }%x‘}inciple, men
who sold their principles for ¢ a mess of pottage.” We honor the
men who act from principle, but an unprincipled man we despise.
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Such men ought to reflect on the cases of those in the New Testa-
ment, who were inclined to traffic in things pertaining to God.
Simon Magus offered to purchase the power to impart the Holy
Ghost ; and Judas Iscariot sold his Saviour for thirty pieces of sil-
ver. The fate of these men admonish all of the evil and danger of
buying or selling the truth for the sake of *filthy lucre.” From
their history we may learn, that the case of him who receives, and
of him who gives, a price for principle, is alike hopeless. That al-
though Peter, who denied his Lord and Master with oaths and cur-
ses, afterwards found acceptance with the Saviour; Judas did not.
And, notwithstanding what others may say, we think there is no
ground to hope for the salvation of any, who basely make mer-
chandise of grace, or sacrifice truth for gain.

- Does any one ask us on what grounds we are opposed to Metho-
dist episcopacy, we answer in the fear of God, we are opposed to it
—because it 18 anti- Christian—because it is a fraud practised on
the unsuspecting members of the Methodist societies, and the world
—because it is despotic—and because no man can open his mouth
in its defence without uttering alie. These are our views of Meth-
odist episcopacy, and these views we think we are able to defend.

1. Methodist episcopacy is anti-Christian. Some twenty years
ago, or more, & certain man who, since that time, has made himself
notorious by the efforts he has made to support the system of Meth-
odist episcopacy, said—* a man may be a very good Christian, and -
not be a good episcopal Methodist.”” The pious part of that denom-
ination of Christians was shocked at the declaration, and thought
the writer was very much mistaken, and very unguarded in his
statement. But was he not right after all? He seems to have
understood his subject well, and therefore he rested its claims, not
on the Scriptures, but on  ezpediency.” From the New Testament
he knew nothing could be adduced in its favor, for the system of
Methodist episcopacy and the system of Christianity bear no resem-
blance to one another whatever. -

When the General Conference of 1824 issued their ¢ Circular ”
in answer to various petitions and memorials that, from different
parts of the work, were sent up to that body, on what ground did
they justify their refusal to comply with the prayer of the peti-
tioners? On the ground of Scripture ? No. On what then?
On Prescription. Hear what they say—¢ But if by rights and
privileges, it is intended to signify something foreign from the insti-
tutions of the Church, as we recetved them from our fathers, pardon
us if we know no such rights, if we comprehend no such privileges.”
Respecting this « Circular,” we expressed ourselves to one of the -
bishops in the following manner: ¢ A paper drawn up by a com-
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mittee of twelv® preachers, discussed and approved by at least one
hundred ministersin General Conference, and bearing the signature
of three bishops. In this document there are no more than two sub-
Jects, MoNEY and PowER, or the salaries of the preachers, and the
right of the itinerant ministers to legislate for the church. And so
intent was the Greneral Conference upon establishing this right, and
so perfectly absorbed were their minds with this subject, that the
name of Grod, of Jesus Christ, or the Holy Ghost, is not named in
the circular. In it, there is no allusion to the doctrines of the fall,
nor to the recovery of man, by the death of Christ. The terms re-
pentance, faith, or holiness, are not mentioned in it from beginning
to end. There is not a single promise referred to as a motive to
duty, or as an encouragement to perseverance ; nor the slightest re-
ference to heaven as the reward of the righteous. In it will be
found no expression of thanksgiving to the great Head of the church
for past mercies; nor a word of prayer for future favors.” The
circular, as well as the system, is anti-Christian.

Mr. Asbury, in a letter, an extract from which was given ina
former number, said, ¢ the writer proves that the church of Eng
land is as anti-Christian as the church of Rome,” and exclaims,
¢ Reform or Ruin.” And if the Church of England is anti-Christ-
ian, is not the Methodist episcopal church as anti-Christian as it, or
the Church of Rome? What feature will you find in the Church
of England that is anti-Christian, that will not be found in the Meth-
odist episcopal church? The likenesss between the government of
the Methodist episcopal church, and that of the Church of Rome,
has been continued in thirteen distinct propositions, published in a
work, called the “ Wesleyan Repository.” Vol. IIL., page 875.

But if the reader cannot find that work, he can consult the New
Testament, which is of infinitely higher authority, and he will find
the princlples of Methodist episcoapacy are as opposite to the prin-
ciples and precepts of Christianity, as the North is to the &:ﬂl
Pole. In conclusion, no man who has written in favor of Methodist
episcopacy has appealed to the Scriptures in support of its claims,
or produced one text from the New Testament in its favor. How
could he, when the New Testament condemns it throughout.

2. We are opposed to Methodist episcopacy, because it is a fraud,
practised on the unsuspecting members of the church. To prove
this position these letters are written by a man who, for 28 years,
had borne the name of a Methodist preacher—had travelled long
and extensively in the itinerant connexion, and had filled various
stations in the church, before he ever suspected there was any frand
in its organization, or any forgery in the documents which have been
published as the genuine records of the church. He declares in the
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presence of God, and before the American people, that for 28 years
he did believe, that Mr. Wesley did ¢ recommend ” to the Ameri-
can Methodist societies, ¢ the episcopal mode of church govern-
ment,” and that it was in virtue of his ¢ recommendation,” ¢ coun-
sel,” and advice, the conference of 1784 did adopt the episcopal
form of government. And why did he believe it? Because the
ﬂinted records of the church say so. Now let the Bishops of the

ethodist episcopal church, (North and South) whose names are
affixed to this statement, quit all shuffling in the matter. Let them
produce an authentic document from uuder Mr. Wesley’s hand,
in which this ¢recommendation ” is clearly and explicitly given,
and we will renounce all we have said against the fraud of Metho-
dist episcopacy. But we know there is no such document—we are
satisfied there never was such a document. For publishing the
proof of this fraud, and the forgeries by which it is upheld, the wri-
ter has been expelled the church of his early choice—his character
and temporal interests have been destroyed—and his name has been
sent out by Methodist preachers to every part of the United States
as one of the worst of men. Not willing to go down to his grave
without making an effort to wipe away a blot that Methodist preachers
have endeavored to fix on his character—not willing that his children
should be taunted with the reproach, that their.father was not fit to
minister in sacred things, and was therefore expelled the church
—he now appeals to the citizens of these United States; and,
wherever these letters are read, to all intelligent people over the
habitable globe, for the truth of the charges he prefers against the
church, namely, that ¢ Methodist episcopacy is founded in fraud,
and i8 supported by falsehood.” These are the charges to be tried ;
and by the verdict of an enlightened and impartial public, he is wil-
ling to stand or fall. Let the men of other churches—let the men
of the world read these papers, and say if he has not established the
truth of the charges he has preferred against the church.. But take
notice—he will not submit the case to the bishops, preachers, or
members of the Methodist episcopal church—because they have pro-
nounced sentence already—because they are his avowed enemies—
and because they have an ¢nterest in the decision.

8. Weare opposed to Methodist episcopacy because it is despotic.
Every feature of this unscriptural and horribly misshapen thing is a
feature of tyranny. The history of the trials of those who were ex-
pelled the church, because they would not submit to its tyran-
ny, and the history of those who have withdrawn from its fellowship
for the same reason, establish the truth of the charge. But that it
may not be said we misrepresent this episcopacy, let us hear what
bishop Hedding says in his little work on ¢ Discipline.” ¢ But

15*
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should the majority of an annual conference become heretical, or
countenance immorality, what can the General Conference do?
Other remedies may answer in some cases, yet I know of only one
that can be constitutionally administered in all cases. That 1s, let
the General Conference command the bishops to remove the corrup
ted majority of an annual conference to other parts of the work, and
scatter them among other annual conferences, and supply their
places with better men from other conferences. But such men
would not go at the appointment of the bishop. Perhaps they would
not personally; but their names and their membership would go
where they could be dealt with as their sins should deserve. Page 26.
These remarks from the pen of bishop Hedding, merit some notice.
1. ¢ The majority of an annual conference may become heretical,
or countenance immorality.” In upwards of 50 years we have
never known but one travelling preacher expelled for false doctrine,
or heresy—we have known but few that were expelled for ¢ immo-
rality ”—but we have known and heard of many, very many
preachers and people, who were expelled for opposing the bishop’s
wer. 2. The majority of an annual conference may be ¢ corrupt.”
Can the Aead be sound when the body or the ¢ majority >’ of the mem-
bers is ¢ corrupt?” An elegant writer says—‘The primitive
churches fell by the corruption of their bishops, both in faith and
practice ; and not by any heresies originating with the laity. It
was not without reason, therefore, that the great Head of the Church
first cast his eyes of flame on the angels (the bishops or pastors) of
the Asiatic churches ; and addresse(% to them his dread reproofs on
the decay of those prostrate churches.” 8. Were we a member of
the M. E. Church, and were we to say—*¢ the majority of an an-
nual conference is “ corrupt,” we would be expelled for ¢ speaking
evil of ministers.” 4. The bishop can ¢ scatter the corrupted ma-
Jority to other conferences,” with as little compunction as the British
government used to transport criminals to Botany Bay. 5. If they
won’t go at his bidding, he could send ¢ their names and their mem-
bership where they could be dealt with as their sins should deserve.”
AhLord! we painfully understand the meaning of this part of bishop
Hedding’s statement. And the history of the Inquisition will ex-
plain it to others.
4. We are opposed to Methodist episcopacy because no man can
open his mouth in its defence without uttering a ie. On this point
we shall say something in another place.
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NUMBER XXXVI

We cannot but admire and adore the goodness of God, who, in
the economy of his government, has always provided means to
counteract those evils which are calculated to mar the happiness of
the human family. We apply this sentiment to the measures that
were taken to prevent the evils of Methodist episcopacy. It was
in the year 1820 that episcopacy had, in fact arrived at supreme
power, by gaining an ascendency over the General Conference, in
the case of the election of the Presiding Elders; and it was in the
same year measures were adopted to check that supremacy, by the
publication of a periodical called the ¢ Wesleyan Repository.”
This publication was commenced by Mr. William S. Stockton,
of New Jersey, the first number of which made its appearance in
February, 1821. For three years this work had an increasing cir-
culation among the members of the Methodist episcopal church,
and by its influence, many of them were induced to petition the
General Conference of 1824, for redress of grievances of which
they thought they had a right to complain.

