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ABSTRACT

A basic premise of this paper is that one’s view
of children and of how they “ocught’ to grow, learn and
be socialized is a reflection of one’s theology. By
this I mean that a person reveals what he thinks of man

and of his standing before God, when he says what ought

to be done in terms of child-rearing and education.
The example of this in my study is John Wesley,
the eighteenth century evangelist. In his sermons, he
not only ‘preached the gospel,’ but alsoc advised
parents on how to raise their children. In addition,
he founded three schools and set out plainly how he
thought they should be run and the children governed.
These thoughts had particular theological assumptions
and it is my contention that Wesley’s assumptions
shared more in common with assumptions held by members
of the Dissenting Church of his parents’ background
than they did with Anglicanism, as expounded first by
Richard ﬁooker. To digress briefly, Hooker spent the
last years of his life defining Anglicanism, not in a
vacuum, but in contradistinction to Puritanism. Though
Wesley was not a Puritan in the strict historical
sense, his theology of man was more in keeping with

those in the eighteenth century who likewise dissented
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from Angllcanism. Hlis view of man then, and
conseqguently of children, and his views about their
upbringing and education, were not truly Anglican at
all but representative of what is termed radical

Protentantisnm.
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Months after I had chosen the subject of John
Wesley and the impact of his tbedlogy upon his ideas
about educatlion, I found myself ?eacting to,iand
resistant)9f, much of what I read in his sermons. 1In a
desire to get‘to the bottom of my reaction, I began to
do some baékground reading about the state of the
English church in the elghteenth centuryl |

In the eighteenth century, thg Anglican Church
reached both 1ts zenith and‘its nadir. Abbey and
Overton capture this ldea describing, the Church as
"high and dry" during this period.(Abbey and
Overton;320> It was hlgh In that 1t tended to
emphasize High Church practises which appealed
primarily to the upper classes, and yet it was at its
zenith in that ltsipréachlng and corresponding defense
of Christianity intended ana succeedéd in putting the
challenges of Deism and Soclnlanism at rest. But an
lntellectualrfocus such as it had was, at best, limited
.in its appeal. Moreover, it tended to become dry and
lifeless in the hands of men less skilled than somepne'
like Bishop Butler. Thusg, the Church also reached its
nadir in that it sat content, failing to reallze that
whl]é on one front it was more than well defended, on

another side it was losing ground.



One of the reasons the Church was losing ground was
that 1t made no effoft to keep pace with the changes,
particularly in terms of population shifts, that wéfe
the result of Industriallzatlon. Instead, 1t left its
parocﬁial boundaries unchanged, thus leaving thousands
of the poor under no ministry at all. rJohn Wesley took
upon himself the implicit challenge these people
presented to tﬁe Church and ﬁade it his life work to
preabh the love of God to them. |

Though Wesley was an ordalneq Anglican priest, he
was notﬁexactly ‘typical.”’ Herloyed the Church and its
high church practises greatly but he felt called upon -
to sacriflce fhese, at least in terms of his own
ministry. These, to him, were the Inessentials; the
fact that God IOVed all men and wanted them to come to
know Him was the only essentlal, and it was this
message then, that he took to the poor, to the
outcasts, both economically and politically, in
England. Where there was no church or whefe the locall
éhurch was closed to Him, he preached in the flelds or
anywhere else he could gef a hearing.

Perhaps the first question one might ask knoﬁing
this much about Wesley is what 1t was that motivated
him. Why did he do the work he did and why, In thls,

was he not ‘typlcal’ among the Anglican clergy of his



day? My thesis ls that Wesley’s theologlical
background, though‘ln name ‘Anglican’ actually drew
heavily frém what was known then as ‘nonconformity,’
" that i1s, from those Christians who dissented from the
Church of England.

I have been tempted to call this influence
Purltan’ because hls forebears were indeed Pdrltans,
- but this is a little mls}eadlng. What Wesley’s
religion shared in common wlth'Purltanism was what
Overton caAIs a family likeness, which is to say that
there were certain leading fgaﬁures that were comﬁon to
both. (Abbey and Overton,314)>. These were “ther
. strictness of life préscrlbed, the abho;renbe of
qeftaln kinds of amusements, the fondnesé for
écplptgral phraseclogy, and above all the lﬁportance
each attached to the distinctlve doctrines of
Christianity" (Ibld.,314-5). Yet there were
significant differences as well, as they make clear, so
another name needed to be found. Folfowing Abbey and
 Overton then, I_will refer to this influence in WQSIey
that haa‘those things in common with Pufitanism, as
~ ‘evangelical.’ ‘It is true that Anglicanism embraces
such evangellcallsm; Just as 1t embraces |
Anglo-Catholicism, but lts very ability td do so is in

1tself a theological statement. For the more rilgorous



or radical groups that came into existence tended to
define themselves in contrést to the existing church
ratherfthan‘ln continuity with it. Anglicanism
differed then, in defining itself as a true reformation
of the Catholic Chufch, as opposed to a reaction ;o it.
‘ This was as‘true for its evangelical faction as it was
for the less évangellcally inclined aﬁong its fold.

My point here ls'tﬁat Wesley, in his theology,
was a radical Protestént or an;’evangellcal’ rather
than an Angllcan. True, he warned his followers that
1f they ever left the Church of Englaﬁd, that God would
leave them, but thé factfthat they did leave underl ines
my péint that the seeds of dissent were already planted
and well-Waﬁered, however unintentionally.
Specifically though,‘I am sayiﬁgrfhat hig views of
children, their upbringing and education, which were a
logical consequence of the view of man he“sharea with
Luther and Calvin,. was more compatible with the views -
of radical Protestantism than it was with Anglicanism.
It was hls'evangellcalfsm, in part a gift from his
parents, that distinguished his ministry and its goals{

My own interest in Wesley is theological. What I
"do not éttempt to do in this paper is to discuss or
evaluate hig ministry, its effectiveness,‘nor the

I

reasons he was led into it. I do not dispute the fact
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- that the thousands or milllons he event&ally preached
to and reached, were not being ’chubched’ by the
Angllican Church of the day. Bernard Semmel, in his
book, The Methodist Revolution, argues that the
revdlutlon so called may have been the Epgllsh
equivalent of the democratic revolution of the
elghteenth centufy, (Semmel,vii> and with thlé too, 1
am not about to argue. My purpose, rather, is to
understand where Wesley fits on the theological
spectrum. I want to understand what he believes, not
in isolation but in the context of what other
Christians believe.

Throughout the paper, several ldeas or terms recur
and it is my use of thége that I want to clarify here.
For instance, I use the terms ‘human nature,”’
nature,’and ‘grace’ and what I am trying to understand
1s what Christlians generally believe about the
relationship of grace and nature/human nature.

The word )grace’ comes from the Gfeek word
‘charis’ which méans unmerited favour. It can and does
refer)to geveral aspects of God’s unmerited favour
'tqwards us; that is, it may be used with regard to the
new birth experleﬁce, our adoption as sons and
daughters, and to our becoming pértakers of the divine

nature. In this paper, I am using it in a wider



context to refer to "the gift by which.man comes to
know and love God in an intimate relationship which is
totally undeserved" (Richardson,245). Richardson adds

that

In this sense, Roman Catholic theology
is accustomed to characterize grace as
supernatural. Nevertheless grace is not
extrinsic to human nature: unless God
had implanted in men an affinity
(emphasis mine) to or aptitude for
grace, grace would be irrelevant to
human nature and not a transformation of
it (Richardsocon, 245).

Where Catholics and the Reformers disagree,
however, is whether or not such an “affinity’ exists.
This then brings us to consideration of what is meant
by the term “human nature.” Catholics believe that
this affinity is implied in saving that man retains the
imago Dei. The Reformers accept no such affinity
believing rather that man is totally depraved._ The
Catholic view, however, means that Thomas Aquinas can
quote Aristotle and find no inherent contradiction
between his “human’ wisdom and revelation. While
revelation will and must inform human nature or wisdom,

because of their common origin, i.e., God, there will

be a relationship.



I call this relationship one of continulfy, and
what I mean bf thig is that thougp human wisdom cannot
anticipate feveletlon, nor can 1trunaide& reach God;
still it has a capacity for pecognrzlng what is
continuous with it. It can recognize what it may not
be able to deflne Another way of putting this might
be to say that human wisdom 1s limited when looked at
from man S perspective but that God and Hls wisdom pxck
up where human wisdom leaves off. In this sense, there
18 actually from our perspective a discontinuity --we
can only go so far--, but from Cod’s perspectlve what
ig partial or limited becomes completed. To plcture
this, a drawing of a clrcle“may be heipful. Half of
the e{rclerls formed by a solid llne, the other half by
a dotted line. The former part would_stand for human
wisdom, the latter for God’s Qisdom. There js
discontinuity between the solid portjon and the dotted
line and yet at the same tlme there is continuity.

'Whaf this affirms is that there is a relationehlpv
then between human.wisdom and God’s wisdom. What this 
avolds and denies is the Calvinistic view thatlpuman
Wwisdom, such as some would argue 1s evident in pagan
thllosophens, Is illusory and not wisdom at all. This
latter view 1s that man has no ‘natural’ or inherent

capaclity for good or wise thoughts, much less slﬁilar



actions; that he is by nature, totally,depraved. While
this view may be hélpful,in so far as it draws
attention to the radical nature.of‘evll of which man is
also capable; what it falls short on is being able to
account for goodness or wisdom found in those other

. than Christians. It is forced into saying that what
people perceive as éood Is not réally'good."This is to
be distinguished from the othér idea which could allow
that what ls perceived as good may not be completely
goed, 1.e., it may be somewhat deficient or
misinformed, yet still be recognizable as good in éome
sense.

. Another related term here 1s that known as common
sense. It has been pointed out‘to me'tﬂat common sense
so-called is not really common after all. Andrthls
point is well taken. | It is true that not many have
It. But we may ask, why is this the case? Is it
becéuse man is totally depraved, i.e.,because he does
hot have the capacity for lt,.or because Be does not
develop the capaclity he has ’b& ﬁature,; as part of theh
remalns of the imago Dei? |

The Biblical view expresséd in Proverbs favors. the
latter understénding. In Proverbs é, fbr example, -
wisdom and folly are contrasted as 1$sulng‘forth the

gsame call to men, ‘whoever is simple, let him turn in



here, to him who is without genge, she says...;“ The
assumptlion 1s that man is ‘without sense,’” at least to
begin with, though he is not without the capacity for
gaining 1t. Common sense, wlsaom or inslght, are not
merely gliven in the sense tbat‘they afe part of ‘human
nature,’ but they are glfts that may be recognized as
being from God and are avallable to thosezwho seek for
them. They have strings attached, only in so far as
they require that one pursue them dllléently if one.ls
to find them. |

This view is attractive In that 1t accounts for
the guestlon why common sense is not so common, and why
pagans have some measure of wisdom. They have sought
for It and tberéfore have insights that are not
necessarily common at all. Socrates implies this in
The Republic, when he applauds Adelmantus, saylng
there 1s something truly divine in being able to remain
unconvinced by his own argumengs in favour of
injustice.

To return to the question of definitions, when I
spéak of ‘human nature,’ I will be differentlating
human nature as Catholics understand it that qetalns a
freedom to respond to God and a capacity to participate
in .goodness and human nature as the. Reformers

understood it, which recognize no such capacity for
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fesponse nor ‘free’ acts as such. :Wesley_is somewhat

, enlgmatlc,rln that he denies any capacity for good in
man, any good impulses being evident of CGod’s
particular working Lnra person, as distinct from any
general working in Euman nature, but, he believes in ;
free will. His key phrase is that man does not use the
grace he has to respbnd, and yet the éroblem with this
is namlhg Just what it 1s that is supposed to enable
one to make use of the grace available. If it is not ;'
capaclity, is 1t still something of man’s rather than |
God’s which respohdé? I do not think Wgsley adequately
anéwers this qﬁestioh.

The intentlion then, of the first chapter of‘my.
theéls:is to look ‘at Wesley’s theology, in light of the
doctrinal differehces of Anglican and Catholic on the
one hand, and those of the more radical Protestants,
what I will call,’evangelical’ on the other. Many of
these dlfferences ére vague or subtle in that they may
only show themselves in tendencies or, to a greater or.
lesser degree. These differences Aremwhat I want to
explore.

In chapters two and three I will show why I think
his theology wa$ the primary influence upon his ideas

of childhood and education, respect}vely. My
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conclusion will focus on summarizing Wesley’s theology

and its implications for education.

~



John Wesley was born in 1703, the son bf Samuel
and Susannah Wesley. Hig parents were from
Dissenting stock, yet both, lndependently,.had turned
from the,Diséentlng Churéh, té become memberé of the
Church of England. Wesley’s father,; became '‘an ordained
priest of that church. Yet, the influence of their
upbringing oﬁtslde'of the Church of'Enéland was not so
easily léft behind and thus Wesley’s own upbringing had
more in common with nonconformity of‘his day than it
did with the more easy-going ways of Anglicanism. - It
is said, for instance, that although Susannah expressed
her rerigion:w{thin the framework of Anglicanism, her
emphases were largely those whlcﬁ she cérried over‘from

nonconformity (Wood,28).

Her carefully ordered timetable, her
regular times set apart for meditation
and self-examination before God, her
. keeping of a gpiritual Jjournal or

day-book, her observance of the strict
Puritan Sabbath --thegse were all part of
her ‘method” of life, to use the Puritan
key-word which was current long before
John Wesley began his work (Wood,28).
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These same emphases.can be seeﬁ in her son’s life;
moreover, in reading Wesley, one is struck by his
Pufitan, (specyfically seventeenth century?
understanding of such things as human nature,
the Church, what it means to live the Christian llfe,
efc., as distinct from the Anglican understan&ing of
them, which of course, prevailed in the eighteenth
century church which he sought to inf]uence. While
temperément'may have pla&ed a part, in that Wesley was
natural]yygn'ascetlc kind of personality, it is my
contention that Reformed theology rather than
temperament was the‘prlmary inf}uence in his beliefs.
The question now presents itself, what is meant by
Reformed or evangellical or nonconformist theology as
distinct from Anglican theology and how was each or
either egldent in the Church of England of the

eighteenth. century.
Elohteenth Century Apalicanism
By the eighteenth century, the Church of England
finally became the ‘established’ church and hence its
mission changed from one of mere survival to that of

defending its understanding of the faith in a very

rationalistically oriented day. This century was the
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Age of Reason, and the Church, for good and for ill,
found itself defending the truths of Christianity which
the intellectuals of the day were questlioning. Its
‘preachers, therefobe, sodght to prove that Christianity
was sot‘enly reasonable but-probable and that any other
position was intellectually indefensible. 1Its religion |
was one of the head rather than of the heart. It
feared “zeal,’ and yet did gso with good reason, for
zeal was associated with,éu;itanism‘and the soclal
upheaval of the seeenteenth century.

