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Si'nCn^' ™l!i"«
^"»!'*!»« KW«"hiP ! no P4rt of th« Jtlnenuit 0«ner»l Super-

th?^;2i ^h P^??'**"
,
for -tofionlng tW Pr«ilding Elder., and reduW

^vTJif^' *»''«^•PP«^* the Pre.i(flng Elder.. Thl. i. of oouree • complete

Elde^ALurp^'f
"'"'''*""" ''^•^ °' Bfoboopel Methodiem. nmklng the Pre-fii^

S th. .SLr,! •«^*^^'^^^w'"?^^''**•^*'^«*••"d • wonderful limiUtTea

2 fir *.*?!« u/k*^ ^"^''R *^ ''^ "^^^''y •• ^°"'*» Superintendent. Bui
!?«/«[* lithe General Ck)nferenoe 1im the power and right to aooept. con-

the I«;.i3S!f^:."i*^ "r" '''J!*'" ''''I*'"
re.triotion. to abolUh the Epi-oopioy andthe Itinerant Superintendency, it mu.t have the power and right to »y

WHAT KIND or tPISOOFAOT AWD ICPIRINTIlfDBNdT

ilv''what*IhTi'''"' '!:^ wP°.r"J' •'^^ ^ «''<>**'•«*• I* "n"** h*^« *»>e powerto

SLThmL* aij kT"*!•'
V,^**"

Superintehdenoy and what not : what .h^l be an

Wet7h« ).w ^r*"'* *"^*- ,i' \"^Y'' ''»• ^''^ "»•* *he«. i« no court above It to in-

of thJ .iiLmv'if i!""'***^*#f ''.^^J;*
™**" ^ »*• •nactment.. and by the pri..3iple.

the oZ^?q.^^* ^f
establbhed. The Mme Gfeneral (Conference limited the^wer of

himW ™1«^ ?**°'^*°,* to -tation preacher. «> as in an important .euM tTreduce

to inw!^!^SM7°*f **' ***" Stationing Committee, and ^rtainly mo.t wriouely

mS* J 1

"**" ^»*hout the expreu consent of the Pre«iding Elder, bv a

C?EL«tLfT1'^n°" mo«on..'^owi«heto know when he lifte Kim from one

SSerS <JL«hL r*"
»''*

*t''
P"^"f8e of getting him down in another? Prom the

TiS J. n^f
*^"''!."*'y "^^

^''V ^'^"y '•>« ^^^o^'^l Superintendency of the Baeia of

where n'l'^o^ T'^" T^" .
^"^"'^ '* ^^ °°* difficult te maintein that within the

SnionthL ?nT^xr*u*T!'iS*»*™"^^^ Superintendency in the Basis ofS of .nn.l?f ! -^ Methodut Epwcopar Church in Canada a. we are now. For by

SSsira-iSin^n,?"'*
consequent Discipline, the Oei^eral Superintendent of thj

^s not hv Inl nf"
^'""'•™' Conference Boards and Committees, which is a right hedoes not by any means enjoy under the mere provisions of Discipline among usf

•

eating Union''lT^''ii'
*°** ^\?^^ ''^'^.«^ '**«° ^'^''K^^* »^"* oy '^e men advo-cat ng Union, some perhaps would have said they were designedly breaking down ourpolity m order to break up our Church and dissqlve us into tJnion. But so fa7 aJ"

^Z^aTI^' •?'•" ""^ P'^«f«''»«dly other viaws as to the proposed Union, of especUUyEt foJitTr"' ^' V^' Kpiscopacv and strong Attachment to it haveC2least as forward as any m these radical and almost revolutionary chances. Possiblv

h^lhrTJ'.mtf ^/r'^"'?" '""t^ r "'g*'* ^ P"?»"d for eUntrtT come t5
Mr!^ r^Z^ notknowmg whither they went. It may be their eyes wereholden!

b^twe«^i« af^Ti'y concerned, I do not see that there is enough diffcrenc^

tenScv of thfTLt^ fPTr"*'"."^^^^^ ^-^^I ^"''^"g ""• *»<* *•»« CJ^^^ral Superin-

i^lT^ *u
^"'- "^

VJ".°" ^ '"*'^« * "'"^d "Pon agaitist Union. . Were it what

aSIr th« r.lln nf r° ^^^
^fV^^ **" °^^*^« T"'^"^ *^* *he Basis <foes not matermllyalter the plan of our present Itmerant aeneralSuiKirintendencv : much less, to use thelanguage and meet the restrictive demand of Discipline, does itdSy it? So muchK o?r'"Cl^orT?*'",^"°*'y-A* "5 "^"^ ^°°^ »* t^« otherpoint, tL EpSco^cy

2^!?,< u i^^*"
of Disciplme and the facte of the case in history wd practice dS

«Sf• "^S?" { ^/.*^«?° th« Superintendency and the Episcopacy T the foKr haviSlexisted m Methodism before the latter was thought of . th* t^rnL ~u««™"-i Il!i*

STthe l^t£; ^^*i?'°!.''*?'
preachers, and thetemporad affairs" of t£e Chiii^^;

SwnSente!
ordination o/ the ministry and the perpetuation of the Holy.

The Disciplinary question is : .
'