We are now arrived at the close of the second period of Metho-
dist history. The constant reader of these pages will remember,
we divided the history-of Methodism into parts, each part consisting
of 40 years. In 1744, Mr. Wesley held his first conference with his
preachers; and it was just 40 years from the time, to 1784, when the
Methodist episcopal church was organized. It was just 40 years from
the organization of the Methodist episcopal church, to the General
Conference of 1824, at which the petitions were rejected that were
sent up to it from all parts of the country, praying for some charge
in the government of the church. The rejection of these petitions
caused the petitioners to commence the publication of the ¢ Mutual
Rights ;”” and to form themselves into Union Societies in their res-
pective neighborhoods. These were the steps that led to the forma-
tion of the Methodist Protestant Church. And from the signs of
the times we think, before the third period of 40 years will have
closed, Methodist episcopacy will have breathed its last.

And here it may not be amiss to note another division of time.
It was half the cycle, or just 20 years, from the organization of the
church by Dr. Coke in 1784, by which the local preachers and lay
members were excluded from her councils, to the year 1804, when
the Doctor’s connexion with the American Methodists ceased ; for
the Doctor never was in America after 1804. It was just 20 years,
from this last visit in 1804, to the period when the first steps were
taken for Representation in the law-making department of the
church. It was just 20 years, from that period to the year 1844,
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when the unity of the body was broken into two factions by Metho-
dist episcopacy. And those who may be alive 20 years from that
split, will see whether Methodist episcopacy will then have an exist-
ence or not. -

" When the General Conference of 1824 rejected the prayer of
the petitioners, the Reformers in Baltimore, and several others, who
came up from different parts of the. United States, to be present at this
important crisis in the affairs of the church, assembled together the
very night the answer of the conference was received, to consult
together upon the course they should now pursue. With these
brethren seventeen members of the General Conference met also,
and took part in the deliberations. There was but one opinion
among all, and that was, that Representatives from the local minis-
ters and from the laity, was reasonable and just. To obtain this,
they thought all that is necessary was, to enlighten the minds of the
members on the subject ; and this could be done only by means of
the press. The meeting, therefore, adopted two resolutions — the
Jfirst, to publish a periodical advocating Representation, to be edited
by a committee of eight brethren, four of whom should be local min-
isters, and four laymen ; the second, that Reformers should form
themselves into Union Societies, in their respective neighborhoods,
throughout the United States. The design of forming these socie-
ties was, that there should be no disagreement in the petitions that
might be sent up to the next General Conference. . And here it is
proper to state, there was no wish or design, on the part of any
one, to make a division in the church by the formation of these
societies — but the contrary. The men who were the most promin-
ent in forming those Union Societies well knew, that unless measures
were taken to preserve the unity of the body, many would with-
draw from the cqmrch. They were determined to leave the church
themselves, and they were determined to prevent others from lear-
ing, if they could.

There can be no doubt that the labors of Reformers by means of
the press, would have effected their purpose long before this time,
had they been permitted quietly to goon. But this was not allowed
them. The subject of Representation had been discussed in the
¢ Mutual Rights,” for about three years, and in that time hundreds,
if not thousands of the members of the church, had been added to
the ranks of the Reformers, when the bishops began to be alarmed
for their ill-gotten power. The ¢ Mutual Rights” disturbed them
as much as the preaching of Paul disturbed the silversmiths of
Eﬁhesns; and what could they do but, like Demetreus, call their
fellow craftsman together, and, like him, address them thus : Sirs,
ye know that by this craft we have our wealth. Moreover, ye see
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and hear, that not alone at Ephesus, but almost throughout all Asia,
this Paul hath persuaded and turned away much people, saying that
they be no gods which are made with hands : so that, not only this
our craft is in danger to be set at nought ; but also that the temple
of the great goddess Diana should be dispised,and her magnificence
should be destroyed, whom all Asia and the world worshipeth.
And when they heard these sayings, they were full of wrath, and
cried out saying “Great is Diana of the Ephesians.” Acts xix. 25—
28. They accordingly commenced a persecution against Reformers
in different parts of the United States, and expelled hundreds of
them from the church.

Had the General Conference of 1824 been composed of men
who possessed only a modicum of common sense, they would have
known, that those who had the boldness to claim, as a matter of
right, a participation in the legislative department of the church,
would not be satisfied with an answer that denied them their claims,
even if this denial was founded on preseription. They might have
known that instead of quietly and tamely submitting to the will of
the conference, they would be more likely to inquire, by what means
the travelling preachers became possessed of the power to legislate
for the church, to the exclusion of local preachers and private mem-
bers. Perhaps these things never entered into their sagacious
minds. Perbaps they thought it was enough for them to say.
¢ Pardon us if we know no such rights — if we comprehend no
such privileges.”

But those who knew how to appreciate their civil ¢ rights,” and
¢ comprehend ”* their church ¢ privileges,” were not willing to abide
by the response of the conference. They accordingly began to ex-
amine the subject of the organization of the church, and they con-
ceived they were not only impelled by passing occurances to make
such an examination, but they were invited to do so, by the expressed
injunctions of the bishops themselves. Hear what these five rev-
erend gentlemen say. ,
. “We esteem it our duty and privilege most earnestly to recom-

mend to you, as members of our church, our ForM oF DISCIPLINE,
which has been founded on the experience of a long series of years:
as also on the observations and remarks we have made on ancient
and modern churches.

We wish to see this little publication in the house of every
Methodist ; and the more so, as it contains the articles of religion
maintained, more or less, in part or in whole, by every reformed
church in the world.

Far from wishing you to be ignorant of any of our doctrines, or
any part of our discipline, we desire you to read, mark, learn, and
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inwardly digest the whole. You ought, next to the word -of God,
to procure the Articles and Canons of the church to which you
belong. This present edition is small and cheap, and we can assure
you that the profits of the sale of it shall be applied to charitable
purposes. - -
- We remain your very affectionate brethren and pastors, who
labor night and day, both in public and private, for your good.
- WirLiaM McKENDREE,
ENocH GEORGE,
RoBerT R. ROBERTS,
JosHUA SOULE,
: ELwan Heppine.”

This is an extract from the bishops’ address ¢To the Members
of the Methodist Episcopal Church,” and is to be found in every
book of discipline; but we take it from the one printed in New
York in 1825, because in two years after it was printed, the writer
of these sketches, with hundreds besides, was turned out of the
church for doing what these  godly men ” wished them to do.

There was a time in the history of Methodism when the declars-
tions of Methodist preachers were believed. Such men had no
other object in view but to serve God and save souls. There was,
therefore, no necessity, in those days of simplicity, purity, piety,
and truth, to resort to trickery, stratagem, dissimulation, mental
reservation, forgery, or any thing else belonging to the family of
lies, to establish what they said. Their yea was yea — their nay,
nay. And we believe this is the case with a large majority of
Methodist preachers still. But we are far from supposing this i
the case with the ¢ upper tens.” They have a system to serve —an
:{)liscopacy to support, and these must be served and supported at

hazards — fas aut nefas. So we understand it.