John New, differentiating Anglicanism from
Puritanism at that time, called Angllicanism e‘rellgloh
of ‘aspiration’ and Puritanism, e'rellglen of
‘perspiration’ (New,104) and this still held true a
century later, 1n‘terms of the preaching that prevailed
‘inside the Church of England'and outside of li.. Thoﬁgﬁ
these terms are not mutually exclusive, they are
indicative of differing emphases in worshlp and
practise. Thus, regardlng Angllcanism, at its best in
the person of someone 1like Archbishop Tillotson(1),

"men found exactly what suited them —--their own
thoughts raigsed to a somewhat higher level and
expressed Just ‘'in the manner which they would most
espire:to lmltate" (Abbey and Overton,115>. For

instance, Tillotson made a constant appeal on all
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matters of religion to reason: "that all preeepts are
reagonable and wise, requiring such duties of us as are
suitable to the lighf of our'nature, add (which)> de
approve themselves to the best reason of
mankind..."¢(Ibid.>. This emphasis on reason, however,
also led Tillotson "to regard with profound distrust
ali assumptions of any glft of spiritual discernment
distinguishable from ordinary powere of
understandlng“(ibld;,119>. A centuryelater, George
MacDonald(2> made the comment that "rellgion is nothing-
if it be not the deepest common sense" (Helﬁ,iBO) and
what both men wefe afflrming theologically was that
they belleved that grace fulfilled nature or that there
was gome kind of continuity between the two, as opposed
- to the idea that the two were in tension or opposed.
’Thie was the Anglican view and also‘the Roman Catholic
one, to some extent influenced by Thomas Aquinas, but
it was certainly not the Puritan or the nonconformist
view, nor was it John Wesley)s; |
New describes the difference this way.' He aréues
that while‘Angllcens and Puritans Qabied minutely in
their measurement of man‘s fall at the'Fall, their
answers 1nvolved different views of human nature 1n
general .(New,6) The Anglicans believed that "though

Adam’s Fall had emasculated his spiritual capability,
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not every faculty for good had beeh crushed out of him.
Man was sorely wounded with sin, but not so critically
as the Puritans claimed" (New,6>. While o:lglnal sin
80 limlted man’s understanding that he became
spiritually impotent, all his efforts being
insufficlent for salvation, ghe*Fall had not erased é
natural ability to reason. "Anglicanism allowed man an
un}mpalred power of natural reason, natural reason
being the capacity to judge and to perform good and
evil as reckoned by a moral order in the

world" (New,6-7>. For examplé, the way in’which God was
gseen to work in mén was as Bishop Jeremy |
Taylor(1613-67> said, "by heightening and lmproving our
natural'faculties";Betténson,SiZ). Earlier, Richard "
Hooker(1554-1600>, in expounding the Anglléan poé;tlon,
‘providéd a defense of reason, arguing thaé whfie,"the
basis of all things is the Word of God, and that Word
1s suprgmély to be found in the Holy Scrlﬁtures, |
...thig is not the only Word of God_to man, and to all
His other words also we ought to be attentive“ ‘
(Neill,122-3). Angllcané believed that reason, the
Cbufch, and Scripture " were these ‘other wdrdsf and
that they acted togethef to check and to‘balahce‘oné
another" (M. Marshall,73). rBecausé of this idea that

God could speak through our reason, especially when
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reason was ln lIts rightful relationship to God, talk of
speclél spiritual faculties was superfluous. It was
this understanding that lay behind Tillotson’s.dlstruét
of such claims.
Returning specifically to the relationship of

~ nature and grace, the Cathollc Rahner puts 1t this way.
He says, "hqmah nature is élwags summoned to grace.;.
in which alone it finds its real goal, without which it
is lpso facto in a state of wretchedness.“ He adds

that "the naturalness of'a thing increaseg in direct,
| ﬁot inverse propértlon to the ’neaéness"of God’s
creative causality" and that when a man rejects God’ s
offer, he is not preserving his nature but gorruptlng
it (Réhner,333,332,333). To saY then that grace
fulfiigs nature, is to say that there is a continuiﬁy
between nature and grace, continuity, ﬁot in the
‘b}aspbemous sense that mén can reach grace through
unalded nature, but in t;e sense tbatia man’s deepest
longings and aspfratlons are not completély evil but
find their fulfilment in, or are sgnctifled by, grade.
- We can understand‘éomething of the goodness of God
becéuse of our own, albelt.l;mited understanding of
good and evil. GCrace, operatiﬁg in ug through hatural
longings does ndt:go against our nature but ‘restores’

it. By this is meant that man is reinstated with God,
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given back‘the dignity he had prior to the Fall. In
short, as Catholic theology states, God, in forglvlng
man, generously-res£ores to him every gift he had lost
(Smith,se). There was a measure of self-lnterest then
in obeyiﬁg the Gospel. HNo doubt a text 'such as
Proverbs 11:17 would have been used to affirm thls view
-for it says: "A man who is kind benefits himself, but a
cruel man hurts:himself "(RSV). |

Ideas such as these,rhowever, were anathema to
Puritanism.and to evangelicalism as undersﬁood'by
Wesley. Calvin, whom the Puritans often quotéd, wrote

~ about man and the effects of original sinzin thig way:

Therefore original sin is seen. to be an
hereditary depravity and corruption of
our nature, diffused into all parts of
the soul.... For our nature is not
merely bereft of good, but is so’
productive of every kind of evil that it
cannot be inactive. ...Whatever is in_
man, from intellect to will, from the
goul to the flesh, is all defiled and
crammed with concupigcence

- (Bettenson,213).

Similarly, in the English Westminster Confessioﬁ of
Faith (1643), part six, concernlng the Fall of Man, it
i's stated:

Cur first parents ...so became dead in
sin and wholly defiled in allzthe
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faculties and parts of soul and body.
They being the root of all mankind, the
guilt of this sin was imputed, and the
same death in sin and corrupted nature
conveved, to all their posterity...
whereby we are utterly indisposed,
disabled, and made opposite to all good,
and wholly inclined to evil..

(Bettenson, 245>

In the Puritan understanding, the rglaﬁion of éfacé to’
nature was not at all a happy one. Aerew puts it,
"grace was locked in a struggle with nature, ultimately
‘suré of victory but temporarjly beset by powerful |
opposition." He adds, "as gréce came to grips with
nature, sSo Purltanréthlcs came to grips with the world,
taking stock of its ways in order to subject them to
the ways of righteousness" (New 84). |

Phillp Greven, writing about the piety of such
Christians also uses the imagery of warfare. Greven

sSays:

The temperaments of evangelicals were
dominated by a persistent and virtually
inescapable hostility to the self and
all of itgs manifestations. Thus ‘
evangelicals were preoccupied with ways
to abase, to deny, and to annihilate
‘their own enduring sense of self-~worth
and sel fhood, convinced that only by
destroying the self could they conform
absolutely to the sovereign will of God
(Greven,12-13).
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These two very different views of the relatlonéhip of
grace and nature, of course led to similarly different
understandings of the chprch and its misslon. The
tendency in Anglicanism, with its more eppcov1ng
picture of human nature was towards maintaining the
-gtatus quo, while the Puritans, and others like Wesley
who shared some of their theology, were ever zealous to
reform. The Anglicans, in their view of the church,
were . closer to the Roman Catholics, who accepted that
the vislble church on earth was not identical with the
invisible church. It accepted that "slnners are
members of the Church, so that the Church is a Church
of slnners" but at the same tlme, it held on to the
idea that the Church "is never so disfigured by sin
that the Spirit animating C(her) would cease to be
historically perceptlble in her.' Eoreover, the sins
of the Church never dleclosed the essential nature of
the Church (Rahner,213). This traditional dichotomy
between the visible and the 1nvislble church was
accepted by Anglicans, and the Puritan view, that tne
two were the same, rejected and feared; it was feared
because the Anglicans saw 1ﬁ the Puritan emnhasis; a
natural progression towards separatism (New, 43). o
On the negative side, the Anglican Church in the

"eighteenth century, given lts beliefs, was éubJect to
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lts own particular abuses. Atrlts best, in someone
like Tillotson, 1t provided a mofivatloﬁ, perhaps evén
a hunger after saintliness, but at its worst, it tended
to reinforce a satisfaction with self. L.P. Curtis
says of the clergymen thatr"they did not ask ﬁoo much
of people "(Curtlis,46). Theyrbglleved and pbeached%
that "sufely God’s commandments were not grievous; and
more, they were silmple and few." "God," they tended
to believe, "did not require‘from a man more than what
he Qas able to perform ...any more than his best and

. most hearty endeavors“(Curtls,Ss); Wakeman concurs,

sayling that

“the fallure of the clergy lay in the
fact that they were not superior to
their times. ...They did not attempt
either to be saints themselves or make
saints of others. But they gave a
willing and helpful hand to their
parishoners, over the stiles in the path
of life, and were content if they were
able to preserve them from the grosser
sing" (Wakeman,435-6).

Overton completes the picture saying, "so long as
moralists dwelt fondly upon self-interest and
expedience, and dlvings descanted upon the advantages
of the safe side; so long as the ldea of‘goodnessvwas

half supplanted by that of happiness... Christiaﬁlty

and Christian ethics were inevitably degraded" (Abbey
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and Overton,145). This then was the state of the

church and its thinking of it in the time of John

Wesley.

, e

In a sermon called, "Manners of the Present Times,"

Wesley argued that the charaéter of the English nation
was ’ungodlineés’ and his reasohing‘gives a strong hint
as to his theology of nature and its relation to grace.

He says,

‘“in the last age (meaning the last
century), many ...made so large a
profegsion of it (godliness), that the
nation in general was surfeited, and at
the Restoration, ran headlong from one
extreme to the other. It was then that
ungodl iness broke in upon us as a flood,
and when shall its dire waves be
stayed?" :

Further on, he asks his hearers, "but 1f the Lord of
the universe is against us, ougﬁt:wé not to care”
(Wesley,XI,162>? It is a curious comment to say that
the natlon was surfelited with godliness but it is
revealing in that jt reflects the assumption that
ﬁagure and grace are engaged in a war. Though some

might see it asian example merely of reform and

reaction, it seems also to reflect the view that grace
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is against nature, in that 1t assumes that when nature
hag had ’gnough;’ it reacts, ’1n.a flood.” Whereas the
Anglo4Catholic view would be that grace inépires or has
the effect of making men aspire‘aftgr lt,hWesley
implies that grace creates a reaction to it. To
understand why this is the case,'we,need\to‘look at‘his
understanding of human nature.

Wesley belleved human nature to consist of body
and soul. In contrast to the Roman Catholic view,
wﬁlch as I stated, sees man as having a built-in or
intrinsic affinity for God, Wesley believed that God
creates in each man his own point of contact. Thus,
when St. Paulzgpeaks of‘spirlt, soul and body, he takes
that to mean that the Christian is trichotomous, as
opposed to dlchdtomous. ’The‘Chrlstlan receives from
outside, from God, a discernment of Him, by means of
this third part, his spirit. This is then why Wesley
says that the natural man cannot see God but that God
needs to be spiritually discerned via a new class of
spiritual senses. God, in Wesléy’s view, does not
witness to our feelings or natural éapacities |
<Williams,49), which is the view that the Roman
Catholics take. To picture'this, we could say tﬁat the

Roman Catholics believe that God works from within to
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restore man’s nature whereas Wesley believes God works
from without. |

Although this is how I picture it because of
Wesley’s dléhotomous/trichotomous distinction, Wesley
pictures it in an opposite way. Thué,rln one germon in

which he discusses ‘dress,’ he says that

there is a direct contrarity C(as little

as we may suspect 1t) between outward,

and this inward, adorning; and that,

both with regard to their source, and

with regard to their tendency. As to

their source, all that adorning springs

from nature; a meek and quiet spirit,

from grace.

in this same sermon, Wesley contlnues, saying ﬁhat

“any celebrétion, (such as the curliqg pf hair or the
wearing of ruffles or Jewellry), is to be avolded as
hurtful to one’s soul" (Wésley,XI,469—8). Here he
speaks of the working of grace reflecting an inward
adorning that is opposed to nature which expresses
itself negatively in outward adorning. There is
tension between the two within a person. This
unders%anding differs agéin from the Catholic one which
focuses on the integration of human nature via grace.
The Iimplication in terms of Wesley’s illustration of

dress then would be that the natural desire for

‘celebration of nature,’ i.e., curling of hair,etc,
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would be balance by or heid 1h check by grace. Natural
desire of this type would not then be negated as
inherently wrong or bad, as s stated by Wesley.
Instead, the view afflrmed would hearken back to the
Incarnation, seeing it as its reference point for by 1t‘
God took upon Himself human nature and affirmed its
possibilities for restoration. What He did not do wasr
to negate it or do away with it, creating as it were,
‘another point of contact’ with man.

In‘his view of human nature, Wesley was at one
with the Reformers, Luther and Calvin. Their view was
that human nature was totally depraved and for Weéley
this meant the total loss of man’s moral image, that is
his ability to know God and to love Him, and the‘
corruption of his natural image by which he meant a
man’s natural capacities, through which he might come
to knowledge of God. Once again, this Qlew differs
from the Catholié understanding, but in degree rather
than in kind. The Catholic ihebloglan, George Smith
refers to the "heresy of Luther, which ...1ssued in a
pessimistic theology exaggerating the effects of
original sin, and which presented human human nature as
Intrynsically corrupt." The result, as he saw i£ was
that it left Buman reason powerless to know God

(Smith,2). Notice the focus here. While affirming



26

original sin, Smith éngues that man is8 not
{ntrlnslcally corrupt, at least not totally so. He
retains an affinity for God. The focus is not so much
on the radical nature of his depravity nor on .the
rédléal 1mpotence~of the’hﬁman mind as on the féct that
man‘’s dlsordéred passions and the‘many distractions of |
material things, hamper and retard him in his pursuit
of religious knowledgg; (Smith,5> Also implied is the
idea that God can be known to man through man’s natural
capacity for knowledge,'througb ﬁls ability to
‘understand cause and effect. Wesley rejected this, and
natural theology, belleving that God had to create the
point of contact.

While Wesley was at one with C&lvin in asserting
the total depravity of human nétqre, centrér to his
understanding of free will was the idea of prevenient
grace. This ldea went back to Augustine who believed
that "a man’s free choice avails only to lead him to
sin, if the way of truthrbe hiddenAfrom him" and that
"the human will 18 divinely aided towards the doing of
righteousnéss by the gift of thé Holy Spirit, through
which there arises in his heart a déllght in and a love
of that unchangeable Good which is God" (Bettenson,54).
With these ideas, Wesley agreed, but‘he differed with

Augustine on one crucial polnt. Whereas Augustlné,
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' sald regarding prevenlent gréce, “that 1t is God who
makes them to will the good..."'¢Ibld.,55). Wesley
belleved that man had, and could exercise, free will
with respect to wheﬁher he would respond‘fo God’s;
prevenient grace or not. He viewed whag'men commoniy
call “natural consclence’ as evidence of prevenient
grace; 1t wasrnot ;natural’raf all but supérnatural.
He believed that "all the drawings’of the Father;‘the
des1rgs affer God, which if we yield to them increase
more and more, all that light wherewith the Son of -God
eniightenetﬁrevery one that cometh ;nto tﬁe
wopld"(Wesley,VI,44) were part of God’s prevenient
gracé rather than part of man’s inherent nature. In
another sermo;, “On Original Sin," he confirms this,
saying that any evidénce bf *good motions found in
men’s hearts were the effects‘of God’g striving with
men" (Ibid.,57). While this may sound contradictory
as though he is agreeing with Augustine, the key word
In the former quotation Is “yield.” Yes, God is the
source of all good in man, but man retains the freedom
to yield. Or, more accurately, part of God’s gift of
grace to man is such freedom. The diffgrence between
Augustine and Wesley here is that Augustfne says God
makes men t5 will the good, which is deterministic,

whereas Wesley bellieves that God’s grace provides all
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that I8 necessary for a positive response but that
ultimately man declides whetﬁerrto vield -or not.

