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At conference I asked him why he had not written.  He said, “You painted 
things so dark, I thought it was not worth while.”  I said, “I did that on purpose to 
arouse you.  If there were reasons why I should not make the change which I had 
not considered, I desired to know them – and I wanted you, looking from the other 
side, to state them.”  “Well, I thought from what you said, it would be useless – and 
so did not write.” 

Thus ended my one year on the circuit, and my last year in the itinerancy.  I 
bade the friends farewell and left for conference.  But few of them knew of my 
intentions.  They expected me back on the circuit for another year, but in this they 
were disappointed. 
 

 
Chapter 21 

 
Conference in Williamsport 

Secured My Dismissal 
 
 I went to conference, which met in Bennett Street Evangelical Church,1 
Williamsport, Lycoming County, Thursday, March 8, 1877.  Here I handed in my 
report of the year’s work for myself and colleague as usual, and on Saturday 
afternoon I asked for an honorable dismissal from that body – which was granted 
me by a unanimous vote.  The dismissal also had a recommendation attached to it, 
recommending me to any Christian body to whom I might present it.  Thus ended 
my connection with the Evangelical Association, March 10th, 1877.  I had now been 
in the itinerancy eighteen years and six months – though I had traveled but 
seventeen years and six months, having located for one year to care for father, after 
mother’s death.  Thus I gave the itinerancy a fair trial, and had considerable 
experience in the work and workings of the church. 

 They are an aggressive church, and have doubled their membership in these 
years.  But many changes have taken place, and comparatively few who were in the 
active ministry when I entered conference are there now.  Some are on the retired 
list, and a number have passed over to the promised land.  I had become widely 
known in the church and had many ties, acquaintances and friends in it – which 
must all be, to some extent at least, severed in leaving.  And while I shall ever have 
a warm feeling for that church and her ministers, as far as I acquainted with them, 

                                                           
1 This class was begun in 1869 by the English-speaking members of First Church on Market Street.  
They worshipped in the Franklin School until erecting a building on the North side of Bennett 
Street, between Parker and Mulberry Streets, in 1870.  The congregation lost the building when 
they sided with the United Evangelicals in the 1894 split.  The Evangelical Association had no 
need of the building, and it was sold and converted to a house.  The property was eventually 
purchased by Lycoming College and the building razed to create a parking lot.   
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yet I made the change considerately, conscientiously and prayerfully – and I never 
regretted it for a moment up to the present time.  My reasons for making the change 
are various, and have already been hinted at, but may be summed up briefly as 
follows: 

 First.  The Lutheran church was the church of my fathers, the church in 
which I was baptized and brought up, and which I should never have left.  I had a 
brother in the ministry, and it had always been father’s ardent desire that I should 
be a member of the church to which he belonged.  On the records of the Lutheran 
church were found the names of most of my relatives living, and in her cemeteries 
sleep most of those who have died.  So I was but going back home, and to my 
friends, in uniting with her.  It was also frequently remarked by outsiders and others 
that I was more of a Lutheran in doctrine, and preached more like a Lutheran than 
like an Evangelical preacher. 

 Second.  I was tired of the itinerancy, and believed in a settled ministry.  I 
put it to a presiding elder this way, while visiting him at his home two years before 
I made the change.  I said, “Brother S_____,2 am I, as a husband and father, 
responsible for the comfort and welfare of my family?”  He said, “Certainly you 
are.”  I then said, “Is it right for me to place the comfort and welfare of myself and 
my family entirely into the hands of another man, who may or may not be interested 
in it as I would be myself?”  He said, “No, certainly not.”  I then said, “That is what 
I do when I become an itinerant preacher.”  He replied, ”No, you do not.”  I said, 
“I certainly do.  Every spring at the annual conference the question is asked, ‘Who 
are the preachers that are willing to travel this year according to the directions of 
the conference and our discipline, and what is their number?’ (See Discipline.)  
Now, if I desire a circuit, I must rise to my feet – signifying that I am one.  And in 
doing so I place myself and my family entirely into the hand of the stationing 
committee – that is, into the hands of the presiding elder.  And he can send me just 
where he pleases, whether it is where I want to go or not, or whether it is where the 
people want me or not.  And yet people and preacher must submit, and neither have 
any redress.  Then too, a presiding elder may be partial and keep his friend on good 
circuits all the time, and another on poor circuits all the time – though I have had 
no reason for complaint on that score, having faired about as others do, yet I know 
it has been done.  True, elders and bishops form the stationing committee – but each 
elder has largely the say as to his own district.”   

