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Eng(lisli Conference in 1833 ; but, wlhen the act of separation Nvas ratified by
the constitutional authority of the Conference, the opponents of the measure,
like loyal Methodists; ac quiesced in the arrangement, believing that it Nvas the
part of true Christians to waive personal preferences iii things non-essenltial,
rather than endanger the peace of the Church by fighiting for a inere niatter
of opinion.

Observe, now, the glaringy inconsistency of those who, pretend that the
union wvas unconstitutional because it, was flot snbinitted to, the people. ilîcir
tlieoiy lias always been the government of majorities; iii civil afi'airs the
najority of the people; in ecclesiastical affairs the niajority of the Chnî'ch.
Their practice, in the, latter particular, lias been jnst the reverse. When the
Miles respecting ]Local Preachers wvere submitted to the %vliole church in 1834,
and hlad, been ratified by niore than three-fourths of the Quarterly Officiai
Meetings of the Connexion, these saine personis, who contended so loudly for
the grovernrnent of majorities, refused to abide bpi the verdict, and soon aller
witldrew froni the Clmrchl! And in ail the history of the present M. E. Churcli
in Canada, I arn not aware of a single instance in wvhich any important act of its
General Conference lias been subrnitted to, the people for ratification. If I arn
inistaken on this point, I arn open to correction: at present, I arn not aNvare
of any sucli instance. Assuredly, wlieiî steps were taken last year to effect a
union with the M. E. Cliurch in the United States, the people wvere not con-
sulted in the inatter.

Againl it lias been said that tlic preachers atternpted to do aNvay
witlî fie General Conference; and the inférence seems to be, that therefore
the wvhole arrangement was illecr'il But be it observed, only the preachers-
i.e., the Conference-had power to do this. The General Conference was not
establishied by the laity, nor wvas any right or privilegre of the laity involved
in its continued existence. A General Conférence is not now-nor ever lias
'been-considered an essential principle of Methodist econorny. Where it
exists, it is rnerely a prudential. regulation, liable to be changed at any tirne by
the samne authority that establishied it.

lurgard to the second supposition,--that the Cneec îdn oa
rigalit, to consunîmate the union, because flic najority of the people were
opposed,--I need only say, that wvhi1e the Preachers, on flic final vote, were
entirely unanimous, the people were very nearly so. The proof of i his is to,
be found in flecffact, that after several years of fierce agitation, by a few indi-
viduals, during wvhich, every form of misrepresentation and appeal that conld
mîslead the ignorant or infiame the disaffeeted and ambitions, (and these are
to lie found in every churcli,) was freely used, only a few hundred memnbers,
ont of over fifteen thousand, conld lie persnaded to withidraw. Where i,; the
church to-day from which a larger nnrnber conld not lie drawvn by ye.ars of
agitation, provided men could lie fonnd weak enougli-or wicked enlon,(gl-to
lead so unholy a crusade ? Il Suppose," says a minister of tlue M. E. Churcli,
ini a late article upon this controversy, Ilthe English (Episcopalian) Chiurch of
this country sluld abolish Episcopacy, renounce its orders, revointionize its
entire econonuy.......what 'wonld lie the resuit ?.... .. ....
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