~ While any mention of free will, then'and—now,

raises the specfre of Pefaglus, Wesley was not a
Pelagiap in so far as Pelaéius said, "we are begotten
as well without virtue as without yice, and before the
activity of our own personal will there is nothing in
man but what God has stéfed in him* (Bettenson,53).
Wesley woula have no part of this rejection of original
sin; thils waé not what it meant to say that man waé
made in the image of God. | 7

What Wesley intended by thé use of this term wés
that man is capable of God, not in the Cathollc sénse
that buman nature has an istrlqsic affinity for God but
that man is so)constltuted that hercan be chénged from
. being dichotomous to trichotomous. When man respondé
to Cod, he becomes spirit, soul and body; what wag dead -
in him, that is his‘splrlt, néw is made alive. The
result of this parallels what Catﬁolic theologyrsays,is
the case, that ls, that grace restores what WES’Iost by
the Fall. Wesley specifies that it is man‘s moral
image that is thé true image of God and that it isrfhis
then wh;ch is restored in maﬁ, maklngAﬁim capable of

righteousness and true holiness. (Williams,49) i will
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be returning to the Implications of this vlew-further
on, in the discussion of sanctlflcatlion.

The other way in which he differed from Pelaéius
wag in the fatter’s view that something was stored in
. man. Wesley argued that one df the general diseases of
human nature, with which every man is born, was
atheism; he rejected any notlion that man somehow hadian
innate idea of God. This ldea came from John Locke but
it was equally affirmed by his observation of human
natdre.m Wesley liked the énélogy that just as there is
no natural langqage which a child wouid learn if.left
tolh;mself, 8o too was there no religion that was
- natural to man. All knowledge, he believed, came’to
man via his senses (Wesley,VIII,13), and this included
spiritual knowledge which he believed came through
special spiritual senses. For example, Wesley said
that "original sin was a truth of revelation known only
to grace-healed eyes and that heathens were ignorant
of their total depravity." Like Locke he argued that
‘“the existence of the creatures demonstratively shows
the existence of their Creator," but he believed that a
‘“veil of flesh now hides him from any sight" and he
asks "who is able to make it transparent'(Ibid.,197>?
The answer for Wesley was obvious,ronly Cod could

remove the veil.
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Given his bremlsé that man has no lnnate ideas,
natural theology could not foliow. But again this Qiew
stands in contrast to the Anglican and Catholic view
which agsumes something innate in man and from which
then, natural theology follows. In dlscussinétthe
-definition of’proof for the ex}stence of God, Rahner

"brings alive the Catholic notion, saying,

1

its final purpocse 1g not to convey
knowledge from without with an object
previously quite unknown and therefore
of no interest to him, but rather to
convey the reflex consciousness that
always and everywhere in his spiritual
existence man has dealings with God;
....it deals with what everyone has
alwavs known..."(Rahner,416-7).
(emphasis mine)

Tillotson followed this view, from which naturally
followed the dlstfust of speclél spiritual senses, that
bore no relation to naturalenes. Thig latter view, of
course, was Wesley’s view and Lt too proceeded

logically from hig view of human nature and grace.

Wesley says:

And seeing our ideag are not .innate,...
it Is certainly necessary that you have
senses capable of discerning objects of
this kind (i.e., things of God): Not
.those only which are called natural
senses, which' in this respect profit

nothing, as being altogether incapable



31

of discerning obJects of a spirltual
kind; but spiritual sengseg, exercised to
‘discern spiritual good and evil. It is
necessary that you have the hearing ear
and the seeing eve, emphatically so

called; that you have a pew clags of .
genses opened in your soul, not
depending on organs of flesh and
blood... to be the avenues to the
invisible world...(Wesley,VIII,13).
(emphasis mine>

‘Because of his view of human nature, Wesley also
differed from the Anglicah view on thé subject of
‘reason.’ While he held 1t in esteem, belleving reason
and religion to go hanq 1n:hand, at“the same time,
reason was only as‘good as whét it had to work'wlth;
that is, unless reason were properlf informed by the
senses,'lt waé not of much help, at least .in so far as
love of God or love of one’s neighbour was concerned.
This does not mean that Wesley waé a rationalist |
because for him reason was not a source of revelation
~or criterion for truth but rather the faculty that
ordered th; data of experience.

But this was not an Anglican belief; it was more
properﬁy Puritan, deriving from,theirAView of man.
Interestingiy enough, both Anglican and'Pgritan woﬁld‘
‘attribute the source of man‘s love, l.e., In the form
of'ﬁls understanding of natural duties and obllgationé

_ to his neighbour, to God. Wesley, following the
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Calvinists claimgd that it was God’s grace in a.man,‘
addlﬁg, wﬁlch the man had chosen or had made use of,
that perhitted him to love, or was the origin of such
love”’ whereés Angiicans and Catholics attributed it to
the image of God still existing in a man. Thomas
Aquinas is very plain about thl%. Followling Aristotle,
he éaid,“Now it ls natural to all men to love each
other. The mark of this is the fact that é man, by
some natural promptihg, comes to the éld of any man in
ﬁeed,.even 1f he does not know him. For instance, he»
may~ca11 him back from the wrong road, help him up from
a fall and other actions like that: “as 1f every man
were naturally the fémillar and friend of every manl'"
Whilé Aquinas may be sald to overstate the case saying
i£ is natural to “all’ men to‘love one another, the “
point still holds if we alter “all’ to “some.” What he
wants to affirm is that divine law was offered to men
as an ald to natural law. (Aquinas,Pt.II,128)

On the other hand, Wesley did allow that God had
given man reason as a guide "in order to understand and
to discharge our ordinary relatlve duties; —--the duties
of parents and chlldren, of husbands and wives, and of
maéters and’servants... and all the duties of common
life" (Wesley,VI,355). But at the same time, he argued’

in "The Case of Reason Considered," that "as reason
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‘cannot produce éhe love of God, so nelther can 1§ _
produce the love of our neighbour; a calm, | |
dlslntereéted benevolence to evefy'chlld of man. ‘This’
earnest, steady good-will to our fedlow—creatures never
flowed from any fountain but gratitude to our 7
Creator"(Wesley,VI,359). Wesléy here distinguished
between a natural knowledge of,thies towards one’s
neighbour and love for one’s—nelghbour: The difference
between Wesley and Aquinas at thi; point seems to be
“that whereas Aqﬁinas stresses the continuity between
divine lawrandlnatural law,;Wesley stresses the
discontinuity.

Hooker, shedding 1ight on-tge Anglican view which
denied total depravity, sald that tﬁere were dutles and
obligations that one could know as such and that God’s
‘grace sefved to strengthen man and make him capable of
doing what the natural law of his nature made clear as
his bounden duty énd gervice.(J. Marshall,118-9) - Thus,
following Aquinas, there was continuity between natural
obligations and love for one’s neighbour. The Puritan
view however, allowed for no such continuity believing
.that "unaided man had no insight into human duties and
obligations"(lbld.,llé);’ onl? God reveéledrtheée and
He did so in the Scripture. Wesley, following thé

Anglicans, gave a place to reason regarding a man’s
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knowledge of some natural duties, but following the
Puritans, he saw an unbridgeable gap between such
natural law and what God required of a man from the

Scriptures.

Wesley on Justificati nd jcation

- Regarding the doctrines of justification and
sanctification, Wesley’s views agaln partake of
elements from both Puritanism and Catholicism.’
According to J.S. Marshall, the Puritan view on
Justification was that man was not restored to any
former or true staté,‘but that he was ’fbrélven.’ Alan
Richardson elaborates on-this, saying that the -
Reformers, with thelr doctrine of imputation,
challenged the mediaeval‘understaﬁding of infused
grace. Instead they "stressed gratultous pardon based
on the imputation of Christ’s righteousness to fhe,
believer" (Richardson,289>. By this they"meant man was
not actually made righteous but that God,“rathef,
cancelled his punishment and treated him as if he were
righteous, though in actual fact he was not a better
man for God’s grace and kindness. The great error was
to think tbat even with His help a man could become

righteous. (J. Marshall,118) Not only was a manﬁt
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‘pardoned and glven peace wlth God; but he was "lnwardly
changed from the lmage of the devil fo‘that imaée of
God wherein he was éreated" (Wesley,VII,206),
Similarly, Wesley belleved that man’s piéhteousness was .
not merely impﬁted, man becoming no better than before,
but that justification made a man téuﬂy Just. Wesley’s
position was that in the state of Justlfldatlon, sin
was suspended although not destroyed, but this
qualification was his own and not held by the
Cathollcs. On the other hand, 1lke the Roman
Catholics, Wesley believed in the poésiblllty of
perfection for men, but this he saw as a result of a
gsecond step of faith taken after Justificatioh. In
slight contrast to the Catholic view, Wesley believed
“that at Jjustification, sin was overcome; but not rooted .
out; it was conquered but hothestroyed 7
(Wesley,VII,341). While both bélieved that the
~Justifled man was still open to ﬁhe attacks of sin,
Wesley beliéved that it was'possibie to be “entirely
sanctified’ In an instant, usually, so that a man might
never succumb to such attacksragaln; Once more,
'following the Catholic understanding, such grace as
resulted in sanctiflcation wés seen as being infused .
Into tﬁe bellever rather than imputed. - The Cathollic

view however, was more cautious than Wesley’s. Its
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understanding was that ’perfeétion"was a érocess,‘not
achieved instantaneously, although lts definition was
the same; that is, loving God and our neighbour witg
our whole heart and our whole strength. Moreover,
perfection was a goal that man could only épproach
asymptotically; in othér words, a man might come close
to it but he never actually reached it. For Wesley, in
contrast, perfection was something that God might give
a child as well as an adult. A child could be
‘entirely sanctified’ in so far as it loved God and its
neighbour with éll its heart, soul and mind; for
perfection had to do with being alltlt was possible for
one to be at a given time. Therefére, perfection was
also, in his mind, consistent with "lgnorance; or
mistakes, or infirmities or temptations" (ﬁéln,lSi).
Also, it was actfve, not static, for trQe holiness was
exhibited as a man continued to grow in it and display
its fruits. This helps to explain why it was possible
for a child to have it because its perfection would be
congistent with its ownlbosslbilities and potential
rather than being compared to some external standard of
. perfection. Perfection then was understood in a
relative rather than Lﬁ an ngolute sense by Wesleys it
was relative to the person, but not relative in terms

of degreés. He said, "thére is no perfection of
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. degrees, as it ls,tefhéd; none thch does not admit of
a contlnual increase" ﬁWesley,VI,S). Thus, there was
t9 be no ‘resting upon one’s laurels’ for the entirely
sanctiflied ﬁerson, but as Weéley’s biographer, Robert
Southey(3) remarked, "the term ’perfectioh’ was still
an unfortunate one and Ignbrant hearers taok it for
what it appeared to mean; and what, from the mouths of
lgnorant instructors, it was intended to mean"
(Southey,II,70). Although:Wesley preached this
doctrine with "inconsiderate ardour" at the beginning
| of his career, iater, "he admitted that it did not -
include a power never.to think a useless fhought, nor
speak a useless word'(Ibid.>. Southey’s objection was
that the doctrine actually preached was inconsgistent;
it was ‘imperfect perfection.”

Actually, 1t ls lnrthispdoctrine that Wesley
comes closest to beiné a Pelagian, for Pelagius |
likewise preached that it was only through God’s grace
that a man could do any good work and he said that
"when we say that it ls possible for a man to be
without sin, we are even then praising God by
acknéwledging the gift of possibility which we have
) recelved:" "He it Is thét bestowed this ‘posse’ on us,
and there is. no occasion for praising the human agent

when we are treating of God alone" (Bettenson,53).
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Wesley would not argue with tgis for Pelaglus llkewise
gives all credit to God alone in terms of thg
possibility of perfection but he does differ wiﬁh
. Pelaglus, as I have sald, in that he accebted the
doct;ine of original éin. ;

Perhaps somethiné that needs ts be pointed out
here'is‘that Wesley’s views of justification and
sanctification entailed a grahd vie& of therGod.who
makes this perfection possible in human beings. Wesley
believed that He would do this for everyone and anyone
and that the problem with men waé that they would not
make use of the grace<they.were given. Once again, his
view should be seen in contrast fo discern 1tsr
implications. For exémple, the‘Catholic ldea of

holiness is that

‘I1f a man’s surrender to God grows and
bears fruit, by the grace of God... in
such a way as to become a distinctive
component of the holiness of the Church,
then this Christian holiness attains
that maturity which is known in present
ecclegiastical terminoclogy as a hergic
degree of the theological and cardinal
virtues.,."(Rahner,212). (emphasis mine)

In fact; this is the view of common sense, for it
shows a willlngness to recognize that it is unusual,

perhaps even a miracle, when people display a morality
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that is fér above the ordlnary. The térm,
superercgation, 1s the term which the Cathollcs have
used to name that class of duties that go beyond what
one mlght.ndfmally expect of a man. Works of
supererogation‘are 6nly:poéslble, however, if oné has a
limited sense of wha; a man‘s duty is. The Reformers
rejected the ldea believing as they did that a man’s‘
duty to God was unlimited, not limlited, thus meanling
that it was impossible to have works of supererogation.
Interestingly enough, John Wesley’s f%ther wrote to
remind John, when he Beapd of his son’s abstemious
Eehavlour at Oxfprd, saying, remember, "there is no
such,thing as works of supererogation“(Southey,I,41).
Altbough Wesley’s view reflécted a generoﬁs view
of God, it did so at the expense of his view of man.
What I_mean here is tbat whereas the Roman Catholics
recognized Beroic degrees of virtue or supererogatory
works, they also respected the fact that these were
often spgcial,vocétiﬁns, grace having been given in
varying measure. This is consistent with the parable
of the talents and aléo'With such words of Jesus as,
"to whom much is given, much is required. (Luke 12:48)
Wesley’s concept of God, however, along with his
emphagis on free will and prevenient grace, appears to

make a man more blameworthy, thanrsay, he is in the
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Catholic tradition, because, as I mentioned, he
beiieyed‘that "no man sins bécause herhad not grace but
because he does not use the graée he hath"
(Wesley,VI,512). Grace is available to man and man
then is blameworthy to the extent that he refuses to
"avail himself of It. For example, take Wesley’s view
of the single life; He beglns by quoting Christ who

- says, "all men cannot rebelve th1s saying, buf they to
whom 1t is glven." This would appeér to supﬁort fhe
Catholic‘and Anglican position, that it is not expedted
of all but only of a few. But Wesley turns this around
so:that it better flts with his view of human nature.

