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hich{ m our mission work—our good brother can see little but retro-
niw] gression and indifference since the union; and deems it a proof
licsh> ‘that our present Church organization is defective, because for the
and  last few years we have not opened new missions in heathen lands.
ou{  Our Church is uafavourably compared with the M. E. Church.
ildf  Yet it is only a few years ago since Mr. Macdonald, at the
General Conference of the M. E. Church, at Baltimore, U. 8., com-
Ipza.red the superior hiberality of our Canadian Methodists in their
gifts to missions, with that of U.S. Methodism, in a way that
1a111t stirred up our friends in the United States to increased liberality.
How then can the larger mission work of the larger Church
.imJ 4condemn our work ? If we have not in recent years opened new
- missions, surely this has not arisen from anything in our organ-
ot ._'Aizatwn which prevented it. We have the same agencies for the
'!":i‘fl*work we have always had. The only difference between our
;‘ “F;i)resent Mlssxonary Board and the Missionary Committee before
the union, is that the present arrangement places the power of in-
‘ixunumtmg action in fewer hands, and is in fact less democratic
len) “than the old committee. It is somewhat suggestive that this
o -greater concentration of power, should lead to a demand trom some
F “3f the leading members of the present Missionary Board,in favour
#f plocing still greater executive power in the hauds of the few.
ZiVith what I must regard as singular inconsistency, while it is
;alleged that we have among us a supply of men of ample ability
3 d piety for bishops, w whom the  greatest responsibility may be

if it was unworthy to be compared with the English Wesleyan
32;[1351onary Committee. What the grourd of this disparagement
I know not.

I agree with all that is said about the providential character of
the opening in Japan, and the gratifying success of our mission-
gries there; but is it quite fair to the great majority of our
~uinisters and people to represent them as without sympathy for

5 i%at part of our work? Let any who have been against the
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"4apan Mission bear the blame of their opposition ; but let us
sgive due credit to those who have spoken, and written, and
erally coutributed in behalf of that work. Is there any good
ound for the allegation, that because the British Columbia and
%ﬁpan Missions were commenced before the union, the form of

.%ﬁgr Church organization at that time had anything to do with the
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