Well, in this short extract, we think, we find an exemplification
of what we say ; for it contains two palpable and positive falsehoods
— the one relating to the recommendation of the ¢ discipline ”
founded on their acquaintance with the history of ¢ Ancient and
Modern Churches.” Now consider the opportunities these men
had to be able to make remarks on “Ancient and Modern Churches.”
One was so poor, that his nightly accommodations to rest, was &
¢ chaff bag,” or *“skin and blanket.” Another went to school six
months. Another occupied such a house as is represented by
Elliott in his ¢ Life of bishop Roberts.” Now we declare, to hear
those men talk about making remarks on “ Ancient and Modern
Churches,” is enough to make the reader sick. Don’t say we abuse
them ; we do not; we only repeat what ¢ we know ” has been said
by themselves, or their friends.
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The other part of the extract to which we specially refer, is this:
¢ Far from wishing you to be ignorant of any of our doctrines, or
of any part of our discipline, we desire you to read, mark, learn,
and inwardly digest the whole.” Now this extract so far as it re-
lates to discipline, we pronounce a positive, unqualified, and pellucid
falsehood. Reader, we are under the necessity of using strong lan-
guage, for which we hope you will know how to make allowance.
We do not write these terms in wrath, but coolly and deliberately,
after the expiration of 28 years since the facts to which they refer,
transpired. And we now say to Joshua Soule and Elijah Hedding,
the only two survivors, if you did truly and sincerely intend, that
the members of the church should not be ¢ ignorant of any part of
‘the discipline,” why did you instigate, sanction, or approve of the
trial and expulsion of any of the Reformers for striving to become
informed on the subject, or for recommending the ¢ Mutual Rights,”
in which this information might be obtained, to others? If.you did
intend what you say in your ¢ address’” to the members, part of
which we have quoted, why did you expel a man for examining the
origin of your ¢ episcopacy,” which is a part of your ¢ discipline,”
and pronounce the imaosibility of his return to the church under
any circumstances? Gentlemen you are now reduced to a dilem-
ma — either to deny what you have said, and is published in the
discipline— or to deny that any Reformer was made to suffer,
either by trial or expulsion, for acting in conformity with your ad-
vice. That many members of the church were tried and expelled
for this very investigation, we will prove hereafter.

NUMBER XXXVIL

We promised in our last, to furnish some proof, that ministers
and members of the M. E. Church were brought to trial and
punished, for doing what the bishops  recommended ”” then ¢ most
earnestly ” to do. To give the names, cases, and circumstances
of all wl{o were censured or expelled, would fill volumes. We can-
not go into detail ; a few instances, therefore, shall suffice to show
the falsity of the profession of the bishops.

The first instance we shall give, is, a writer who signs himself
¢¢ Martin Luther,” who was the author of five letters on church
government inscribed to the Rev. Wm. McKendree.” We select
him first, because to each of those letters was perfixed the very part
of the bishop’s address to the Members, which proves their falses
hood: Far from . wisking you to be ignorant of any of our
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doctrines, or any part of our discipline, we desire you to read,
mark, learn, and inwardly digest the whole. William McKendree,
Enoch George, Robert R. Roberts.”

At the time these letters were written, Joshua Soule and Elijah
Hedding were not bishops, consequently are not answerable for the
gins of others. These letters appeared in the October number of
the ¢ Wesleyan Depository,” of 1823. In them, there is abundant
E'oof of two things — first, that the government of the Methodist

piscopal church is contrary to the government of the Church of
Christ for the first three hundred years — second, that the govern-
ment of the M. E. Church resembles that of the church of Rome
in thirteen particulars, which the writer enumerates. The proof of
the truth of these propositions was extremely galling to the bishops;
because they wished to be understood as the successors of the apos
tles, and the government as being more apostolic than that of any
church in existence. Now to find that their pretensions were not
only denied, but that they themselves were represented as the
descendants of ¢ the mother of harlots,” was more than these
¢ godly men ” could bear. Nor did these letters escape the lynx-
eyed caterer of the prosecuting committee. See ¢ Narrative and
Defence.” Page 10. The writer was subsequently expelled.

The next is the Rev. D. B. Dorcey, a travelling IEreacher in the
Baltimore Annual Conference. Three bishops, McKendree, Soule,
and Roberts, were in attendance at this conference, when the follow-
ing proceedings took place, ¢ Wednesday, April 18, 1827. The
Rev. D. B. Dorcey was charged before the Baltimore annual cow
Jerence, with having been actively engaged in the circulation of an
improper periodical work.”” 'With reference to this charge Mr.
Dorsey said — ¢ Sometime last February, I wrote a few lines to s
friend, Mr. Hugh M. Sharp, in which I gave him information of a
work on church government, published in Baltimore, by a commit-
tee of Methodist preachers and members, exposing to open view,
some of the errors in our government and administration. I also
informed him, that the work was a very satisfactory one, well worth
his attention — that I had taken it more than eighteen months, and
was well pleased with it; that it contained so many pages, and
came to 8o much per year. In conclusion, I remarked to him,
need not mention this to any other person, if you please ; but when
the preacher Robert Minshaee came round, my friend Sharp
betrayed me.” This letter was produced in conference, and on it
the above charge was prediacted, Mr. Dorsey was tried and sentenced
tobe admonished. The day after the trial, the President, Joshua
Sould, announced from the chair * that my character should pass
upon my being admonished by the president; and promising the
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conference that I would desist from taking any agency in spreading
or supporting any publication in opposition to our discipline or gov-

ernment.” Then, says Mr. Dorsey, I have been punished with an

admonition for recommending the Mutual Rights. The bishops

themselves read it, the preachers read it, the book agents read it,

and exchange the Magazine for it; and will any one say, that the-
people have no right to read it? I have read the Mutual Rights,

sir, for myself, and think highly of the work, and recommend it to

every member of this conference.” Mutual Rights, Vol. ITI., page

277—285. This gentleman was finally expelled.

We conceive it is hardly possible for any man, who is not dead to
all sense of reason, honor, justice, and truth, to read the trial of
Mr. Dorsey, without feeling 1n his soul a measure of indignation,
which it is impossible for language to express. Think of a young
man, (young in years, and in the ministry) — betrayed by a pro-
fessed friend — arraigned on & confidential letter before his annual
conference — for doing what five bishops “ most earnestly recom-
mended ”” him to do— his conference finding him guilty of reading !
— and recommending & work, from which he received much valu-
able information on church history !!! Think of this man’s being
punished — and the punishment inflicted by Mr. Soule, one of the
very men who advised him to “ read ” &c. What think you must
have been the feelings of the two men, the bishop and the culprit ?
The one in pronouncing, the other in hearing the sentence ? The
one trying to extort a * pledge” the other ¢ refusing” to give any.
If Mr. Soule had any soul at all —if he was capable of feeling any
compunctions of ¢ conscience,” which, by the way, we learn from
himself, is very tender and very sensitive, he must have felt, as a
certain character felt, when ¢ he saw the fingers of & man’s hand
come forth, and wrote over against the candlestick upon the plaster
of the wall, MENE, MENE, TEKEL, UPHARSIN.”” And as for Mr.
Dorsey, he must have felt towards the President, bishop Soule, as
St. Paul felt towards the high pries tAnnanias,when he “commanded
them who stood by him to smite him on the mouth. Then saith
Paul unto him, God shall smite thee, thou whited wall ; for sittest
thou to judge me after the law, and commandest me to be smitten
contrary to the law?” It is such men, and such courage, as was
displayed by Mr. Dorsey, that makes despots and tyrants tremble.

The next we shall notice, is the case of the Rev. Alexander Me-
Caine, the author of the ¢ History and Mystery of Methodist Epis-
copacy.” And as this gentleman has received a greater measure of
abuse than any other man, and as his work has done more, we
believe, than the writings of any other, to expose the fraud and
Jorgeries of Methodist Episcopacy, we will go more into the exami-

16
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nation of this case than of any other. We will hear what the writer
says in his preface to his pamphlet.

¢ After the conference,” of 1824, ¢“had arisen, a circular
appeared, in which they declare, they ¢ know no such rights, they
comprehend no such privileges’ as were asserted in the memorials
praying for Representation. Such declarations coming from the
Greneral Conference, were sufficient to rouse every man who knows
how to respect his rights, whether civil or religious. The writer of
this essay was alarmed at such declarations, because he considered
them to be indications of priestly domination; and moreover he
considered them offensive, because they were addressed to citizens
of these United States. New thoughts were waked up, and fore
bodings felt, which he never before experienced. He determined,
therefore, to examine the grounds of such unheard of claims. He
was resolved, if possible, to ascertain the means by which travelling
preachers had arrived at these pretensions, and find the authority
which Mr. Wesley had given to justify them in saying he ¢ recom-
mended the episcopal mode of church government.” When lo! the
first discovery he made was, that whilst Mr. Wesley, the testator,
was yet living, the title of bishop was assumed, and the episcopal
mode of government adopted without his recommendation : and
more, that his most solemn remonstrance and entreaty did not availin
causing them to relinquish the one or change the other. Still
suing the investigation, he found that a more extended research
served only to increase his conviction, that claims had been set up,
for which there was no warrant; and authority was said to have
been given, which he believes can no where be found. * * But
before he would consent to its publication, he thought it would be
fair and honoroble to apprize the bishops of his purpose, and signify
to them the probable effect it would have on the office which they
fill. He accordingly addressed to each of them the letter No. 1,
in the appendix.” Hereitis:

¢ To the Rev. WM. McCKENDREE, Senior Bishop of the Methodist

Episcopal Church.

BALTIMORE, July 1, 1826,

Rev. Sir:— It is known to you, I presume, that of those who
have advocated a representation of the laity and local ministry in
the general conference, I am one ; and that I have contributed m
feeble assistance to support and spread the Mutual Rights, in whi
the subject of representation has been so freely discussed. In doing
this, I assure you, I have acted from a sense of duty, and, there-
fore, if in error, I am rather to be pitied than blamed. Hitherto,
however, I have not been convincecf that I am in error; nor have
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I seen any argument offered by our rules to justify them in deny-
ing representation to the other branches of the church, except only
those founded on prescription, as offered by the General Confer-
ence of 1824, in their circular on the subject. From the time that
this doctrine was published in that circular, I have been induced to
examine, with a closer attention, ¢ the institutions of the church as
we received them from our fathers,” and must say I see the subject
in a light very different from that in which it appeared to me before
that time. I am about to commit to the press, an outline exhibiting
the result of this examination : but before I do so, I think it is a
duty I owe to you and your colleagues in the episcopacy, to apprize
you of my intention ; inasmuch as my conclusions may have an im-
portant bearing on the office which you hold in the church.