He says:

In general, I belleve every man ls able
to receive it when he is first :
Justified. I believe every one receives
this gift; but with most it does not
~continue long., It is not clear, whether
God withdraws it of his own good
pleasure, or for any fault of ours. 1L
incline to think, it is not withdrawn

without some fault on our part
(Wesley,X1,458). (emphasis mine)

Here again is evident Wesley’s understanding of grace

. that far‘from compieting or restoriqg nature, is in
tension with lt.( Alfhough Wesley claimed that he would
not dispute which llfe was better, single or married,

and he did give his approval to Miss Bosanquet when she
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asked for hils blessing regarding marriage to Revérend
Fletcher, it 1= 1nétrUct1ve of how he and his followers
really felt about marriage to observe Mr. Fletcher’s |
reasoning in this matter. He saysxin a letter that he
only felt free to marry when he read that, "Enoch begat
sons and daughters. And Enoch walked W1th God, and was
nof; for God téok him" (Wésley,XI,332). Fletcher
explained in a letter that readlng.this verse made him
realize that one could attaln to the highest degree of
holiness and still be married; only thus did he go
ahead and marry.

Another curious ltem in this nespect‘ls that 1if
singleness is a gift, as Wesley, quoflng Jesus
belleved,lone wonders why 1t was a gift that had'to be
fought for. What kind of,viewrof God is reflected In
such an ldea? Cert&lnly, not a very gracious one.  And
vet, this is what Wesley, in this same paper, put forth
 for consideration 'To be fair, he éays that it is nof
God who will tempt a man having this gift but Satan,
"children of the world and children of God," still, for
two pages, he talks about the kind of negation and
repressionfthat is required, even so far aé avoiding
"all needless conversation, much more all 1ntimacy,
with those of the nther'sex“ (Wesley,XI,461). He

advocates that one, cry out, "My God, and my all, I am
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thine, thine alone! I will be thine for ever. O save
me from setting up an idol in my heart! Save me‘from

: taking any step toward it..."(Ibid.>. Wesley is more
demanding even than Paul on this point, who while
wishing that all were like,himsélf in his single state,
affirmed thaf "each has his own special gift from God"
and that "it is better to marry than to be aflame with
passion." (1 Corinthlans 7:7,9, RSQ5 Agaln,,Wesley’s
view hearkens back to the idea that a saved man was
ruled by two contrary forces, grace and nature, a view

held by the Puritans. (New,51)

ZThe More Excellent Wav’

Becéuse go@liness was foreign to the human spirit,
Wesley believed that people could not be left to
themselves or even to the churches. They needed to be
organized into socleties that met regularly and thét
wouldrkeep a check on people’s spiritualhprogress.
Wakeman says that "practically, Methodism was a
religious order in theﬂChurch of England"(Wakeman,439).~
While this is true In that it had its own speéial rules
and organization, Wesley did not {ntend it to be so.
Hls vislon was not for the few such aé\might be

interested in a religlious orde;, but for the many. He
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called every Christlian to recognize that there was a
‘more excellent way.’ Evepyone was called to what the
Catholics would term works of superefogation, although:
Wesley would not accept the use of that term. And vet,
supererogation is not an inappropriate term in that it
draws attention to two levels of faith, whlqh1Wesléy
;ecognlzed as being in evidence in the churcheé. Theré
were those who did enough to get by (or to get to
heaven or who wére merely ‘saved’) and those wﬁo
followed what Wesley termed ‘the more exceljeﬂt way."
(To give him credit, Wesleyrpealiiéd the dlfflcuity in
frying to appeal to thosé‘whb wefe satisfied és they
were with the “less’ excellent way; g;ven.that there
would be no sorrow or regrets In heaven!)
(Wesley,VII,29) Still, he preached that perfection was
open to alliand that all should expect to be entirely
sanctified, n$ matter whether they were new Christians
or not. | | |

It is often éald that Wes}ey’s great strength was
that §f being an ofganlzer;‘and certainly the growth
‘and spread of Methodlém does owe much to the societlies
he fohﬁded. Yet, their rajson d>etre also seems to pve
something to his view of human néﬁurg. VUndoubtedly, it
is true that when pgople are he{d accounfaple, as he

held them, on a weekly bésis, regarding fheir spiritual
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lives, they are more likely to keep on the straight ahd:
narrow path than be led astray. On the other hand, the
question caé also be raised as to whether such are, by
nature, forelign to a religion that is supposed to be
’pf the heart.’ Wesley, at any rafe; did not think so;
he saw his societies as ’sbiritual helps’ which they no
doubt were, especially to those who had no other
spiritual support system.

The only condition Wesley lald on those wlshlﬁgrto
pecome members of his societies was "a real desire to
save one’s soul“(Southey,II,@S?).‘ Apart from thils, a
person could be -of any denominatlion. The socleties
were not intended to replace the churches; in fact,
their members were enjoined repeatedly to attend church
and to take communion frequently. The aim, as Wesley
saw it was for God to raise up these groﬁps "to spread
scriptural hollness throqghout the land, among people
of every denomination, leaving every one to hold his
own opinions, and.to follow his own mode qf worship.
This could only be done effectually, by leaving these
things as they were, and endeavoring to leaven the
whole nation with that faith that worketh by Ier"
(Wesley,VII,208).

To begin, a person who wanted to become a member

of one of hls socletles was placed ln a class which met
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leader was to visit eaéh peréon during the week for as
Wesley said,.“by this means it was quickly discovered
I1f any of them llved In any known sin. If they.did;
they were first admonished} and, when Judgedr
lnborrlgible, excluded from the society"
(Wesley,VII,207>. Nor was this all. The leaders of
“the socleties, called stewards, were e#pected to meet
the appointed Preachefé of a givendistrict,once a |
quarter, to give an account of their soclieties, and
then once a quarter, fhe principal Preacher in every
circult would examine every member of the‘socigﬁies

therein. "By this means," Wesley said,

if the behaviour of any oﬁe is blamable,
which is frequently to be expected in so
numerous a body of people, it is easily
discovered, and either the offence or
the offender removed in time"
(Ibid.,209)>. ‘

This was a simple task, normélly, in that each
quarter, a person’s ‘ticket’ had to be‘renewed, and 1if
1t were not renewed, he was no longér allowed access.
‘By this means then, Methodism took hold and even George
Whitefleld admitted that the relative inefficacy of his

own ministry was due to a fajlure to organize his

beople similarly.
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societies was not at aii Anglican but Puritan or
radical Protgstant. And New comments that Puritanism’s
concern to weed out the unworthy, reflected its low
view of human nature, and, that its desire for a
restricted communion was linked with its conception of
the Church as composed of converted perédns“ (New,69).
This may havé been Wesley’s reasoning in that he seems
to have had little patlence.wlth those who would hot'
avail themselves of such ‘spiritual helps’ as he and |
God provided; on the other hand, his desire to leéven
the lump of the church alsq recalls the 1dealrsm or the
longings of Martin Luther. .

Like Wesley, Luther struggled with the tenéion'
between the iﬁvisible and the visible cﬁurch. Hé
longed that the‘two be the same, as the Puritans later
attempted to effect, buf eyentually hersettléd on a
middle way, often referred to as ’ecclesio}a in
ecclesia,’ or little churches within the church,
wbereby true believers could assemble in ﬁ;ivate homes
apart from regular church times. (Bff&ge,lli)‘ Luther.
said, "the right kind of evéngeliéal order cannot be
exhiblted among al} sofﬁs of people. But those who are
determined to be Christians... must enroll themselves‘

by name and meet apart for prayer and reading, to
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baptize and take the sacrament." "But," he added, "I
have not yet the right people for it" (Ibid.,110).
Luther recognized the weakness of people and could not
bring himself to exclude them from the church; thus he
settled on the territorial idea of the church. Wesley
tried to have the best of both worlds, leaving the
Anglican Church as it was, while establishing what
amounted to ‘ecclesiolae in ecclesia.’ While this was
managed during Wesley’s lifetime,. eventually, the
Methodlstsitook thelr bellefs to thelr logical
conclusion and opted to sgparate.

While Wesley differed from the Puritans in that he
did not attempt to change the Anglican gnderstandlng of
the churbh, he was similar to them in that he felt
called to police those enrolled in his socletles. In
'some respects, it 1s difficult to know whether this
reflected a low view of human nature or a more vivid
understanding of the work of the devil, or perhaps,l
both at once. Wesley’s comments abodé the neéd‘for
visiting people weekly, and then agaln quarterly, given
the liklihood of finding siﬁ,‘fecéll his rdeas‘aﬁout
the single life and the battle with self and Satan that
ought to be expected. In any event, he certainly went
_further than Paul or Jesus in his conception of such

groups and 'in terms of their .intrusiveness.
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Aslide froﬁ the fact éhat the thought of being the
member of such a weekly group wherein I would be
interrogated as to the state of my soul and asked to
confess my sins is somewhat repellent, I also‘fqund
mysélf reacting negatively to Wesley’s equation of
renunciation of worldly pleasures with his “‘more
excellent way’ or true holiness. Once agalin, I see
this as a—Puritan or nonconformist leaning rather tﬁan
an Anglican one, reflecting a different view of
Scr{pture and reason.

The Anglican view was that one looked to the Bible
for what it said concerning salvation but that man wés
left to use his reason concerning things pertaining to
life, on‘whlghithe Bible took no stand. Thus, they saw
"no harm in worldly pleasures;mbodlly adornment,
dancing, Sunday sports, stage plays and the 1like were
perfectly seemly" (New,22). The Puritan view, on the
other hand, was that such things were wrong because
they were not recommended in Scripture. Wesley was a
Puritan when it came to worldly éleasures'and in his
sermon, "The More Excellent Way," he talks about there
‘being two orders of Christian. Tbe first order, in
terms of how he describes them; is clearly an example
of one who accepted the more Anglican ways.‘ He does

not dispute that the person is a Christian but he also
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indicates that he does not approve of him or his way of

life. He says of such a one:

The one lived an innocent 1ife,’

conforming in all things, not sinful, to

the customs and fashions of the worlds;

doing many good works, abstaining from

.gross evils, and attending the

ordinances of God. They endeavored, in

general, to have a conscience void of

offence in their behaviour but did not

aim at any particular strictness, being

in most things like their neighbours

(Wesley,VII1,28). i
Wesley seems to have been almost preoccupled by the
visible manifestations of holiness, not that
Christianity is not to be reflected in a visible
" manner, but this emphasis may ignore the fact that Just
ag .veast in the dough is unseen, or salt on the food is
unseen, so too, the work of God is often not visible
nor is it always audible.

Wesley is notzcomfortable with the idea that
something good might very well beiaccompllshed by such
people, who, on the outside, are “in most things like
their neighbour.” Although he agreed that his people
were not to separate themselves, for how then would
they have any influence, he seems also to have been of

two minds about this. It is so much.easier when things

are black and white, and Wesley preferrgd that they be
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that way. In his thoughts on the single 1lfe, he
commented. on how much easier it is whdlly=to coﬁquer
our natural desires than to gfatifyltbem "eXaétly soy
far as Christién temperance allows! Jjust so far as
"every pleasure of sense prepares us for taking pleasure
in God" (Wesley,XI,459). For Wesley, the fine was a
flné one between tempérance and abuse, the inference
"being, that God was fearful o; tyrann;cél. Wesley
implied that CGod expects ’exactdésé’ if one is gbing to
indulge in pleasureé; thué it is better, knowiﬁngod’s
nature and man’s weakness, to renounce bleasures
completely. _

But the objection to this kind of thinking is that
Wesley removes the tension, the wrestling before God
that a man might do, and so, too; removes a man’s
responsibility. It is a step of regression then, not
one towards matuélty. Wesley’s advice:;s paternalistic
inha way that Jesus’ never was. VMoreovér, it is
anti-educational in that Wesléy dqesrnot,seé that in
having to face one’s natural desiresraﬁd Qrestle with
their goodness and badness, that one might learn much

.about God and self. His advocation of renuncliation
short-cuts such a process, leaving people’dependent on
his societies and on him. A case in poiﬁt Here is that

when. he died, the Methodists decided that his sermons
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and other writlings would be the standard creed, if you
will, of Methodism. The inherent danger of such a move
however, is that of anti—intellecfualism, because it
discourages question raising, especlally if the-
questioner differs with Wesley. 7

The second order of Christian that Wesley belleved
exemplified “the more ekcelleht way,’;he described as

follows:

The other Christians... used all
diligence to attain the whole mind that
was in Christ. . In order to do this,
they walked in a constant course of
universal self-denial, trampling on
every pleasure which they were not
divinely conscious propared them for
taking pleasure in God. They took up
thelr cross daily. They strove, they
agonized, without intermission, to enter
in at the strait gate. This one thing
they did, they spared no painsg to arrive
at the summit of Christian
holiness..."(Wesley,VII,28). (emphasis
mine) ‘

Wesley, very ably here describes tﬁe Puritan view of
pleasure; it was not enough that something be not
sinful, but everything was to be measured in terms of
whether it prepared one ﬁorr’taklng pleasdre in God.”’
It was inconceivable to such a mind that there were

things ‘harmless.’” As Southey gaid, "innocent was a

word which Wesley would nevér suffer to be applied to
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any kind ofhgastime, for he had set his face against
all diversions of any kind, and would not even allow
children at school Fo p]ay"A(Southey,II,292—3).

Yet this kind of thinking is at bottom, anti-life;
it is against our nature and may also be seen as a
failure to be thankful to God for the good things He
has given. There is also a kind of presumption here on
Wesley’s part that he spoke for éod., We may accept
that he knew what CGod asked of him, but it is
presumption or, perhaps, more kindly, paternalistic of
him, to think he knew what God asked of ofhefs, as
well. - Wesjey was an autocratic personality, and he
did work mainly with those unequal to him_soclally and
educationally. This is even more reason to be careful .
Without wanting to take away what he did fdr those
ignored by the Anglican Church of his day, I think It
is still fair to comment upon his theology which may
today, and then, have been obJjectionable to those in
less dependent posgitions in life.