His reply was, “Yes, presiding elder timber is getting pretty scarce in our 
conference.”  I said, “It’s not the timber – the men – I find fault with, but the 
principle.”  All the reply he made was, “O, you are getting all befuddled.”   I believe 
it should be a mutual contract between pastor and people, as to whom they serve, 
who shall serve them, and how long.  According to my way of thinking, and it may 
be only my way of thinking, there is too much power placed into the hands of the 
presiding elders.  They have the power to send preachers when and where they 

                                                           
2 Samuel W. Seibert (1824-1913), footnotes for whom appear on pages 119 and 120. 
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please, without consulting preacher or people – and as the committee on 
boundaries, they have the power to divide and cut up circuits to suit themselves, 
and the people have no voice or power in either case. 

 The itinerancy has its advantages, it is true.  (1) All the ministers are sure of 
a field of labor, hence they have no “unemployed ministers.”  (2) Every charge is 
provided with a minister, hence frequent and prolonged vacancies which occur so 
frequently in the Lutheran churches, to the injury of the charge and congregations, 
are unknown to them.  (3) While their ministers do not generally receive large 
salaries, yet they provide for their worn-out preachers, and preachers’ widows and 
orphans, even better than the Lutheran church does.  But with all its advantages, its 
disadvantages are such that I preferred a settled ministry – and therefore left. 

 Third.  A third reason for leaving was that the laity have no representation 
or voice in anything that is done in the church.  And I think that the laity, who must 
furnish all the means for carrying on the work of the church, should have a voice in 
the church and, as some say, as to the management of the affairs of the church. 

 Fourth.  The parity of the ministry.  I think these various ranks and offices 
– as bishops, presiding elders, elders and deacons – are only calculated to excite 
pride, selfishness, envy, jealousy and office-seeking.  They engender strife and 
contention.  And I think we see the effects of it today – in the most terrible strife, 
contention and divisions now existing in that church.  I say, let every man stand on 
his own footing and not be Rev. So-and-so simply because of his office. 

 These are the principle reasons for my leaving the Evangelical Association 
and uniting with the Lutheran Church, her form of government suiting me best.  I 
also differed, as already stated, with them on the doctrine of entire sanctification – 
which ran very high in that church at that time.  Also on baptism: I believed as a 
church we should adopt what we believe to be the most scriptural mode and practice 
that mode only – and not try to cater to the notions of everyone on so important a 
subject, as they do.  I speak on these subjects only as a matter of personal preference 
and faith – and not in a condemnatory spirit.  Having the different Christian 
denominations, with different modes and forms of government, it is the right of 
every one to choose the one which suits him best – and they may assign their 
reasons for their preference, and I have simply done so here.  I would wish a God-
speed to the Church of Jesus Christ – in all her branches.  “In essentials unity, in 
non-essentials liberty, in all things charity”3 expresses my sentiments exactly.  As 
we differ in our views and feelings on these non-essentials, I think it is well that we 
have different churches – and, consequently, a choice in these things. 

 During conference I was appointed to preach in the Mulberry Street M.E. 
Church on Sabbath evening – and did so. 

                                                           
3 Often attributed to various prominent persons, this statement comes from Rupertus Meldenius 
[aka Peter Meiderlin] (1582-1651), an otherwise undistinguished German Lutheran theologian 
and educator in a tract on Christian unity written about 1627 – during the Thirty Years War. 