I beg you, my dear sir, to be assured, that nothing disrespectful
is intended, either in the matter or manner of this communication.
My sole object is, to make this honest statement, and to obtain from
you the desired information, on several points, if you can possibly give
it. Because, if I have been led into an error by the documents which
I have in possession, it is important that that error should be coynter-
acted by other equally authentic documents to which I have had no
access. The points upon which I beg information, are the following :

1. I desire to be informed whether you have ever seen the
original letter written by Mr. Wesley, ¢ to Dr. Coke, Mr. Asbury,
and our brethren in North America,” dated Bristol, Sept. 10th,
1784. If you have seen it, whether the whole of it has been
printed ¥ And if the whole of it was not printed, whether a copy
of it can now be procured ?

I make this inquiry because I have a document in my possession
in which it is asserted, that that letter was mutilated, and that only
a part of it was given to the public.

2.  Whether you have ever seen any document or letter written
by Mr. Wesley, in which he ezplictily * recommended” to the
Methodist societies in America, the adoption of the episcopal mode
of church government,” according to the statements made in the
minutes of conference for 1785, and the book of discipline ? If so,
can a copy of it be obtained ?

3. Whether there is any paper to be found in which Mr. Wesley
gave  counsel” to Dr. Coke, Mr. Asbury, or any other person or
persons, to ordain a third order of ministers in our church, meaning
by that phrase, an order of bishops distinct from, and superior to,
an order of presbyters ? If so, can that paper be produced ?

4. Are you able to inform me what year Mr. Wesley’s name
was left out of the minutes? At what. conference was the vote
taken ? By whom was it done? Aund for what reasons ?
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In asking information upon the point, permit me to propose them
to your consideration, as being connected with the office you fil,
and with the address to the members of the church, which bears
your signature in the book of discipline. And that no blame may
attach to me hereafter on account of reservation, I deem it proper,
frankly and fully to state the results to which my investigation has
conducted me. I candidly say, then, that I cannot believe, from
the testimony of any or all the documents which I have been able
to pursue, that Mr. Wesley ever recommended the episcopal mode of
church government to American Methodists. I cannot believe he
ever gave them any “ council ” to create a third order of ministers,
as distinct from, and superior to, the order of presbyters. BatI
am forced to believe, that the present form of government was sur
reptitiously introduced ; and that it was imposed upon the societies
under the sanction of Mr. Wesley’s name.

I shall suspend the publishing of my piece, to allow you a reason-
able time to reply. You will have the goodness to favor me with
an answer before the expiration of next month.

I remain, Rev. Sir, your brother and fellow laborer in the Lord,

ALEXANDER M’CAINE.

N. B. Isend acopy of this letter to each of your colleagues.
A. M. C.”

NUMBER XXXVII

The man who takes an interest in these historical sketches of
Methodist episcopacy, may have been impatient for the past week,
to know what answer the bishops returned to Mr. M’Caine’s letter,
asking information on certain points connected with the organiss-
tion of the Methodist episcopal church. But how will that man be
surprised when he is informed now, that the bishops were like the
man of whom we read in the gospel, who obtruded himself into s
ﬁace that it was not intended he should occupy. ¢ And when the

ing came in to see the guests, he saw there a man, who had not
on & wedding garment. And he saith unto him, Friend, how
camest thou in hither, not having on a wedding garment ? And he
was speechless.” Just so was it with these five bishops. They
were intruders into this sacred office; and when enquired of
respecting their investiture, they were ¢ speechless ’—as silent as
the grave ; for not one of them ever returned an answer of any
kind, from that day to this. By their silence, then, two things are
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clearly established — first, that Method:st episcopacy is all a fraud
— second, that “ no man can advoeate it, or say a word in its
Javor, without uttering a lie.” These gentlemen knew it was a
JSraud, and had nothing to say in its favor; and having nothing
that they could say for it, they thought it was the best policy to
say nothing about it. They were ¢ speechless.” : .

Respecting the silence of the five bishops, Mr. M’Caine says, in
his ¢ Defence of the Truth, as set forth in the History and Mystery
of Methodist Episcopacy ”’— ¢ There is on the very face of my
letter, evidence that it was dictated by a friendly spirit ; that I
was influenced by a love of truth; and that I was fearful of pub.
lishing any thing which might injuriously, though unintentionally,
affect the episcopal office. As gentlemen they were under obliga-
tions to answer it. It was respectfully written, and was entitled to-
a respectful consideration. Standing at the head of the connexion,
and filling the episcopal office, they were under obligations to
answer it; because it related to subjects of a general interest to
the church, and information on these subjects was all I required.
By their silence, then, they have subjected themselves to the impu-
tation of being indifferent to the truth, and the welfare of the
connexion. Having affixed their signatures to the book of disci-
pline, and by so doing averred it to be a fact, that < Mr. Wesley
recommended the episcopal form of church government,” they
were personally, individually and officially, under the most sacred
obligations to say, where that recommendation could be found ;
especially when it was called for by a minister of their own church ;
by one who was older in years, and in the ministry, than a majority
of themselves ; by one who had been twice in the itinerancy, and
had filled some of the most important and responsible offices in the
church’; and who requested the information in a polite and respect-
ful manner.” Page 4.

Receiving no answer from the bishops,  Mr. M’Caine then
addressed a letter (given in his His. & Mys.) to each of six of the
oldest preachers, who were members of the conference of 1784.
Their answers, he tells us, confirmed him in the belief that there
was no recommendation from Mr. Wesley, to create the Methodist
societies into an ¢ independent episcopal church,” nor to create &
third order of ministers, distinct from, and superior to, presbyters.
He then published-his pamphlet called, ¢ The History and Mystery
of Methodist Episcopacy,”—the publication of which threw the
connexion into a flame, and brought down on the head of the
author all the wrath of the five bishops and their minions, the
travelling preachers. Every thing was done, that could be done,
to crush the work, and the author of it, at once. And as what

16*
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was done is a fair specimen of what Methodist episcopacy would
do, if it was backed by the civil authority, we will dwell on this
case at some length.

1. A meeting was called of the male members of the church in
Baltimore. At this meeting an ¢ Address was discussed and
adopted, and ordered to be sent to their brethren throughout the
United States.” In this address they speak of this work and its
author in the following strain— ¢ a pamphlet written by a local
preacher, in which the whole system of Methodism is assailed, with
all the guile, and artifice, and sthistry of a Jesuit, and with all
the malignity of which the human heart is capable. We allude to
the History and Mystery of Methodist episcopacy, by Alexander
M’Caine. A work which, for malignity of purpose, shrewd cun-
ning, misrepresentation of facts, and misstatement of circumstances,
has no parallel among the productions of modern times, on & similar
subject, except the far-famed Cobbett’s History of the Reformation.”
The ¢ Address,” from which this extract is taken, was drawn up
by Dr. Thos. E. Bond, the same man who wrote the ¢ Narrative
and Defence ”’ for the seven prosecutors, and to which he found it
convenient to prefix the following passages of scripture — ¢ Put
them in mind — to az)ealc evil of no man> — ¢ Speak not evil one
of another, brethren.” ¢ Wherefore, laying aside all malice and
all guile, and hypocrisies, and envies, and all evil speakings, 4c¢.”
The Methodist Episcopal Church knows, by this time, what kind of
man Dr. Bond is.

2. “In continuation of the plan,” says Mr. M’Caine, “to
destroy my character, and thereby sink the credit of my bock,
charges of ¢ slander and falsehood > were preferred against me, for
having in a district conference nearly seven years before, objected
to & certain man’s obtaining license to preach.” Def., Page 6.

The case was this: — A certain licensed exhorter, or local
preacher, came to Baltimore to live, and after some time was
employed as a clerk by a ship-builder. The fellow stole copper
from his employer, and sold it. As soon as it was found out, he
was brought before the church, was found guilty of selling it, and
ran away. Several years after this, a man applied at the District
Conference for license to preach. When the name was mentioned,
Mr. M’Caine, who was a member of the conference, rose in his

lace and said, Bro. President, where is bro. , 18 he here?

es, he sits down yonder, at the end of the house Turning to
the applicant, Mr. M’C asked him: bro. ——, did you ever live
on Fell’s point ? Ans. I did. Ques. Did you ever live with Mr.
——, the ship-builder, as a clerk? Ans. I did. Ques. Was
there not a cEm'ge against you about copper spikes or bolts?
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Ans. There was, but that matter was all settled. A member of
the conference rose in his place and said, — I don’t think it was
all settled bro., for I was on the committee who tried you, and we
found you guilty of selling copper knowing it to be stolen, upon
which you ran away, for fear of the penitentiary.”