The other point, in this rega;d, is that the
implication is that holiness is something imposed from
without. 1 say, ’1mpbsed,’ rather than ’infuséd,’ even
though Wesley used the word, ‘infused,’ because
infused’ seems to be too gentle a term to descrlbe

what is, in fact, something violent. One is reminded
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of the contrast between Jesus and the Pharlsees, where
the common peoble were sald to havé heard Jesus gladly,
over againsf the Pharlseés, who laid on them, burdens
too geavy to bear. Wesley’s words describing ;hé
Christian life, especially ‘the more excéllent way,
are frighfening rather than in?iting and éne might well
wonder why they héd any influence or attraction. But
they did, and this may in part be explained because
ironical}y, Wésley gave men what they waﬁted, and also
what Jesus refused to give. He gave them himself, as
én authorify on spiritual things, one whom they might
follow. He provided them with ahsweré tﬁat were black
and white; they were not encouraged to struggle with
the gray, with the amblguifies " (I suppose that Wesley
is not alone in this; the Church ﬁésrélayed this kind
of role down through the ages, but it is the.
intrusiveness that I still find disturbing and which
nevertheless calls for comment.) For there is, of
coursé, a cost in all of this; becaqse although
followers of this kind of fhinking yield ﬁhe
uricertainty about this or tﬁat,’that free will leaves
them with, they pay heavily in,termsrof negative
religion. They might think that they know ‘God’s way,”’
but not realize this was not His only way. Moreover,

instead of finding they had a yoke that fit them, as
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Jesus wanted to provide, they Qould find the yoke harsh
and abrasive, one of ‘agony, self-denial and pains.’
Wgsley, while believing that he was giving man back his
free will, which Auguétine and Ca&vin had taken away,
actually gave man a highly qualified freedom. ,One had
freedom to respond positively to his injunctiqns, but
one risked being lost if one refused such spiritual
helps that he claimed, came from God Himself. One had
freedom to think as Wesgley thought, but no real freedom

beyond that.

Objections to Renunciation

Wesley’s eéﬂation of the ‘more excellent way’ with
:renunclatlbn had another serious problem, ironically,
that it carried with it a sometimes very superficlal
view of human nature, despite the belief in total
depravity. Wesley expected of all serious Christians‘
what Romén Cathollics, for instance, in thelr wisdom or
common sense, realized was only possible for a few.
Rahner, in speaking about the evangelical counsels to
pérfection, says that they were to<be understood as
épeclal individual vocatlions. Similarly, in reference

to Christian asceticism, he takes cafeAto mention that
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"“neither can this ever...uconst}tute the only path to
God; rafher ltrmust be a vocafion" (Rahner,29,158);

~ Now an 6bJec£ion to this might be that somehow
such a theology lets people ‘off thé_hdok’ so to speak.
It lets them ;get away with” doingrless,'whereas Wesley
required more. . But the Biblical basis,for this comes
from the fact that Jesus was reproached for being a
glutton or a winebibber. While John the Baptist Qas
an ascetic, Jesus was not, therefore, all are not
called to'this kind of renunciation. Apart from this
hewever, what is not taken into account or even
.considered are the actual dangers of such renunciation.
Erik Erikson speeks of the "inner power;houée of rege
which must be submerged ...as some of the fondest hopes
and rhe wildest fantasies are repressed and inhlbited."
He goes on to refer to "self- righteousness," as "often
‘the pr1nc1pal reward for goodness" and says that it can
later be'mosrt"intolerantly turned against others in
the form eﬁApersistent, moralistic‘surveillence.,."
(Erikson,231).‘ MacDonald, revealiqg characteristic

insight into the human soul, says similarly:

In crossing his natural, therefore in
themselves, rioht inclinations, a man
may develop a self-satisfaction which‘in
its very nature is a root of all sin.
Doing the thing God does not require of
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him, he puts himself in the place of
God, Becoming not a law but a law~-giver
to himself, one who commands, not one

who obeys. The diseased satisfaction
which some minds feel in laying burdens

on themselves, ls a pampering, little as

they may susgpect it, of the most

dangerous appetite of that self which

they think they are mortifying

(Hein,281). (emphasis mine)
Renunciation, then, is best kept for the few, as the
Catholics believe, for those who can trQly embrace it
Joyfully without becoming embittered and angry at
others whose lives are less strict.

Despite his affinity for suqh a life, Wesley
himself was not free from such self-righteousness for
it is reflected in his Judogment about the two orders of
Christians. He put himself in the place of God,
assuming he knew what motivated those of the first
order even In so far as concluding that they "aimed at
no particular strictness." Althouéh he professed to
care about inward holiness, he was often pféoccupled by
its external manlfestétlons, which he presumed to know; -
thus he spoke on the subject of dress, outward
adornment, the playing of cards, drinking, etc.. Yet
hg éeemed blind to the fact that true hypocristhould |
be found‘émong those who outwardly appeared to be his

- followers. Counterfeits are found where the ‘real’ is

found, but Wesley did not see these dangers inherent in
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his calls to.renunclatidnlénd'also'to unlformltyi " For
him, God was not ; god of varlety, at least not in
spirltuél things, and later in life, he :egretted that
he‘hadrﬁot gone th? way of the Quakers, who required
uniformity of dress. Overtbn, speaking of Wesléy, says
that he had a "amiable weaknessfand‘that was, a
.,guiieless trusffulness of his fellow-man, who then
proved very unworthy of hls confidence" (Abbey and
Overton,334), but this may also be translated as a kind
of naivete about human nature. While he profeésed'
belief in total depravity, he had no real discernment
as far as men were concerned. He-pfoJected a |
uniformity among men where great Qariety existed;‘é
~case in point being his advice regarding éingleness.
Soufhey affirms that Wesley "was nothing more erronéous
than in Judging of others by'hlmself‘and requiring of
them a constant attention to spiritual things and that,
unremitting" (Southey,1I,292). |
Whéreas for Weéléy this seems to havg been é
natural thing, in that hé did not lndlcaté that 1t wént
against his nature or desires, but believed himself'tq
be supremely happy in God, he apparently was oblivious
of what he was asking of other peoéle, not similarly
constituted. He was also, as I hg&e said more than a

little blind to his own tendency to self-righteousness.
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Referring to the playing of cérds and the seeing of
plays, he says that he "could not do these with a élear
conscience," but he adds, "I am not obliged to pass any
sentence on those who are otherwise minded"
(Wesley,VII,35). His disclaimer, however, does not
ring true and undoubtedly his hearers were left with
the clear understanding that this kind of behaviour was
’bad.’ It takes little imagination to see how such an
attitude would contribute as well to self—righfeousness
on the part of his followers; In addition to this,
it may be remembered that, in Weéley’s own words, "the
grand objection to us (the members of his Holy Club at
Oxford) for all those years was, the being rigﬁteous
overmuch..." (Wesley,VIII,29) but this he never |
perceived to be a problem.

While the religion that Wesley advoﬁated was to be
one of the heart, motivated by love, he seems to have
been uneasy, leaving it at that. Augustine, to his
credit, had said, "love God and do as you please," love
being the limiting factor in one’s behaviour. But
Weslef, perhaps again because of his Pﬁritan or
evangelical leanings, was not content with préadhing
love or grace. In fact, he said that "géspel
Preachers, so called, corrupt their hearers"

" (Wesley,XI,491>, by preaching love but making no
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demands for changed liveé. Thus, Wesléy advocated as
the right method of preaching, that, aftér a general
declaration of the love of God to sinners and his
willlingness that they should be saved, to preach the
law, in the strongest, the closest, the most searching
manner possible..." (Ibid.>. Yet surely it is gullt
rather than lqve that becomes the motivating factor in
such a system for‘one has always to be on one’s
spiritual toes, even calculatlngly so. How eyse could
one fulfil all of Wesley’s injunctions, right down to
thgt of "letting one’s conversation at mealtimeé notrbe
about wofldlyrthings but be to the use of edlfying” |
calculated to edify either the speaker or hearers or
both" (Wesley,VII,33).(emphasis mine) But what

gsel f-consciousness, let alone self-bighteousness'mﬁst
suré}y result from this? Instead of grace increasing
one’s naturalness fhen,'as the Catholics believe,
Wesley’s grace appears to introduce an artificialiiy.
This, so far from'being attractive to those unconverted
but at the same time attempting to live up to a
standard, is actually repellent. Again, on the level
of common sense, how much-more reasonable MacDonald’s
words sound,“that "he is a perfect man who at léngth
never thinks of duty, who forgets the name of it." He

goes on to say, that,
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the commandments can never. be kept while

there ig a strife to keep them: the man .

is overwhelmed in the weight: of their

broken pieces. It needs a clean heart

to have pure hands, all the power of a

live soul to keep the law-- the power of

life, not of struggle; the strength of

love, not the effort of duty (Hein,116>.
MacDonald’s insight is that at bottom we must be
motivated by a relationship of love (at best, love of
God), because it is love that will empower us:to do
what is oUr'duty. Althodgh Wesley talked much about
. love of God being, for instance, the 6nly'requirement
for becoming a member of his societies, or, love of
God, being what ‘entire sanctification’ meané, it is my
contention that the effect of his preaching was
motivation byvgullt or duty, not ldve}. L.P. Curtis, in
speaking about the secret of his appeal, said that it
lay in his technique, which was “not so much of
terrifying directly, ‘as of suggestion:to the same end.
(He) probed and kept on probing uqtil the human cltadel
fell. Whole pages of John Wesley’s printed sermons...
consisted of Interrogations" (Curi;s,GS). This, 1
- think, gets at the heart of my own réactlon to reading
Wesley. For it reminds me of Erlkson’s comment that
“there is a limit to a child’s endurance in the face of

demands to consider himself, his body and his wishes as

evil and dirty, and to his bellef in the infallibillty
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of those who pass such Judgments' (Erlkson,227). At
first, Wesley’s questions come as a challenge to falth
and to discipline; at length, however, one feels that
he has gone too far, has intruded where he has no
business. Ironically, whi?e believing that he has
given men back their free will, one is left feeling
that one has no free will at alf. Wesley has spoken;
ours 1s to obey. Phillp Gosse’s responseé to his
father?s similar method of interrogation wés unbelief;
his father had pushed too far and the young Gosse, says
that he "took a humap being’s privilege to fashion his
inner 11fe for himself" (Gosse,178>. Though not pushed
to unbelief, my reaction to Wesley may be summed up by
Gosse’s thought that a human belng has a right'to
fashion his inner life for himself, and Wesley errs
| then, when he takes that right away, presuming to have
the mind of God in matters of such as these. Though
perhaps he offers ‘a way’ to follow Christ, he doés not
offer ‘the only way.’

In conclusion, then, I am saying tﬁat Wesley’s
theology lies somewhere bet@een Catholicism and
Anglicaniém, on the one hand, and radical
Protestantism, that is, evangelicalism, oﬁ the other,
though I believe he léans much more heavily on the

evangelical side. In fact, except for his doctrine of
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sahctification; Wesléy is, for’all intents and
purposes, an!evangelicai, as defined in the -
‘lntroduction; Having this perspective is.helpful,in
that it provides a backdrop to Els thinking about
children and their Qpbringing, and his %houghts qbout

their education.



'CHAPTER 11
W&m
Training the Child in Christianity

Wesley’s understéndingipf é discontinuity between
grace and ngture;'led him to stress that to "train a
child in Chrisﬁianity was to go.difeqﬁly contrary to
his nature, which was imbued with love 6f self, pride,
and love of the world" (Monk;190). He therefore asked
parents, in his sermon called, "On Obedience to
Parents:" ‘have you proken their wills from tﬁeir
earliest infancy; and do you continue to do so, in
opposition both to nature and custom?’ What is
remarkable is hIS'questlon to parents:, "Did you
explainrto them, as soon as their understahding began
to open, the reasons of your prOcéeding_thus“
(Wesley,VII,;04)? For:Wesley assumes a quaiity of
réﬁationship between Christian parent and child,
wherein it is commonplace for such explanations to take
place. This was certaihly true in hfs own upbringing
in which Susannah spent onelnight with each child
alone, every week, in order to speak to him or her
about gpiritual things. If is not stretching the point
to expect that such explanations might take place then,

because Wesley‘was adamant that children should never
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- to éxpect that such explanaticons might take plaﬂé then,
éecause Wesley was adamant that children should never
be spoken to in an angry passion, but always with a
calm spirit. '
Though Wesley’s theology of human nature was‘qulfe
ﬁegative, this method he recommended of a calm loving
parent explaining things to the child no doubt acted to
soften his message. For ln the same sermon he makes

clear what a parent is to teach. He says:

‘teach your children, as soon as you
possibly can, that they are fallen
splirits; that they are fallen short of
that glorious image of God wherein they
were first created, that they are not

" now what they were once...but more
ignorant, more foolish and more wicked
than they can possibly conceive. Show
them that in pride, pagsion and revenge,
they are now like the devil; and that in "~
foolish desires and grovelling appetites
they are like the beasts of the field
(Wegsley,VII,171).

Now thls cannot be taken in lsolation. In
response to those who objected that children would not
understand this, his reply was consistent with his
theology of the dlchotomoué man. He anéwered that
their objection not only held true for children but for

people of any age, because no person can see the

reality of his own sinful plight until God opens his
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eyes. And this, he believed, Ged cou{d do at any age,
in childhood as well as in old age. Thus, he exhorted
peocple to;pray for this gift of God, for an eye which
really sees, a spiritual eye.

What is commendable in Wesley’s treatmeet of the
chlld here ls the respect with which he expected a
child to be treated. The child was treated as one in
the image of God, which for Wesley meant, one capable
of God. God was not limited by Wesley to creatling a-
point of contact only with adults, but Wesley believed
that God .invited cﬂildren to know and love Him and be
changed in thelr moral image as well. |

The point of reaction, I think,icomes with-the
" harshness of his words. But if we keep in mind his
method and the context of such ekplanatioqs, the blow
ls somewhat eoftened. 7 |

Although Wesley does not state at what age a -
parent is to begin to explain his actions, elsewhere,
he takes the emergence of language as eviaence that a
child’s reason is beginning to operate. This being the
case,. a parent might start such explanations at around
the age of‘three. For the sake of contrast here, I
want to cempare Wesley with'Aquinas:on the subject of
children and discipline, in particular in terms of the

timing of theirrexplanations; Aquinas does not expect,
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to begin as early as does Wesley. He makes the point
that In contrast to the animals, who seem to have a
natural prudence, "a man lives by reason, which he must

~

develop by lengthy, temporal experience so that he méy

achieve prudence." "Hence," he says,

children must be instructed by parents
who are already experienced people. Nor
are they able to receive such
instruction as soon as they are born,
but .after a long time, and especlally
after they have reached the age of
discretion" (Aquinas,III,145).

