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The answer is easy. At the HaIlowell Conference, held in August, 1832, a
Committee was appointed to consîder certain communications between the
Wesleyan Missionary Committee in London and the Board of the Canadian
Missionary Society. That Comniittee presented its Rleport on the llth of

Augut. Among otiier recommendations, it contained the following :-"l That
Episcopacy be relinquished, (unless it will jeopard our Church property, or as
soon as it can be legally secured,) and superseded by an Annual Presideney."
In regard to this reconînendation, the Annual Conference p-assed as follow,.s-
"Jiesoived-Thiat this Conférence recomniend the General Conf rence to pass
the 3rd Ilesolution of the R.eport of the Committee on the proposed Union,
*wvhich Resolution reads as follows :-' That Episcopacy be relinquished, (unless
it wvi11 jeopard our Clîurch property, or as soon as it can be legally secured,)
and superseded by an Annual Presidency.' " The action of the General Con-
ference in the preînises; xay be perceived in the followiug note in the Minutes
of the HaIlowell Conference, by the Secretary, 11ev. James Richardson, now
Bishop of the M. X. Churcli-

" The above resolution to, relinquislî Epîscopacy, was recomm..nded to the
consîderation of tue General Conference, by three-fourths of the Annual Con-
ference, and diy concurred in by the «êerai Coniference, as is by tlie Discipline
in sucli cases required.»

Let us examine, a littie farther, the allegation, so oft rcpeated, that the
Union wvas an unconstitutional measure. It has been said, that the Union
-%vas exclusively the act of the Conference, and that the Conference is not the
Church. True, the Conference is not the Church, but it is the only authority
known to Methodism possessing power to legisiate for the whole Connexion.
By the very constitution of Methodisin, the Conference alone can enact rules
bindîng upon the whole ùhurcli. No one ever imagined that the Conference
exceeded its constitutional powers when it sought and obtained separation
froîn the jurisdiction of the American General Conférence; nor did it exceed
those powers wvhen it sought and obtained union %vith the Conférence in

Tigln. fte same authority ratiftced both arrangemients. A late writer bas
said, that Ilseparation fromn the United States wvas constitutional, having the
consent of both, clergy and laity." But what are ve to, understand by "con-
sti tutional ? » The only constitution, apart frola thue New Testament, recog-
nized by Methodism, is its Book of Discipline, aind accordingr te itat the Con-
frcnce is the only authority that can legisiate, for the whole body. Moreover,
the inference froin the above quotation,-that the union had not tlic consent
ofthie laity,-is untrue. Quite asý nany were oppô'sed to separation from, the
Anierican Conférence ini 1828, as viere afterwards opposed to union with the

*" Strictly speaking, tiiere is no Leiù&ioi iii the Methodist Churcli.. .. .. The
(11C is a voluntary aIssoeiationl, aid tin utmost extent, te which aniyting like légi.slation obtains
iii it, is the adoption of prudential regulations, not contrary to, the Word of God, for the guidance
of diose %lxo voluntarily join the Cliureli, and voluntarily reinai» in it. It is only, therefore, i»
an aw.,în(Ilnodated and very Iimited sense, that the terni legqùimtv is empdoyed ta, distinguish, any
body iii the Methodist Chureli." So far as that Churcli is concerned, "lthe power of higisiation,
in iý iiiodified sensc, lias ben, fromn t-.c beginning, invcsted solcly in the Conference
of iitr.
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