Dr. Bond hearing of this affair, thought it was a fine chance to
destroy the character of the author of the ¢ History and Mystery,”
and thereby destroy the credit of the book. He therefore sent for
this copper spike gentleman, and insisted on him to prefer charges
of “slander and falsehood ” against Mr. M’Caine. The fellow
was unwilling to do so, at first, but at length consented. But the
cream of the business was the following occurrence. When the
day fixed on for the trial arrrived, a great many reformers repaired
to Light street church, to hear it. While Mr. M’Caine and a few
others were standing in the yard, he noticed & man standing at one
side by himself, who appeared to be very intent upon watching for
somebody. This man was a constable. As soon as the copper
spike man came on the ground, the constable came to him and said
he had authority to take him to jail. Mr. M’Caine who heard the
statement, said he should not go ; and offered to pay the debt him-
-gelf, if the copper spike man was not forthcoming when the trial
Was over. W}i)th this the constable appeared satisfied, and went off.
Now was not this a deep laid scheme to save the poor fellow — to
Ri-event the trial coming on— and to fix an indelible disgrace upon

r. M’Caine ? It would not, however, do. The trial went on;
and after spending two nights in taking testimony, it turned out —
that it was the copper spike man who, in fact, was tried, and not
Mr. M’Caine — or in other words, the testimony showed, that the
prosecutor stole the copper spikes, and that the charge of ¢ slander
and falsehood was not sustained. So much Mr. , for your
¢ friend ” Dr. Bond.

8. ¢ Finding that my pamphlet was working its way,” says Mr.
M’Caine, * notwithstanding the above address ” and the prosecution
by the ¢ copper spike ”” man and his ¢ friend, Dr. Bond ” the church
authorities and the friends of Methodist episcopacy did not think it
safe to rest their cause upon the attacks made upon my character ;
it was therefore thought necessary that something should be done,
which, under the semblance of argument, might have the appear-
ance of confuting my book. To write it down, the Rev. John
Emory, D. D., took up his mighty pen; how far he has succeeded
an enlightened public will judge.” Def., Page 8.

Respecting this answer to the ¢ History and Mystery of Metho-
dist Episcopacy,”’ the ¢ Narrative and %efence which was drawn
up by Dr. Bond for the seven prosecutors, says — ¢ About this
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time, or a little before, the ¢ History and Mystery of Methodist
Episcopacy, by Alex. M’Caine,’ made its appearance — in which
our present ecclesiastical government was represented as surrepti
tious — a fraud practised on the membership by the bishops and
travelling preachers — imposed upon them in the name of Mr.
Wesley, without his sanction, and even contrary to his express com-
mands!! And it is more than intimated that this surreptitions
government was supported by the suppression of documents,
garbling of statements, the forgery of dates, and falsifying of
records!! All those allegations were known to be unfounded, and
they have since been clearly disproved by Dr. Emory in his able
Defence of our Fathers.” This work by Mr. Emory was puffed
by every thing in the Methodist episcopal church, as being “a
masterly and unanswerable production ; and yet Mr. M’Caine, near
20 years after his His. and Mys. was written, comes out in the fol-
lowing manner in the public papers:

A CHALLENGE.

¢ The subscriber will undertake to prove, at any time after six
months from the acceptance of this challenge by aé!{ hishop, or
any travelling preacher in the Methodist Episcopal Church in the
United States, (none other need enter the lists) and in any place
in North Carolina, South Carolina, or Georgia, that may be agreed
on by himself and the individual accepting it, that in the organims
tion of the Methodist Episcopal Church in 1784, FRAUD was
practised by the suppression of some documents, and the mutilation
of others — that the original and genuine minutes taken at the time
the church was organized, were destroyed, and spurious ones sub-
stituted in their place—and that the minutes of conference and
the book of discipline of the said church have been altered to make
them tally with the destruction of the aforesaid documents. This
debate to be conducted in public, according to rules to be agreed
on by the debating parties, and the decision to be pronounced by
twelve disinterested gentlemen chosen alternately by the subscriber
and his opponent, for that purpose ; not one of whom shall be of
the Methodist Protestant, or Methodist Episcopal church.”

. [ALEXANDER M’CAINE.

Sept. 16, 1844.

N. B. The challenge must be accepted within three months from
the date of its publication in the Western Recorder, and the debate
must come off within 8z months after the acceptance of the chal
lenge. I now offer the champions of Methodist episcopacy, whether
they be bishops, presiding elders, or Doctors of Divinity in the
travelling ranks, & chance to prove the statements made in their
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book of discipline and minutes of conference. The arena will not
be the old room in the third story of the parsonage in Light street,
nor will the judges be three men of straw appointed to pronounce
the verdict previously drawn up by a creature of the hiearchy.
If the debate take place, hundreds, if not thousands, will have an
opportunity to hear and judge for themselves, and no doubt the
arguments in the case will be published and circulated through the
whole length and breadth of the land. Give the people but light,
and Methodist episcopacy ceases to exist.”

Lotts, Edgefield District, S. C., 1844,

The challenge was never accepted.

NUMBER XXXIX.

The publication of the ¢ History and Mystery,”. was a terrible
blow to Methodist Episcopacy. It is fair to infer it was so consid-
ered by the bishops themselves, and by all those who were in favor
of episcopal authority. This is plain from the following considera-
tions. 1. From the manner in which itis spoken of,in the “Address
of the male members in Baltimore sent to their brethren throughout
the United States.” 2. From the efforts that were made by Dr.
Bond, as agent in the prosecution, and his ¢ friend ”” the copper
spike man, to destroy the character of its author. 3. From the
attempt that was made to refute it, and the reward that was be-
stowed on the man who made the attempt; not a cardinal’s hat, but
the episcopate itself. 4. From the fact, that no steps were taken
to punish reformers, until after it was published ; although the
Union Society had been organized three years previously. 5. From
the fact, that it was made a distinct and separate charge against
every member of the Union Society, whether preachers or laymen,
thus, ¢ Because the said as a member of the Union Society
aforesaid, did advise, request, or recommend the publication of a pam-
phlet entitled the ¢ History and Mystery of Methodist Episcopacy.”
6. And last, from the fact, that when a restoration to full member-
ship and official standing was tendered, (on certain conditions,) to
every expelled member of the Baltimore station, Alexander McCaine
alone was excepted. ¢ The writing and publishing of this pamphlet,”
says Mr. McCaine, * was the unpardonable sin. It was this offence,
which, not only put me out of the pale of the church, but out of the
pale of her mercy. It was this which caused her to scandalize
where she could not refute, and, as the extent of her malignity, to
stamp Anathema Maranatha apon my name.” :
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It is not our intention to trace, step by step, the measures that
were adopted to secure the expulsion of reformersin Baltimore.
Those who would wish to see those measures in detail, accompanied
with suitable remarks, would do well to obtain, and carefully peruse,
% Dr. 8. K. Jennings’ Exposition of the late controversy of the
Methodist episcopal church.” In that work he will find a full, true,
and luminous account of one of the most wicked plots, that ever was
formed against men whose moral characters were acknowledged to
be unimpeachable ; and respecting whom, it was determined, before
their trial, that they should be expelled. See Jennings’ Exposition,
page 48. See, also, Narrative and Defence, page 17.

assing all these things by, we will place on record the names of
the accused, the charges which were preferred against them, and
the names of the prosecutors. It would be a pity that postenty
should not know the names of the virtuous sufferers, and of their
persecutors.
* ¢ Thus circumstanced,” say the prosecutors, ¢ nothing remained,
but to lay our complaints before the church, and accordingly, the
following charges and specifications were handed to the preacher in
charge, against eleven local preachers, to wit : — Rev. Dr. 8. K.
Jennings, Alexander McCaine, John C. French, James R. Williams,
Daniel E. Reese, John Valiant, William Kesley, Thomas McCor-
mack, Luther J. Cox, John S. Reese, and Reuben T. Boyd. And
twenty-five lay members, to wit: — Messrs. John Chappel, John
Kennard, John J. Harrod, Thomas Mummey, Ebenezer Strakan,
Arthur Emmerson, Lambert Thomas, Thomas Patterson, Levi R.
Reese, John Hawkins, John P. Howard, Wesley Starr, John P.
Paul, Joseph R. Foreman, William K. Boyle, Samuel Jarrett,
Thomas Jarrett, Samuel Gest, George B. Northerman, Samuel
Krebs, Samuel Thompson, Thomas Parsons, John Coates, John
Btinchcomb, and Jesse Comegys.

“ is charged with endeavoring to sow dissentions in the
society or church, in this station or city, known by the name of the
Methodist Episcopal Church, and with the violation of that general
rule of the discipline which prohibits its members from doing harm,
and requires them to avoid evil of every kind ; and especially with
violating that clause of said general rule which prohibits speaking
evil of ministers.