Like Wesley, Aquinaé does not specify the age of
beginning such instruction, but his statemeﬁﬁ that this
is noﬁ to take place untll “after a long tlme’ can
still be contrasted to Wesley’s statement that it begin
‘as soon as possible. -

My point is that'Wesley’s hurry to break the
éhild’s will points again to the tenslon betwéen grace
and nature thch ls characterlsﬁlc of evangelicalism.
On thé other hand, glven the éssumptloﬁ thaﬁ there are
promptings of nature that are right, even in accord
with divine law, Aquihas can afford to'take his time
with.fhe,child in terms of developing his réason. He
accepts, however, thét the child will "require not. only

instruction but correction, because of the impulsion of
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the passions, through which prudent Judgment is
vitiated" (Aquinas,III,145). This latter quotation, Be
takes rather matter-of-factly from Arlstotle, not from
the fact of the child’s original sin, nor for that
matter, from a belief in the depravity of each and
every passion. But this, of course, reflects the view,
which I earlier pointed out was a distlnguishing
feature of Anglicanism, that while the Bible is God’s
word, it is not the only word of God to man. Aquinas
then recognizes in Aristotle’s Ethic¢s, truth that he
can apply in his Christianity, whereas, Wesley,
streésing instead, the discontinuity Between grace and
nature, claims that to train a child as a Christian is
to go counter to his nature, his instincts, his will.
Notice, however, that Aquinas did not say that a child
would have no need of training or of correctloh because
of ‘natural law’ operating in him, but he did say that
a child might come to an understanding of good and evil
as they operate in the natural order, and in himself.
Now an interesting corollary from the idea that grace
and nature are discontinuous as opposed to being
continuous, is found in the respective ideals forv
family life that each group held. Philip Greven first

brought this to my attention and I found what he said
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of ‘evangelical family llfe’ to be true of Wesley.

Greven says, regarding the household that,

Ideally evangelical families consisted
only of parents and children. Parents
needed exclusive...control...in order to
accomplish their goals. ...Evangelicals
constantly sought.to ensure that their
own immediate households would remain
separated from the surroundlng world and
as free as possible of pernicious
influences. They always knew that
corruption and sinful influences could
come not only from the ocutside world but
also from within the household itself,
owing to the presence of outsiders--
usually domestic servants ...or to the
presence of grandparents (Greven,25-27>.

To be falr to Weéley, his own mother Susannah
beIleQed'éhe had experiencedrthe truth of this. Prilor
to a flre breaking out in the rectory, she had had
complete control over her children and their lives aﬁd
habits. ”But she later despaired, once the family was
back together again, the children having been farmed
out to different families after the fire, because altl’
the discipline she had worked so Hard toﬁestablish was
gone. In a similar vein, Wesley sald of his own
experlence at Charterhouse Boarding School that
"outwgrd restraints being‘removed, I was much more
negiigent than befor?,‘even of outward duties, and

almost continually guilty of outward sins" (Body,37).



%%

Likewise, regarding the role of grandmothers, he said,
after observing his own mother that even she;‘the mode |
mother, did not make a model grandmother, at least not
in so far as what he considered to be ‘model.” Thus he
:advised:pa;ents to obey, even after marriage, theéir
parents in every pointt "But with regard to the
management of your children, steadily keep the reins in
your own hands" (Greven,27).

Following the chapters on ‘evangelical’ families
which Greven states were authoritarian and
.characterized by love and fear, he proceeds to givé an
account of what he calls ‘moderate’ or authoritative
families, which were characterized by love and duty. 1
‘mention this view becaﬁse it is very close
theologically to Anglicaﬁ and Catholic views of human
nature as I have outlined them here. They too believéd‘
that "human nature was sinful, but not altogether
corrupted and that reason ought to govern the
passions"(Greven,lSl). They emﬁhasized-'connectedness’
and such parents welcomed the help of the extended
family in thg raising of their children, even when this
meant that they thereby provided for them alternative
sources of authority and guidance. (Greven,iSS)
‘Although they weré equally concerned about the

obedience of their children, they clearly did not have
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the same fear and abhorrence of nature that
evangelicals had. Thus, the methods they advocated
were of less violent lmagery. Instead of breaking a
éhild’s will, they talked about bendlng or shaping it.
They were not ignorant of, nor did they overlook
children’s deflance but becausé they were not afraid of
‘nature,’ they accepted it és ‘natural,’ even so far as

fto say as follows:

Thig willfulness, or obstlinacy, 1ls not
so purely bad, or evil, as it seems. It
is partly his feeling of himseif and
you, in which he Is getting hold of the
conditions of authority, and feellng out
his limitations (Greven,169>.

By accepting it, I do not mean that they condoned it;
rather they worked with it, understanding that, as

Bushnell(4) put it,

the true problem is ...not to break, but
to bend rather, to draw the will down,
or away from self-assertion toward

sel f-devotion, to teach it the way of
submitting to wise limitations, to raise
it into the great and gloriocus liberties
of a state of loyalty to God
(Greven,169>.

To speak of bending or shaping a child’s will
reflects an acknowledgement that the will 18 not

entirely bad, but that it is something that can be
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worked with, 0On the other hand, Lo smpha: ‘th
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of breaking the will, reflécts é belief in its inherent
badness. And this, of course, is what Wesley belleved
to be the case. A child’s will was understood By him
to be identical with self-will. And self-will was
evident In any kind of self-assertion, even in the
expression of a preference in terms of food. What
comes across then, in reading Wesley, is that it was
impossible for the will to express ltself inaany
‘neutral’ terms, and of course, iIf It expressed itself
positively toward God, it only did so because of CGod’s
‘grace. But it is ﬁhis former view that I want to focus

on.
kin 1

‘Wesley defines sin as‘a "yoluntary transgression
of a known law" (Wesley,VI,423>. On the other hand he
gays that "a wise and'trufy kind parent willmtake the
utmost care, not to cherish in her children the desire
of the flesh." Thus she will give thém only simple
food, and only one kind of food at a meal, besides
bread, with the result éhat "thgy will never deéire to
taste elther meat or drink between mealé, ifrnot

accustomed thereto"‘(Wesley,VII,9S—6). He goes on to
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add that a parent must be exceedingly watchful of her
servants, so that her Job is not undermined: ‘"better
lose a good servant than spoil a good child," he
advised (Ibid.). But the difficulty here is that he,
perhaps unwittingly, trivializes sin, placing, by
inference, the desire arising from a child’s sweet
tooth on the levéf of ‘voluntary transgression of a
known law.’ Somehow, if a child, following Oliver
Twist, says, "please, sir, can I have some more," such
self-assertion Is by definition, sin. This, I think,
is going toq far. Surely we can distinguish between
childish wants and full-blown sin, or even between
chlldlsb stubbérnness or i11-temper and ‘transgression
of known law. ’ Wesley, I thiﬁk, traps himself here.
Because nothing ‘natural’ is good; therefore, any and
every act of self-assertion 1s sin-fllled and will
undoubtedly, if nét checked, become the basis of
habitual sin later ln life, Glven his theology, he has
no understanding of, nor can'he understand, stages ln
human growth towards autonomy or selfhood. So any cry
on the part of a child for this or that becomes an
issue of epic proporfiohs, on which the child’s
destiny, whether heaven or hell depénds. Accordingly,

Wesley wrote:
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If vou do fear God, how dare vou suffer
a child above a year old to say ‘I will
do’ what you forbid, or ‘I won’t do’ )
what you bld, and go unpunished? Why do
you not stop him at once, that he may
never dare to say again? Have you no
bowels, no compassion for your child; no
regard for his salvation or destruction?
Why discobedience is as certain a way to
damnation as cursing or
swearing...(Wesley,102-3). (emphasis
mine> :

This last'statemeﬁt rgflects the same arbitrariness
expressed by the.Puritans when, at their worst, they
would put abstinence from work on the Sabbath on the
same level.as Qustice, mercy and‘kindness J.
Marshall,119>. Can it really be that the
disobedience’ of a child ‘over one’ is to be
considered by God or parents, as the séme as ‘cursing
or‘swearing?’ It is wﬁenrpeople like Wesley take
liberties such as these, driven, as they would say by
their‘theology, that one longs for the appeél of common
sense. It 1s then that the Cathollic and Anglican idea
"that God has also spoken through reason appears ‘ -
well-grounded. For such dlsbontinuléy aer§sley
countenances between what common sensé might say about
 a child’s crying and whaf hé thinks God is saying about
the same is too much to belive.
In readlng Wesley’s sermon, "On the‘Educatlon of

Children," I found it interesting, and at flrst évén a
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.little disconcerting t§ read his quofatloﬁ'from William
. Law.(5)> For Wesley’s quotatioqs'from Law sound
remarkably Catholic or Anglican as he talks about
educétiqn restoring our rational natufe to its proper
state and argues that a Christian-education should
"strengthen all that is right in our nature and remove
all oﬁr dlseéses" (Wesley,VII,87-88). To hear Wesley
thus quoting seemed to bring into quegtlon‘the ldea
that maﬁ‘was totally depraved. The curious thing, I
found, hqwever, as I read on was that Wesley never once
mentioned how we might ’strengthen whaf is right in our
nature,’ rather 1t is as though he were only aware of
the sgcond_part of Law’s phrasé.’ For the rest of his
sermon answers the question, ‘what are the diseasés of
-his nature’ aﬁd he goes on to say that these are
athelsm, self-ldolatry, pride, love of the world,
anger, deviation from truth and injustice.'
(Ibid.,89-90> Given the predominance of all these
diseases, it is no wonder Wesley focussed on them
rather éhan on strengthening what was right; for him,
the bad far outweléﬁed any good that even the.respected
Law might‘bellevq to be in man. Though one cduld argue
‘ that the fact Wesléy left Law unabridged at this pbint
implies an agreement with him, still it is what Wesley"

chooses to emphasize that I think best reflects his
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views. Agaln, whaf‘l went to draw attentlion to 1s the
tendency In Wesley to a difference in emphasis rather
than to a difference 15 actual meaning.

To return once again to the subject of the child’s
will, another reason Wesley believed it must be broken
was because eventually the child was expected to submit
his will to God. ‘Susannah believed that "religion is
nothlng else but the doing of the will of God, and not
our own" (Wesley,VII,103>, and this again reflects the
‘dichotomy between nature and grace. But there is a
danger inherent in this idea and that is in the
splritual passivity or irresponsibility it can produce.
. John Wesley himself, as his admirers admit had'the.
'superstitibus practise of letting the Bible fall open
and then readlng what it said, to know what God’s will
was on a certain thing. If one cannot appeal to
‘ reason, one is left to depend on devices such as these.

The final point I want to make about his advice to
break the will of the child is that it is possible to
secure obedience, to parents and ultimately to the will
of God, without the necessity of first breaking the
will., Greven states, regardieg what he called “the

moderates,’ In terms of temperament, that,
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the evidence from their family papers

generally indicates that they did indeed

nurture children who would become more

remarkably obedient, as well as deeply

affectionate toward their parents,

combining their expressions of love with

an equally important declaration of

dutifulness. The theme of obedience was

profoundly important in the lives and

attitudes of moderates, but it was never

forced (Greven,160). -

Surely the ‘success’ of the moderates then ought to
count as evidence for both their me thods of .
chlld-rearing and thelir theology. Moreover the
opposite is also true, that the “overkill”’ method
advocated by Wesley, deriving from his theology, may be
called into question.

Alfred Body, a sympgthetlc cﬁitic'of,Wesley, made
the point that "the inherent defect in the system was
that Wesley never considered the chlid as a child, but
rather as'g unit for salvatlion, bred In sin, apt to
evil, and altogether as {a brand to be plucked out of
the burning’ (Body,94>. This view, too, eXpresses a
particular theological understanding. Among other
things, it reflects a low estimate of the purpése of
life on earth. Whiie Wesley is partially correct, at
least in terms of Christianity, Iin his view that this

life is a preparation for the next life, again, to

emphasize this and this ohly, as trufh, seems to lead
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to a misunderstandling, and even a devaluatlcn of this
life. By a devaluation; I mean that the Christian ls
once again brought into confiibt with the world in
"~ light bf what is meant by ‘the good life’ or even ‘a’
‘good liﬁg. To be sure, this is inevitable, one may
argue in thgt what Christianity values and what the
world values are vastly different. This, of course,
has to be admitted, but the point I want‘to make is
that the wisdom of the worlid, as found in a Socrates or
an Aristotle, is in fact wisdom, and as Socrates
pointed out, may rightly reflect the divine operating
in man, or in Christlian terms, may reflect what is the
image of,Godrin man. That is to say, there is a,
continuity rather than a dichotomy between nature and.
grace. Thé Eonsequence 6f this klﬁd of thinking, it
would seem to me, leads to an affirmation or
celebration of this 1ife, or perhaps better, an
attitude of thankfulness towards -God for the beauties
or Joys‘to pe found therein. This stands in contrast
to the kind of negation and renunclation of 1ife and
its pleasureé that Wesley felt obliged to advocate.
Although, as I said, his vlew is partly correct, taken
as the whole truth, it gives a distorted picture of
l1fe’s purpose. Surely, what Wesley recommends 1s not

tEe ‘life abundant’ that Jesus spoke of in John 10:10.-
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My impression is that this “life abundant’zﬁés to have
been recognizable as such by the non-believer, not
something one*Wouidrrécognize or appfeclate at length
éfter all kinds of efforts at self-abnegation.

The Arminlan position, which Wesley represenfed,
has always maintained that one could lose one’s
salvation, but if this is tbue, and if Wesley is
correct that fife_on earth is nothing but a preparation
for life in the next, then the Calvfnlst rebuttal that
one should shoot, i.e., kill, the cénvert, fhereby'
ensuring that he dies “saved,’ makes sense. As logical
as this appears, the idea is, of bo&rse, repellent,
although perhapsthelpful in that it points to the flaw
in such thinking. The flaw is in thinking thét this
life has no lnherent Qorth even in terms of preparation
for the next life.r While affirming with Wesley that
ﬁhis life is a means toran end, perhaps one could talk
about ‘ends’ within the means; life éhen, Is not merely
a ‘means’ but becomes a means to a greater or lesser
extent, depending on what one makes df it or how one
rresponds to 1t. lTo negaté it or to renounce it may be
wrong then, for in negating, one méy'miss what life has
to teach about God,,self,“and others. But to explore
this any more pfobébly is td get away from Wesley;

What 1s at issue here is Body’s crltlclsm that the
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chlld was a‘unit'for salvation. If this ls a true
statement, I am arguing, then Wesley has a problem
Vbecause he has taken attention away from the purpose
God had for individuals in the present life.

Thﬁs far the focus has been largely negative, due as I
sald, to the fact that I felt an increasing discomfort
with Wesley’s pronounceménts about the world,
friendship with non-believers, dréss, the Christian
life, etc.. My purpose then was to look at the:
theological assumptlons underlying his propositlbns and
to see them in the larger Christian perspective, |
including the Catholic, on the one hand, and the more
radical Protestants on the other. I make no apology
for my disagreement with Wesley theologically, but I do
recoénlze that he had good things to say as well as
those with which I disagreé, and these are important to
inciude if one iIs to have a balanced picture of his
advice on children and child-rearing. It is to this

- that I now turn.