¢ Specification 1. Because the said , While a member of the
Methodist Episcopal Church aforesaid, did heretofore attach himself
to, and become a member of the society called the Union Society of
the Methodist Episcopal Church in_the city of Baltimore, which
Union Society is in opposition to the discipline, in whole or in part,
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, aforesaid.
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¢ Specification 2. Because the said ——, as- a member of the
said Union Society, is directly or indirectly, either by pecuniary
contributions, or his personal influence, aiding, abetting, cooperating
or assisting in the publication or circulation of a work called the
< Mutual Rights of the ministers and members of the Methodist
Episcopal. Church,’ printed under the direction-of an editorial com-
mittee, appointed by, or who are members of, the Union Society
"aforesaid — which work or publication, called the ¢ Mutual Rights
of the ministers and members of the Methodist Episcopal Church,’
contains, (among other things) much that inveighs against the dis- -
cipline of the Methodist Episcopal Church aforesaid, in whole or in
part, and is in direct opposition thereto : — and that it is abusive, or
speaks evil of a part, if not most of the ministers of that church.

he general tendency of which work or publication, has been to
produce, and continues to produce, disagreement, strife, contention,
and breach of union among the members of said church in this city
or station.

¢ Specification 3. Because the said , 88 & member of the
Union Society aforesaid, did advise, request, or recommend the pub-
lication of a pamphlet, entitled the ¢ History and Mystery of Metho-
dist Episcopacy, written by Alexander McCaine,” in which various
declarations and assertions are made without proper proof, or just
foundation, calculated to disgrace and bring reproach upon the
Methodist Episcopal Church aforesaid, its ministers and members ;
and which declarations and assertions are well calculated to produce,
increase, and heighten the disagreement, strife, contention, and
breach of union, alluded to in the second specification.

For proof of which, the publication entitled the ¢ Mutual Rights
of the Ministers and Members of the Methodist Episcopal Church,’
is referred to, and particularly to No. 1, 7, 25, 27, 29, 30, 32, 33,
84, 35, 86 and 87. And also the said pamphlet entitled the ¢ His-
tory and Mystery of Methodist Episcopacy, — with such other
documentary or oral proof as the undersigned may deem expedient
to exhibit or produce. . GEORGE EARNEST,

JacoB RogErs,
Isaac N. Toy,
SaMUEL HARDEN,
ALEXANDER YEARLY.
JoHN BERRY,
F1ELDER ISRAEL.”

On these charges and specifications, were the above named elever
ministers, and the above named twenty-five laymen, put on their
trial, if ¢rial it can be called. The ministers were all sentenced to
be expelled, one of whom is the writer of these letiers. But owing
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to the prosecutors mistaking the day appointed for the trial of three
of the laymen, the charges against those three were not sustained ;
but all the rest, {wenty-two in number, were sentenced to be ex-
pelled also. More than these would have shared their fate, if the
church authorities could have obtained the books of the Union So-
ciety in which the names of the members were recorded. Whata
pity that they were unsuccessful in their endeavors ; for if they had
obtained them, they might have enjoyed the pleasure coveted by the
heathen Emperor Caligula, * who wished the Romans had but one
head, that he might have the gratification of striking it off ata
stroke.”

However, before the sentence of expulsion was carried into execu-
tion, James M. Hanson, the preacher in charge, sent a copy of itto
Dr. S. K. Jennings and to each of the reformers, and closed his
communication as follows: — ¢ You must, therefore, plainly
ceive, that the only ground on which expulsion from the church can
be avoided, is, an abandonment of the Union Society, with assur-
ances that you will give no aid in future to any publication, or
measure, calculated to cast reproach upon our ministers ; or occs
sion breach of union among our members. Be good enough then,
my brother, to answer, in writing, the following plain and simple
questions. 1. Will you withdraw forthwith from the Union So-
ciety 2 2. Will you, in future, withdraw your aid from such pub-
lications and measures, as are calculated to cast reproach upon our
ministers, and produce breach of union among our members ?”

An affair exactly like this, is related in D’Aubine’s History of
the Reformation. Martin Luther had been summoned by the Pope,
to appear before his Legate at Augsburg. He went, and as soon
as he arrived, he was waited on by Serra Longa, who addressed the
Reformer thus: —“I am come to offer you prudent and good ad-
vice. Make your peace with the church. Submit unreservedly, to
the Cardinal. Retract your calumnies. Recollect the abbot Joachim
of Florence : he, as you know, had put forth heresies, and yet he
was afterwards declared no heretic, because he retracted his errors.”
Vol. 1., Page 341.

This case was like McKendree’s. But the man who could give
utterance to the following sentiment, was not to be intimidated.
¢ Qo tell your master, that though there should be as many devils at
Worms as there are tiles on its roofs, I would enter it.”” And such
were the men, by the grace of God, in Baltimore, who were sum-
moned to submit to papal authority, but who would not do it. But
to go on. ¢ On the morning of Monday, the 10th of October, Serra
Longa again renewed his persuasions. The courtier had made it a
point of honor to succeed in his negotiations. The moment he en-
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tered, Why, he asked in Latin, why do you not go to the Cardinal ?
Hoe is expecting you in the most indulgent frame of mind. With
him the whole question is summed in six letters— REvoCcA —retract.
Come, then, with me, you have nothing to fear.” Luther thought
within himself that those were six very important letters. ¢ How
ever he went, and the Cardinal addressed him thus : ¢ Here,’ said
he, ¢ are three articles which, acting under the direction of our most
holy Father, Pope Leo X., I am to propose to you:— First, you
must return to your duty ; you must acknowledge your faults, and
retract your errors, your propositions and sermons.  Secondly, you
must promise to abstain for the future from propagating your opin-
ions. And Thirdly, you must engage to be more discreet, and
avoid everything that may grieve or disturb the church.” Vol. 1.,
Page 346.

Here are the three propositions made to Methodist Reformers.
¢ Return to your duty.” Withdraw from the Union Society.
Give up the Mutual Rights and ¢ publish no more.” And cease to

-trouble or disturb the church. O, how does corruption hate the
light, and dread exposure ! The Reformers were expelled, but
found no redress from the General Conference, and the Ministers
were declared to have ¢ vacated their former orders by their expul-
gion.” See Methodist Quarterly Review for January, 1830. p. 80.

Never was there a set of men more infatuated than were the men
who composed the General Conference of 1828, And we can account
for their infatuation on no other principle than on the heathen maxim
¢t whom the gods are determined to destroy, they first make mad.”
We have neither time, nor inclination, nor space, to enter into an
examination of their manifesto — we shall only notice one principle,
which stands out very clearly and very fully in it — the principle
by which they make and break ministers of the gospel at pleasure,
and this, ¢ by those spiritual powers vested in us.” They strip the
expelled ministers of their ¢ orders’” — for they were ¢ divinely
authorized ” to do so, if you will believe themselves. They then.
proclaim, in a strain of blasphemous arrogance, their own spiritual
E::ers and prerogatives. ¢ The great Head of the Church himself

tmposed on US the duty of preaching the gospel, and adminis-
tering its ordinances, and of maintaining its moral discipline among.
those over whom the Holy Ghost, in these respects, has made us
overseers. Of these, also, viz: ‘of gospel doctrines, ordinances, and
MORAL DISCIPLINE, we do believe, that the divinely instituted mings-
try are the divinely authorized expounders; and that the duty of
maintaining them in their purity, and of not f;ermzttmg OUR minis-
trations, in these respects, to be authoritatively controlled by others,
does rest upon Us with the force of a moral obligation ; in the due
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discharge of which oUR consciences are involved.” But God took
the matter into his own hands, and killed the man who dared to
draw up such a tirade of blasphemies. And so ends the chapter.

NUMBER XL.

Several months have elapsed since we commenced writing these
sketches of Methodism in America, beginning with the year 1766,
when Philip Embury, a local preacher from Ireland, began preach-
ing in New York, and carrying them on to the year 1844, when the
unity of the Methodist Episcopal Church was destroyed, by its be-
ing split into two powerful and contending factions. Vge commenced
writing these sketches with a two-fold view. JFirst, of placing
before the members of the church, the rise, the progress, and the
assumptions of Methodist Episcopacy; knowing that false state-
ments, on these subjects, had been published by writers of that
church, who had an interest in concealing the truth, and keepi
the members in the dark. Secondly. Because we have been expe
the church for the part we took in the struggles to obtain a re-
gr:sentation from the local ministry and lay membersin the General

nference, which is thie law-making department of the church.
The disgrace of being expelled, we have borne for near a quarter
of a century ; but we were not willing to go down to our grave
with this stigma on our name and character, without making an ef-
fort to prove that our expulsion, and that of other reformers, was
illegal and unjust. We have, therefore, written these letters as an
Appeal to the citizens of the United States, from the illegal and un-
just proceedings of the authorities of the Methodist Episcopal
Church ; and are perfectly willing to abide by their decision, when
they shall have perused the testimony we have spread before them.