Parents as Co-Workers with God

From his mother, (she being the one whorwrote
about her method of chlldrearing rather than his

father) Wesley inher%ted a high view of Chfistian
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parenting. Greven 18 correct in say?ng that
‘evangellcal parents exercised absolute control over
their children, but the qualifier, at least in the case
of the Wesleys, was that they did so, belleving this to
be an inherent part of the trust relatibnship that God
had placed them in with regard to Fheir children.
‘Wesley said, "every child, therefore, you are to watch
over with utmost care, that, when you are called to
give an account of each to the Fafher of Spirits, you
may gl?e your accounts with Joy and not with grief'
(Wesley,VII,79>. Susannah saw herself as a co—&orker
with God, in the saving of a soul, specifically in the
breaking of the chlla’s will. ©She sald, that "the
parent who indulges the child does the devil’é work,
making religion impracticable and salvation
unattainable" (Ibid.,103>. Whether one agrees with her
methods or her theology, it can be admitted that her
motivation was a hlgh'oﬁe, and Just as the success 6f
‘moderate’ parents counted in their favour, so too
ought her success with the six cﬁlldren who lived to
maturlty count ln her favour. The difficulty comes in
trying to pass along the advice of breaking the will,
for apart from a loving, Christian family, the idea of
breaking éhe will can easily become distorted and

grotesque. Yet, in an atmosphere of love and with an



awareness of the grave responsibllity one has as a
‘trustee’ before Cod, as was the case with Samuel and
Susannah Wesley, such advice finds a home. ‘ |
Nevertheless, the advice about breaking the will seems
to be another case of what Southey despaired of,
something that might be taken by ignorant peéple ta
mean what it ‘appeared fo mean’ and what ‘ignorant
preachers might even intend 1t to mean.” On the other
hand, one must keep in mind that Wesley never intended
his advice, even about breaking the will, to be for
“the masses.’ ‘It, too, was for those in his societies
who sought to llve ‘the more excellent way,” loving God
and their neighbours with all their hearts. Such love
then was perhaps expected to be the limitation on what
has been lnterpreted as absolute power and domination
of parents over children.

In actual fact, Wesley was quite pessimistic,
again following his mother, about the 1iklihood of even
Christian pafents following this way. When John had
asked Susannah to write an account of how she had

ralsed her children, she sald,

No one can, without renouncing the
world, in the most literal sense,
observe my method; and there are few, if
any that would entirely devote above ’
twenty years of the prime of life in
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hopes to save the souls of their
chlldren, which they think can be saved
without so much ado; for that was my
principal lintention, however
unskillfully and unsuccessfully managed
(Tuttle,4?7).

Similarly, Wesley said:

- And how few parents are to be found even

among Christians, even among them that

truly fear God, who are not guilty of

this matter! who do not continually

feed and increase this grievous ’

distemper in their children (i.e.,

self-will) ...To let them have thelr own

will, does this most effectually.

...But who has the resolution to do

otherwise? One parent in a hundred

(Wesley,VII,923!
In another sermon, Wesley, on the same theme turned to
berating parents who would not follow his advice. He
asked, "why then do you disobey? Because you are a
coward; because you want resolution. And doubtless it

requires no small patience, more than:nature ever gave.

But the grace of God is sufficient for you"
(Wesley,VII,105). Then he adds, ..."for without much
pain you cannot conquer," implying that parenthood is a
cross to be borne or a thbrn in the fleshrté.be
endured. Hardly a happy prospect for whatever

expectant parents he may have had in the crowd.

Although‘l said I was going to fodus on'the positive, I
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cannot help :emarhing that hﬁth ‘Wesley’s and his
mother’s polints of view sound remarkably stoic rather
than Christian. One was to keep a Stlff upper lip and
to persevere in the rather mlsery—laden task of reéaring
children. This in turn fits with thehnegative view of
this 1ife that I have referred to earlier.

In his favour, Wesley did refledt a condescension,
in the best sense of that word, to the position of
childhbod. Hxs advice iIs quite sound when, in a sermon
called, "On Family Rellglon,’ he suggests that a parent
"caréfulfy observe the few ideas which (your ghildren)
have élready ana éndeavor to grafé what you say upon
them" (Wesley,VII,BiX. For all his faults or his
negative theology, Wesley waé very'mudhrconcerned that
people, including children, grasp the grandeur and the
love of God in a personal way.‘ Thus he was against the
common manner of. speaking that included allusions to
‘nature,’ ‘chance,’ ‘good or 111 fortune,’ eté.. He
pelieved that this fed & child’s natural atheism; so he
advised parents, "from the first dawn of reason,
continually inculcate that God is in this and every
place; moreover, that God made you, and me, and the
earth and the sun and the moon and everything"

A(Ibld.,9l). He continues in this vein for half a page



and his simplicity of language and examples are
sultable and'such that any parent could use tﬁem.

Elsewhere, he: addresses "all paEents and
schoolmasters" saying, "beware of that common, but
accursed way of making:children parrots, instead -of
Christians. Labour @hat as far as possible, tﬂey may
Qnderstand every single sentenceVWhich they read.
Therefere do not make haste" (Wesle?,XIV,Zis). The
business of making ‘parrots’ out of children wasA
apparently widespread enough that Jonathan Edwards
_commented in a letter, on the "gross defects of the
ordinary method of teaching among the English, of
learning_withouﬁ uﬁderstanding“,(Edwards,cvﬁ).

Wesley’s advice then is a credit to him in a:day when
the:method he abhorred was widely used. His reasoning,
in another place, repeating the idea that one was not
to make haste, was that "understanding was a work of
time and must proceed by slow degrees" (Wesley,VII, 103
and it too indicates a realism with regard to the
expectations he had for chlldren.

" The other positive thing that can be said for
‘Wesley 1s that he advocated a easic respect for
children when it came to their discipline.” In this, he
" followed the Puritans, once again, who whiLe not shy of

using the rod for correctlon, always saw it as a last
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resort. When someone objected to Wesley that not every
chlld needed physlcal cofrectlon, he agréea in
principle, accepting that children differed anordiné
to how deflant they were, but he objected to the.
lmplication that one take this as arunlversalrrule
(Wesley,VII,80). Thus'in-his sermon, "On Family

Religion,"' he advocated:

Your chlldren while they are young,you
may restrain from evil, not only by
advice, persuasion, and reproof, but
also by correction; only rememberlng
that this means is to be used last,
—-not till all other have been tried,
and found to be ineffectual. And even
then you should take the utmost care to
avold the very appearance of passion.
Whatever is done should be done with
‘mildness; nay, indeed with kindness too
(Ibid.,79). (emphasis mine)

This belng the case, I think Greven goes too far when
he too éasily asserts that "evangelical parents were
engaged In a war with their children, a war which could
only end with the-total victory by the parents and the
unconditional surrender by the child" (Grgven,37).
Although it is true to say of thém,that a war was being
fought, 1t 1s closer to the truth, at least for Wesley,
to say that-he believed parents éo be‘engéged in a war
with fhelr children,:in ;he sense that they were

seeking to help their chlldfen in therwar for their
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souls between the Devil and God. What is disturbing is
that he overstates the case, 1f the experienée of the
moderates is taken seriously, and thereby serves Vto'
allenate people who do not see 1ife in such stark
terms, espebially those coming from a secular

background.



" JOHN WESLEY’S UNDERSTANDING OF EDUCATION
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Aristotle sald that "the alm of education was to make a
prlllllke and disllike what he ought" (Lewis,1947,26).
What Is problematic, however, ls declding:of what these
’ough£s’ should consist. Just what o&ght a pupil to
like or revere? Different world views and different
views of human nature will provide various, even
conflicting answers. Mylpurpoée in this chapter is to
examine what Wesley saw as the aims of education and to
J see‘hoy these were arrlved at leen his papticular
theology. I am particulably interested in the part his
view o% human nature and grace played in the
- understandlng ?f’educatlon.

In the previous chapter, I mentioned that Wesley,
.In quoting Willlam Law reggrdlng Christian education,
emphasized the negétive side of the quotation which
stressed "removing all our diseases." Whét I saw him
as failing to address was thé positi?e injunction, the
stress of which was upon'"sfrengthening all that is
rlght‘in our nafure." Wesleyzcohcludes, after
ouilining all that was wrong in human nature with the

question, "if these are the general diseases of human
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nature, 1s 1t not the grand end of eduﬁatloh to cure
them" (Wesley,VII,89,90>? Upon reading this again, I
;rgalized'that the imagery of disease and curé reflected
a difference in emphaéié onée‘more, as opposed to an
absolute difference‘per se. To speak oflpuring is to
speak of repairing, restoring, to set straight, etc..
-, For Wesley, then, educatlon was syﬁonymoﬁs with
-Christian educatiéné that 1s, the goal of qducatlon was
that children and adults be restored to their tfué
natures. This reparation would come not from within
man but from without, from God. God was the one who
created the contact; it was he that healed.man through
making him spirif, soul and body, through the granting
to him of‘spiritual senses by which he could see his ~
true conditlion and be restored ‘accordingly. Thus, T
think it is still fair to say that Wesley did no£
address Law’s positive inJunction, not bécause'he'did
not believe it, But because, in his mind, one:could not
strengtheh Qhat was diseased. One had to bg cured,
made whole, before strengthenfng could occur. Though
there lis overlap'hebe in the }magery of dlsease énd
cure, If cure is taken as a process that involvés
étréngthening, to push the metéphor’s implications in
this case is probably to distort. the meaning. For

Wesley’s ldea of both Justiflcation and of
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sanctlflcqtlon were not.that:they were processes bht
~that they were both achieved instantaneously. His
pleasure, then, upon hearing about how the b0yé in gis
schoolé were fari@g came when‘he heard of théjr'
conversions. There is né mention of joy over a process
that did not end 1n a distinct spirltual ‘event,’ as It
were. | b

For Wesley, the foundaplon of educaflon lay‘in his
view of human nature and hié understanding of how that
nature might be restored to wholeness. He believed in
the biblical assessment that ﬁthe fear of the Lord was
the beginning of wisdom." His underétanding of human
nature, however, and his conception of how it was to be
healed, were Influentlial in determining his.method of
‘education. To help chlldren to fear the Lofd then, was
at once a goal In education and the fodndation for’
future learning.' While this goal was to be achieved in
this Qorld and certainly had implications for life in
this world, its proper context was seen by Wesley in
terms of the next world. Thus he asked parents who
were‘considerlng, for instance,'home schooling versus
. publlic schooling, (the latter meaniné In those days
what we today would term ‘private’ schoollng) "did you

think of this world only?" Education, as Christian
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education, had to be concerned in terms‘of priorities,

flrst, with the next world and second, with this world.

Barly Training of the Chl}d

Wesley, following his mother, believed that a
child’s education began around the age of one, when hls.
assertlons of self-wlll .attracted the firm and negative

response of the parenﬁ} Susannah is quoted by him as

follows:

I insist upon conquering the wills of

children betimes; because this is the

only foundation for a religious.

education. When this is thoroughly

done, then a child is capable of being

governed by the reason of its parent, |

till 1ts own understanding comes to

maturity (Wesley,VII,103).
In Wesley’s view then, parents could do two th}ngs‘
with regard to a child’s education. First, they could
break the child’s will, which mgant”never reinforcing-
any acts of defiance or of negative sel f-agsertion, and
gsecond, they couldrconcentrate upon instilling good
habits and right thinking. But one must not get the
idea that this was a simple task. For given Wesley’s
belief that to train a child in Christlanity was to go

directly contrarykto its nature, the road was
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definitely conceived of as an uphill one. Thus he
pbelleved one had to begin very early and work very hard
to ensure, for instance, that the child thought in the

richt manner. So he exhorted,

 from the flrst dawn of reason,

e, God is in this
and every place. God made you and me
and the earth and the sun.... There lis
no such thing as chance. He gives us
all the goodness we have; every good
thought and word and work are from Him
(Wesley,VII,91). (emphasis mine here and
following.? ‘

And again: ,
Habituate them to make God their end in
all things, and lnure them, in all they
do, to aim at knowing, loving and
serving God (Ibid.,®7>.

And: : . :

Ye that are truly kind parents, in the

morning, in the evening, and all the

dav, press upon all your children, to
walk in love as Christ also loved us...

(Ibid.,?8).
Glven his idea of grace belng contrary to human nature,
one understands why there waé ah urgency evident in hls
sermon to Christian parents. He belleved that they
were not as concerned as they ought to be. ‘His
cobsgervations df them led hlm to conclude that. they
cont}nually ‘fed’ the dlseases In thelr chlldren
instead of of ‘curing’ fhem, by things such as dresélng'

them up and complimenting them, by coddl ing, and by
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overlooking chlldlsh bouts of temper. And ln dolng
these things, he belleved, they helped the Devil do his
work, because thé odds were already stacked agalnst
~ralsing a God-fearing child, and sucﬁ indulgence only

made matters worse.

John  Locke’s  Influence upon Weglev

Wesley was a great admirer of John Locke. He was
particularly impressed by Locke’s Essay on Human
Understanding and he included 1t as part of the
curcleulum for the senlor boys at his Klngswbod School .
He agqeed with Locke that the child’s mind was a
‘tabula rasa,’ though nelther took this to mean that
the cﬁild was, as Pelagians would say, without original
sin. Locke was a Christlan and thbugh he was softer on-
original sin than was Wesiey, he still belleved that
most children wete born "wlth some bias in their
natural temper, which 1t 1s the business of education
elther to take off or counterbalance' (Locke,132).
What he was at pains to emphasize in thls ldea of the
‘tabula rasa’ was the lmporténce of the child’s
environment 1n‘the shaping of his characfer. The
child, as Locke saw lt, was very lmpresslénable and

Locke belleved, regarding the men we meet, "that nine



93

parts of ten afe what they are, good‘or evil, useful or
not, by thelr education" (Locke;6). Tboqgh Locke
éccepted the doctrine of innate depravity, as the
Anglicans understood lt, this related to the character
of the man‘s mind rather than to the contents‘df it.
-He malntalned that thérmlnd itself,zln terms of lnnaté
ideaé Qas blank though 1t had a‘characfer stamped on
1t., It 1s not my purpose to examine Locke’s theory in
any more detail; I mention it becaqse‘Wesley.read |
Locké and accepted his "idea that the mind was a ‘tabula
rasa;’ My polnt Is to.draw attentlion to thé fact that
Locke 1lke Wesley does not glverspace té thét which is
considered to play a minor role in the developmept of
humanrhature, in Locke’s case, the ‘one part’ in ten
which was not the result of environment, ln Wesley’s
case, whatever good might have been said to reside in
than nature which might have beén strengthened. For
Locke then, "the grgat thing to be minded in education
s what hablts you settle" (Locke;is). Habits, as I
have already stated, were also lﬁportant to Wesley,
though he dlfféredﬁfrom Locke 1n placing his primary
emphasis in child-rearing upon breaking the chl]d’é
will, ;

In contrast to Wesley, yobke saw the goal of

educatlon in terms of a process. He saw the process as
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that of ‘mending,’ which is close to Wesley’s idéa of
curlng, but he differed from yesley in that his. view of -
human nature was more Anglican or Cathblic. That is,
man was healed or restored fhrough a nurturing process,
rather than by a conversion event whereby he was
actuélly altered, l.e., made spirit, soul and body as
opposed to remalning simply soul andrbody. Thus, he

Sa¥Ys,

God has stamped certain characters upon

men’s minds, which, like their shapes,

may perhaps be a little mended but can

hardly be totally altered and

transformed into the contrary.
And again:

Observe what their (children’s) native

stock is, how it may be improved and

what it is fit for. In many cases, all

that we can do, or should aim at, is, to

make the best of what nature has given

(Locke,47).
Locke’s imagery, like thét used by what Greven calls
the ‘moderate’ temperament, is from gardening. He
. speaks of "weeding out faults® and of "planting what
haplts you please" (Locke,46) and this fits nicely with.
- the ldea of bending or shaping the will as opposed to
breéklng it. No battle is implied nor antlicipated and
praver 1s a weapon to be used only as a last resort.