When the reformers were expelled, they adopted different meas-
ures to obtain a retraction of their sentence. Some hoped the bishops
were not so lost to a sense of justice, and to the value of their own
character, but that they would, in conformity with their ordination
vow, cause the discipline to be observed ; seeing that it had been
most shamefully and flagrantly violated by their understrappers, in
the cases of the expelled. They, therefore, drew up and iz:dﬁahed
their protests, against the legality of the proceedings that been
instituted against them, and under which they were expelled.
Against these protests, however, the bishops shut their eyes. Some
memorialized the General Conference, thinking that & body of min-
isters professing to be guided by the spirit, and to be governed by
the precepts of Christianity, would see the impolicy and injustice of
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expelling ministers and members of the mystical body of Christ, for
the expression of an opinion ot church government. They also in-
dulged & hope, that the General Conference would not be blind to
the consequences that would certainly follow these expulsions; and
that they would not unjustly withhold what the petitioners were con-
scious tzey had a right to demand. But in this, also, the memori-
‘alists were mistaken. For,instead of the General Conference man-
ifesting the least disposition to check or moderate the haughty claims
of men in power, or to heal the wounds that had been inflicted on
the church by ecclesiastical demagogues, they insulted the petitioners
by proposing terms for their restoration, as humiliating as was the
Pope’s conduct to the Emperor, in causing him to hold his stirrup,
and kiss his toe. And, as if that was not enough, they magnified
their own power and authority in an elaborate manifesto, the lan-
guage of which has no parallel on the pages of church history, ex-
cept in those blasphemous assertions which proceeded from the
mouth of the man of sin, who claimed a right to sit in the Temple o
God, as God. .And flushed with the victory which was now obtained-
over reformers by their being expelled the church, and by the
supposed suppression of their organ, the  Mutual Rights,” the
Greneral Conference thought they were as secure in their conquestsf
as the church of Rome was, when she beheld “fhe dead bodies of
the two witnesses lying unburied in the streetto the great city.”
Rev. xi. 8.

In the Lateran Council which was begun under the pontificate of
Julius II. and continued under that of Leo X., that church was se-
rene and complacent in the belief, that the labors of Luther, the
reformer, were at an end. ¢ Throughout the length and breadth of
Christendom,” -says the historian, ¢ Christ’s witnessing sefvants
were silenced—they appeared dead. The orator of the session
ascended the pulpit, and amid the applause of the assembled coun-
cil, uttered that memorable exclamation of triumph—an exclama-
tion which, notwithstanding the long multiplied anti-heretical decrees
of Popes and Councils—notwithstanding the yet more multiplied
anti-heretical crusades and inquisitorial fires—was never, I believe,
pronounced before, and certainly never since. I am nemo recla-
mat, nullus obsistit,” there is an end of resistance to the papal rule -
and religion ; oppressors there exist no more. But in each case,
the triumphing of anti-Christ was short. For, ¢ after three days
and a half, the spirit of life from God entered into them, and they -
stood upon their feet ;”” and having obtained fresh vigor from on
high, and bhaving resumed their labors, ¢ great fear fell upon those
vil;ioh ls)aw them,” and their organized and successful operations.

us Deo.

-~
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Without intending to censure others for the steps they took to ob-
{ain redress: and not knowing whether it will be placed to the praise
or blame of the writer of these letters, he will say, that he believes
he is the only one of the expelled reformers in Baltimore, who would
not affix his name to the papers that were sent up by them to the
Annual and General Conference. And why did he withhold his
signature from these documents ? Because he was as certain of the
correctness of the judgment he had formed, upon an examination of
all the facts and documents in the case, that fraud had been prac-
tised in the organization of the church, as he was of the truth of his
own existence. He could not, therefore, beg a favor of the men
who had become a party to that fraud ; nor ask a boon of those who
were determined to perpetuate it by violence, by forgery, and b
falsehood. He knew that the Saviour had said, ¢ He that entere
not by the door into the sheep fold, but climbeth up some other way,
the same is a thief and a robber.” John xi. 1. It would have
been paying them too great a compliment to seem to acknowledge
the justness of their pretensions, to ask a favor ; to such, therefore,
he would not stoop to offer a petition. And has he not, in these
letters, fully established the correctness of his views ? Will not the
facts that have been stated, and the documents that have been placed
before the American nation, fully justify him in the judgment he
had formed, harsh and grating as the announcement of that judg-
ment will be on the ears of the bishops of the church ? They cer
tainly will. Would it not be better, then, for these gentlemen to
undertake a refutation of these charges, if they can, than for any
of them to be trifling away his time in writing the life of such a man
as William McKendree, or publishing a little ¢ ridiculus mus” on
Methodist discipline ? It would. But what can these gentlemen
say that would invalidate the amount of testimony that is presented
in these letters? Nothing.

The bishops may represent themselves as being under no obliga-
tion to reply to these charges, and may say, that has been done
already by the author of the ¢ Defence of our Fathers.” These
gentlemen will not suspect us of flattery, when we assure them,
we have too high an opinion of their good sense, to suppose
that they candidly and honestly believe, that that work refutes any
one of the charges which were preferred against the bishops in the
¢ History and Mystery of the Methodist Episcopacy.” at one
does it refute ? goes it show that Dr. Coke’s parchment of ordin-
ation as a « Superintendent,” was not withheld from the Conference
of 1784 ; or that it ever saw the light, until it was published by
Mr. Drew, after the Doctor’s death? Does it prove that the
¢ little sketch ” which was drawn up by Mr. Wesley for the Ameri-
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can Methodists, “ in compliance with their desire,” was not
destroyed ? Does it not prove that Mr. Wesley’s letter, dated
¢ Bristol, Sept. 10th, 1784,” was not mutilated ? Does it prove
that Mr. Wesley intended there should be three distinct orders of
ministers — bishops, bresbyters, and deacons, when he had repeat-
edly declared there are but two2 Does it establish the truth of the
assertion that Mr. Wesley ¢ did recommend the episcopal mode of
church government,” to the American societies, when that recom-
mendation has never been seen; and that  following the counsel
of Mr. John Wesley, at this conference we formed ourselves into an
Independent Church,” when such ¢ counsel” or advice had never
been given ? Does it prove that the genuine minutes of conference
of ’84, were not set aside, and forged ones substituted in their stead ?
and that these forged minutes are not now passed off as the genuine
minutes of that year? Does it prove that the various reasons
assigned for the formation of the societies into an ¢ independent
episcopal church,” which were published during Mr. Wesley’s life
time, were not omitted in the first edition of the discipline, which
was published after his death ; and that Chap. 1. Sec. 1. of the
present book of discipline was not published until Mr. Wesley was
putin his grave? In this way we might run through all the
charges that were preferred in the ¢ History and Mystery,” not
one of which has been disproved in the ¢ Defence of our Fathers.”
And yet, these bishops, conscious that the charges have not been
refuted, support that book, and recommend it to Methodist semina~
ries and colleges as a text book ; they also recommend it to those
young men who are designed for the ministry ; thus corrupting the
youth over whom they have an influence, as if the glory and success
of episcopal Methodism depend on learning young preachers how
they might lie.

From the bishops, as & body, we turn to address ourself to the
Rev. Joshua Soule and the Rev. Elijah Hedding. 1. Because
these gentlomen were members of the General Conference of 1824,
when the petitions for representation were rejected, and are sup-
posed to have voted for the ¢ circular” issued by that body, in
reply. 2. Because they were elected to the episcopal office at that
conference, and were at the head of the connexion when reformers
were expelled, in conformity with episcaml instructions. 8.
Because these gentlemen presided at the General Conference of
1828, when the expelled brethren were before that body by their
memorial. To Mr. Soule and Mr. Hedding we go, then, for an
explanation of the following words in their ¢ circular.” ¢ The
rights and privileges of our brethren, as members of the Methodist
Episcopal Church, we hold most sacred. We are unconscious of

17°
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having infringed them, in any instance, nor would we do so.”
Now, what are those ¢ rights and privileges,” which they say they
¢ hold most sacred ?”* which they ‘“have not infringed in any
instance ? ”” and which they would not infringe? We can conceive
of none except the following~— the right to obey— the right to
pay — and the right to be silent. These were ¢ held most sacred,”
as ¢ coming from our Fathers:” all other ¢“rights and privileges ”
were violated in the case of reformers.

But perhaps we shall be told they meant that Christianity and
Methodism are two distinct things — that they are essentially dif:
ferent, and that in the language of Dr. Bond, who may have taken
the sentiment from the ¢ circular ” — ¢ a man may be a very good
man — nay & good Christian —but he is unfit for a Methodist.”
Of course, that the ¢ rights  of ministers and members, as C'hristians
may be infringed,” whilst their ¢ rights” as Methodists, are
¢ held most sacred.”” Now if it was their intention, in this abstruse
sentence, to make any difference in the rights of members of the
church as Christians, and the rights of the same members as
Methodists, the statement is deceptive: for they themselves tell
us, “ We believe that God’s design in raising up the preachers
called Methodists, in America, was to reform the Continent, and
spread Scripture holiness over these lands.” So that, in whatever
light we contemplate the expelled reformers, whether as Christians
or as Methodists, the assertion of the ¢ circular” is a palp able false-
hood. ¢ The rights and privileges have been infringed >’ — most
shamefully and wickedly have they been violated.

As Christians, they were expelled from the church of Christ, of
which many of them had been acceptable members, and others of
them had been ministers, for many years; without the least intim-
ation of false doctrine or immorality being preferred against them.
Their characters were irreproachable, even in the eyes of their ene’
mies. ¢ It was publicly admitted, and reiterated in oien court, that
the prosecutors had no accusation of immorality to bring forward
against any of them.”— Jennings’ Exposition. They were not,
therefore, expelled for immorality ; but for being members of the
¢ Union Society,” as their sentence will prove. ¢ Resolved, thirdly,
that the Rev. Samuel K. Jennings be expelled from the Methodist
Episcepal Church, unless he withdraw forthwith, from the Union
Society, &c.” “ A copy of these resolutions was sent to each of
the expelled preachers and members.”—1Ibid. Page 65. And yet
Mr. Soule and Mr. Hedding have the effrontry to say, “ We hold
the rights and privileges of the members of the Methodist Church
most sacred. We are unconscious of having infringed them, in any
instance, nor would we do so0.”” Would either of these gentlemen
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- be willing take such an oath as Mr. Soule did on the floor of the
General Conference of 1844, in another case, accommodating its
phraseology to the subject under consideration ? Would either of
them say—*“1 have never,— God is my witness— I have never
given ” the sanction of my name, or influence, to the expulsion of
any Christian, or any Christian minister from the church of the
living God, against whom there was neither false doctrine nor im-
morality alleged. ¢ Indeed, if I could do it, I should abhor my-
self.” — Debates of G. C. for 1844. Page 169. No, gentlemen,
you could take no such oath as this, and be guiltless of perjury.
Heaven and earth are witnesses against you, that you have done
this deed already, in the case of the expelled reformers in Balti-
more. You need not marvel, then, if your conduct has inspired men
with the same feelings of abhorrence against you, that Mr. Soule
says he should feel against himself, if he had ever * given an ap-
pointment to any preacher with a desire or design to afflict him.”

Nor were their ¢ rights and privileges, as members of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church,” more respected, or held more “sacred,”
than were their ¢ rights and privileges ” as Christians. On this
point, our long acquaintance with Methodism, and our connexion
with the Methodist Episcopal Church, will enable us to speak with the
utmost confidence. We say then, from being upwards of half a
century a Methodist preacher, that everything connected with the
trial and expulsion of the reformers, was an infringement of their
““rights and privileges”’ as Methodists. The whole of the proceed-
ings against them were in violation of Methodist rule, and contrary
to Methodist usage.

1. The manner in which the prosecution was gotten up, was an
infringement of their  rights and privileges,” and was entirely un-
known to Methodist usage. Never before the year 1827, was the
church in her collective capacity, convened with a design of being
arrayed as prosecutors, against some of her best members, and ablest
ministers.

2. The appointment of ¢ seven prosecutors,” to  seek out,” pre-
fer charges, and prosecute those charges, against an indefinite num-
ber of the ¢ Union Society,” was also unknown to Methodism in
Europe or America, before the above period.

8. The “geven prosecutors”” became such, not at the instance of
¢ travelling preachers,” who were the only persons said to be
‘ abused ”” —but at the instance of the private members in Balti-
more, who did not pretend to be  abused ” at all. Will the Jus-
TINIAN of Methodism tell us, then, whose representatives these
¢ geven prosecutors ’ were, the representatives of the whole church,
in her extended membership ? or of a part of the society in Balti-
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more ? or of the ¢ travelling preachers ?” We hope the next edi-
tion of ¢ Hedding on Discipline,” will answer these questions.

4. The “ travelling preachers’ never authorized the society in
Baltimore, or the “ seven prosecutors,”” their agents, to prefer
charges against the members of the Union Society, in their name,
or on their behalf. If any of them conceived themselvesinjured by
the publications which appeared in the ¢ Mutual Rights,” they did
not let it be known to the editorial committee. On the contrary,
the writings of some of the ablest travelling preachers in the con-
!ﬁelxion, made a great part, if not the greater part of the ¢ Mutual

ights.”

g. The two committees which were appointed to try the ministers,
and the members, were composed of men who had not only pre-
judged the cases they were appointed to try ; but they were active
in getting up the prosecutions, and in voting at the meetings that
were held for that purpose. Objections were made to them on these
accounts, but the objections were over-ruled by James M. Hanson,
the preacher.

6. The preacher himself was not an honest and an impartial man.
¢ More than two years before the trials took place,” he wrote thus
to a friend respecting reformers. ¢ I am diposed to view the
greater part of them as holding a relation to the church, to which,
in justice and propriety — nay even in charity itself — they are no
longer entitled.” The history of the trials, so called, may be told,
then, in & few words. The ¢ seven prosecutors”— the two com-
mittees — and James M. Hanson, the preacher, were bitter, impla-
cable, and avowed enemies of reformers — and yet the * rights and
privileges > of reformers were not ¢ infringed”” in being tried by
such men! ¢ When the accused called on the prosecutors to point
out the particular passages that sustained the charges, it was peremp-
torily refused by the court.” There was, therefore, no investigs-
tion of the documents that were said to contain the defamatory
words or sentences. The trial was all a farce. The fable of the
wolf and the lamb drinking at the same stream, illustrates the pro-
ceedings. Now of all those facts and circumstances, was the
General Conference of 1828 informed, by the memorial of the ex-

lled brethren. At this General Conference, Joshua Soule, and

ijah Hedding, presided, and sanctioned the expulsion of eleven
ministers and twenty-two laymen, from the church in Baltimore,
not for immorality, but because they would not ¢ withdraw forth-
with, from the Ugnon Society ;” and yet these men, Joshua Soule
and Elijah Hedding, say — ¢ The rights and privileges of our
brothren, as members of the Methodist Episcopal Church, we hold
most sacred. We are unconscious of having infringed them in any
instance, nor would we do so.”
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7. ¢ The General Rules,” under which the reformers were tried
and expelled, had never been brought to bear on the ¢rial of any
Methodist in Europe or America prior to this time, ¢ The General
Rules ”” were not drawn up or intended for that purpose. See
Whitehead’s Life of Wesley. Vol. II., page 99. Towards the
close they say — If there be any among us who observe them nof,
who habitual.l)_'y break any of them, let it be made known to them
who watch over that soul, as they that must give an account. We
will admonish him of the error of his ways. We will bear with
him for a season. Butif he repent not” what then ? bring him to
trial before a committee ? No indeed. There was no such prac-
tice in Mr. Wesley’s day —*¢ he hath no more place among us.”
That is, the person was dropped without being brought before a
committee, or being tried at all.

8. Although no prosecutors declare, that the ¢ Mutual Rights”
speak evil of a part, if not most of the ministers of that church,
yet not a name is mentioned in the “ charges and specifications ’—
10, not even the name of ¢ the veritable John Smith ”’— nor Tom
Long —nor Bob Short, nor any body else. As nobody was
named, nobody was ¢ abused.”

9. As no person was designated by name, neither was the nature
of the ¢ evil speaking ” specified, which was alleged to have been
published against the ministers of ¢ that church.” The indictment
deals in generals — God’s law deals in particulars. Was the viola-
tion of either of the ¢ ten commandments” charged upon any of
the travelling preachers? We believe not. The ¢ Mutual Rights
advocated a representation from the local ministers and the lay
members, in the General Conference ; ¢ that was the head and
front of its offending—no more.” And this is what the “ seven
prosecutors >’ called ¢ speaking evil of ministers.”

Long as this letter is, we must propose a question to the Rev.
Joshua Soule and the Rev. Elijah Hedding, before we lay down our
pen. Gentlemen, be pleased to tell us by what means you could
discover such an amount of ¢ evil speaking” in the ¢ Mutual
Rights,” as required, in your judgment, the expulsion of eleven
ministers and twenty-two laymen of the church in Baltimore, and
yet you could see no ¢ evil speaking” in the following sentence :
¢ A pampbhlet written by a local preacher, in which the whole system
of Methodism s assailed with all the guile, and artifice, and so-
;:histry of a Jesuit, and with all the malignity of which the human

eart 18 capable. We allude to the History and Mystery of Metho-
dist Episcopacy, by Alexander M’ Caine. A work which, for mal-
tgnity of purpose, shrewd cunning, misrepresentation of facts, and
enisstatement of circumstances, has mo parallel among the produc-
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tions of modern times, on a similar subject, except the farfamed
Cobbett’s History of the Reformation.” :

‘Without waiting for & reply from men who have long since given
proof, that they will not answer questions which would criminate
themselves, you will allow us;in all calmness and candor, to tell you
what we think. - 1. We think, then, that you will be exceedingly
puzzled to make the reader believe that you were sincere in the
protestations you made in your circular: or if you were, you very
soon falsified your assurances, and violated your plighted faith. 2.
You will find it equally difficult to make people believe, that in view
of the expulsion of reformers, you have not given utterance to one
of the most palpable and stark-naked falsehoods that ever proceeded
from the lips, or the pen, of man. 3. Nor will you ever be able to
avoid the charge of hypocrisy, in affecting to have such a hatred
against ¢ evil speaking,” as obliged you to expel eleven ministers
and twenty-two laymen, from the church in Baltimore, for this al
leged offence — and yet you could see no ¢ evil speaking > (orif
you did, you could let it pass) in the above italicized sentence be-
cause it came from the pen of Dr. Thomas E. Bond, who was your
agent in the prosecutions. And lastly, that the arbitrary, unjust,
antiscriptural and anti-Methodistical expulsions that took place
under your administration, and with your concurrence and approba-
tion, will entitle your names, and the name of your prototype and
coadjutor, William McKendre, to stand out a8 prominently on the
page of ecclesiastical history, as does that of the bloody Jeffreys
on the page of Macaulay’s History of England.





