(Locke,74)‘— In this sense, praver was Seen asgs an
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‘option’ to Locke, whereas to Wesley, éuch an idea was
anathema. Prayer was compulsory, and as he told
parents b}untly, they ought to expect that chlldrearing
pe an Impossible task wlthout the grace of God.

Locke’s view of human nature was far more‘posltlve
tﬁan Wesley’s; indeed his statemept that "a dislike of
evil is so qatural to manklndé fLQcke,ios) recélls
Aqulnaé’ quotation from Aristotle abdut men having a
natural inclination fo help all others. Although he
too, belleved that chlldish deflance had to be dealt
‘with strongly, like-Aquinas, he did not see this as
happening as early as did Wesley. While both Locke and
Wesley used the language of domination, Wesley speaking
of breaking the will, Locke of it belng "mastered and
subdued" (Locke,68>, elsewhere Lockerreflected a milder

emphasis upon man’s sinfulness than did Wesley.

The Educatlon of

Regarding the education of children, Locke admits
to having the following “fancy,’ which gives an

indication of his view of human nature. He says:

I have always had a fancy, that learnlng
might be made a play and recreation to
children; that they might be brought to
desire to be taught, if it were proposed
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to them as a thing of honour, credit,
delight and recreation, or as a reward

- for doing something else, and 1f they
were never chid (sic) or corrected for
the neglect of it (Locke,143).

What Loéke was saving, ln so many words, was that there
was somethlng one mlght appeal to in a chlld, and that
if approached in the right way a chlld might be brought
to love and revere education. Plato, 11keﬁlse, In
: speaklng.of the educatlon of the young, mentloned
"directing thelr natures® (Jowett,445> again
acknowledging that there was something to be worked
with as obposed-to being battled against, while at the
same time recognizing that "of all animals, the boy is
the most unmanageable, lnasmuch as he has the fouﬁtaln
of reason in him not yet regulated’ (Jowétt]444).
Neither was saying that the child, if left to his own
devices would become good because of natural promptings
wlthin hlm; however, there was an assumétfon in Plato
or Aqﬁlnas or Locke, that there wés éomething in a
child that could be ‘tralned.’

2s I said to begin with, Aristotle said that the
business of educatlon was to make the pupil 1like aﬁd,
disllke what he ought; Plato, earlier had said the

same.
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The 1ittle human anlimal will not at.
first have the right responses. It must
~ be trained to feel pleasure, liking,

disgust and hatred at those things which

really are pleasant, likeable,

disgusting, and hateful, so that when

reason at length comes to him, then,

bred as he has been, he will hold out

his hands in welcome and recognize her

bhecause of the affinity he bears to her

(Lewis,26,27). ’
What Plato and Locke were advocatlng was the education
of desires, whereas Wesley’s emphasis was on the cure
of desires, which by definition were diseaséd. The
first step, consequently, in Wesley’s plan was to break
thgiwlll of the chlld, for the wlll was the root of the
child’s wrong desires. Plato, on the other hand, did
not underestimate the willfulness of the child, he;
like the moderates mentioned, talked about "blinding
‘ with many bfldles" (Jowett;444) the child in'one’s

care, which amounts, in so many words, to shaping the

will ‘as opposed to bréaklng it.
Utilitarlan Education for the Lower Orders

Locke and Wesley also differed in thelr aims for
educat;on in terms of whom they‘thought,education
should.be for. Locke’s l‘Some Thoughts Concerning

Educatlion" were intended with the education of a
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gentleman in mlnd. Although lmplicit In thls was the
ldea‘of a Christian gentleman, hls thoughts were not

concerned with the next world, so much as they were

wlth‘thisrworld. He was writlng with those in mind,
who complalnéd "of the great decay of Christian piety
and virtue everywhere" and suggested that the way to
retrieve these in the.next generation was through
laying a foundatlion in a proper education. ‘
(Locke, IX,58) The assumptlon here wasrthat the upper
¢lagses acted as an.example in thelr manners for good
and ill, for the lower orders; thus iIf Christian piety
and.vlptue could be4recovered by géntlemen, it would
have societal repercussloﬁs.

" Wesley, fhough not a revolutlonary, did hot
'operate upon, such an'assumption. He told his preacheré
gpeciflcally that, "you are no more concerned to have

the manners of a gentleman than a danclng master"
(Ford,48>. His overriding doncern for the next life
made him 1mpat1ent to reach people now, so that if
nothing else resulted, they might be‘coﬁverted and’
ready to meet their Maker. His mlnlétry was to the
lower orders, as they were known, andrany education he
envisioned fqr them began with their converéion.

After this\flrst step, education did take place for

adults and children alike. As was mentioned earller,
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Wesley Qrgénlzed pecple Into émallrgroups or socletles,
wherein they were given opportunities for leadership as
well as for spiritual growth. For children under the
age of twelve, he opened schools in London and at
Kingswood, and social class or an ability to pay had
nothing to do with eligibility.(&) pnly complete

parental support and a willingness on the part of the

‘What Wesley specifically borrowed from Locke
regarding educatlion for these people was Locke’s
pgogressive idea that education be utilitarlan. In
this, Wesley was ahead of hls time. Not very much
earlief, in the year he was born in fact, the heads of
the University of Oxford met and forbade Locke’s Eésgz
from belng read. Babenroth explalns that "when there
was a danger of innovation in high places in the
educatlional world, a ’sableyshoal of broad hats, and
hoods and caps’ curled around Dullness and, as frlends
of Aristotle, champloned traditional learnlng“
(Babenroth,166). The peference to Dullness is from
Alexander Pope’s poem, ﬁThe Dunciad," in which he
ridicules the endowed schools and their classical
education. Locke’s idea that schools become more
utilitarlan were a threat to that system and therefore,

they were relected.
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In contrast with the schools qf his day then,
Wesley 1n§1uded utllitarlah subjects in hYsrcurriculum.
In §he slxth class, algébra, physics, gapdening, music,
and geograpy were taught alongside those subjects of a
more classlical nature. Not only that,’Wesley, out of
his concern for adults as well as for chlldren, began
evening énd early schools for adults in'which they were
taught "reading, wrltlng, and the casting of accounts"
(Body,139). The kind of" compasslon whlch thls
indicates has also to be seen as one of the very
positive things that was an outgrowth of his theology.
Body contends that éne cannot Judge Wesiey on his
theory alone, one must look at what he did, and
undoubtedly his schools, in an age where'brutality and
violence were the norm (Aries,264) are a credlt to him
and to hlsrbellefs. Adamson makes a simllar comment
with reference to August Francke’s schools in Germany
.whlch served as a model for Wesley’s own schools. The
context was the severlty exerclsed, in terms of rules
against play and the numerous hours to be spent in
‘studles or in prayer, (which Wesley copied) but given
the sltuatlon In other schools such schools stood out
as mllder and more humane. (Adamson 250)

Though Wesley did differ from the educators of his

day in emphasizing education‘that was utllltarlann
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still his primary focus was spfrftua]. Susannah’s
"dictum that "no girl be gaught to work till she could
read very well" (Prlitchard,26) assﬁmed the same thing
because reading was necessary i1f one were to read one’s
"Bible or other religlous writings, which was the
expectatlon of the Purlitan chlld. Moreerr, it was
unlikely in those days that many girls would need to
read In order to work; actually, the context of
Susanhah’slwords presumed such work to bé sewlng, for
she comments, "the putting of children to learn sewing
'before they can read perfectly is the very reason why
so few women can read fit to be heard and never well
to be understood" (Prlitchard,26). Slmllarly, Wesley
said in a letter that "it is not our view sSo much to
teach Greek and Latin as to train up soldlers for Jesus
Christ" (Prltchard,54). When Wesley was asked by
Christian parents which school was best, he rep{ied,
"let 1t be remembered, that I do not sﬁeak to the wild,
glddy, thoughtless world, but to those that fear God.

_.8end them to such masters as will keep 1t always
before their eyes" (Wesley,VII, 83).

In the following chapter, I will conclude with the

implications of Wesley’s theology for educatlon.



- CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION:‘ IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATION

Because one’s phlldsophy of educationrderlves from
one’s world-view, I have taken pains to describe how
Wesfey understood his world. This involved looking ét
his view of God, hfs understanding of human hature‘and
his theclogy of what it meant for man to be in
relationship to God. But ﬁhese fhings too, needed a
context, and the obvious one, as I saw it, was that of
the theological continuum of historic Christianity.

" Thus I compared Wesle?’srviews with the two “outer
‘limits,” as.it were, with Roman Catholicism on the one
hand,ﬂand with a specifically defined evangelicalism on
the other. I then sought t6 understand howlhis
theology influenced his views of childhood and of
education.

The partiéular view that seemed to overshgdow his
other ideas was his view of human nature. In this view
he was at one with the Reformers, Luther and Calvin,
bﬁt all three had de?iated from the view held for’
several genturleé'expounded‘by Thomas Aquinas. This
view, which the Catholic Chufchjcontinues to hold,
includes seeing man; as separated from“God and unable

to reestablish a relafionshlp with Him, and seeing God,
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to reestablish a relatlionship with Him, and seeing God,
as extending his grace to man in his hopeless éituation_
and enabling him to respond. Where Catholics differ is
in éheir belief that God’s grace finds in human nature
an affinity for it. The point of contact, as I have
cé]led it, is intrinsig to human nature in this
position. One implication of this is that one can
assume a place of appeal in human beings. Another is
that there is a continuity, though incomplete, between
human morallty and God’s laws. As Aquinas put it
divine law acts as an aid to natural law.r

" Wesley’s view, following the Reformers, was more
radicai than this. He believed:thaf‘man was totally
depraved, by which he meant that man had lost in £hé
Fall, the point of contact with God, which he had had
originally. God had to create that point of contact
again and He did so by His grace. By grace too, He
gave to man the freedom to respond to greater gifts of
grace. (This 1Is not without its problems,‘but as Wesley
did not resolve them nor will ; attempt to do so.> The
implication of this view is that there 1s nothing to

appeal to in a man; there is no affinity for God

intrinsic to human nature.
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Three conseq&ences for education are apparent.
First, Wesley’s theology.of human nature méant that he
could not sublfmate, that is, channel or redirect or
elevate, those childish instincts whlch‘hé:found
objectionable becausé to do so would be the same as
overlooking them or making allowance for something
inherently sinful. This, in his words, would be‘to do
the devll’s work., (Wesley,VII,103)> Only suppressing
those instincts, that is, breaking the child’s will
would sufficé to make such a parent or teacher truly a
co;worker with God for fh; sélvation of a soul.

When 1t came to dealing with childrep in his
schools, this view led him to demand of parents
complete éontrol over thelr éhlld. Parents had to
agrée that the child wouldinot come home, even 1f lfl,'
even for a day, because Wesley fgft all hls work would
be undone by such a move: The influence of parents,
particularly thelr\instincts‘to coddle their children,
were not In the child’s best interests. The other -
thing that could happen 1f~a chlld went home was that
~ he might pe left on his own. Human nature being what
it was, thls was a thing to be avoided thought Wesley.
At school, theréfore, he ordered ‘that the students, at

all times, be in the presénce of an adult. They were

allowed no time, day or night, to be alone, THls ig a
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view that does not square with the ideas of modern
educators, not because they are un-Christian, but
because they value prlvacy‘even for children.

" Another consequence that follows from his
understanding of‘human nature is that:there is little
power implicit in a morallyrgood example. Children
needed their wills broken and their minds and habits
trained but it was not expected that they would be
nurtured into faith in Christ. It was expected rather
that they would undergo a crisis experience that
involved a loathing of self and a submission to God’s
witl, gﬁéracterized as contrary to one’s own wi&T.
Examples of a shocklng nature then, were favoured over
“examples of the morally good. Thus, Wesley and his
headmaster at Kihgswood consideréd it a great
" opportunity for the students in terms of thelr own
conversions, when they heard of the recent death of
somebody who lived neafby. The béys, some as young as
seven,  -were taken round to view the corpse tﬁat:tﬁey
mlght‘think about death and their soul’s salvation.
They were preached to on the same subjecf for ovef a
week and encouraged to stay up till all hours of the
morning, ﬁouring out their confessions to God. Wesley

rejoiced when he heard that many of the boys héd become
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Chflstlané as a result. As hersoon learned, h§wever,’
these results had little lasting effect.

The third consequence of his view was that natural
theology was ‘out,’ as far as helping a persbn'in his
understanding of God. Wesley’s view was that from the
exlstence of the creature was lmplied the existence of
God, but that this still left unanswered the question:
rwhat kind of God’ (Willlams,81>. The Cathollc view ls
that such knowledge is a reminder of édmething we each
know already anyway and that Wesley’s gquestion ls‘
answered by reason iooking at natube. (Smith,34) This
view then encourages curlosity and speculation assuming
the human mind can discover tryth.

The lmpllcatlons then of his theology for
" education are largely negative. His view of human
nature 1is more pessimlstic, I think, than is warranted.
I do noé want to undegestlmate the degree to which man
is fallen, but it fs important too, not to overstate
the case.

What can be sald positively about Wesley’s
theolog?, in terms of education, is that it provided an
inexhaustible motlivatlion for reaching out to the
disenfranchised, the disinherited of his society. His
own wide reading meant that he made use of Locke’s

progressive ideas of utllitarian educatlon, and thils,
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combined with his belief that God wanted everyone to
comerto know Him, gave the impetus for going be§ond
merely the education of a gentleman, to reach the lower
orders. I agree with Body that he has t& be Jjudged by
his practise not only by his theory and certainly some.
of his §fac§is§s can be applauded. ﬁevertheless, the'
more intrusive measures advocated in his schools,
deriving from a negative view of human nature, and that
view itself, I cannot and do not commend. The weakness
in Wesley’s philosoph§ of educatlon can be traced to
his perspecfive on human natufe, which in its negative
emphases, seems to overstate the Christian trﬁth of man

as a fallen creature.
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ENDNOTES

1L John Tillotson (1630-1694>- Archbishop of Canterbury
and leader of theﬂLatitudinarian Party in thé Church of
England. In his preaching, for thch he wasafamous, he
Amade a constant abpeal, on all ﬁatters of réligion, to

reason.

2. George MacDonald (1824-1905)- a Scottish pastor and
writer of fiction. He eventually left the pastorate
as his unorthodox views were very unpoular with a ..

rigidly Calvinistic Church.

3. Robert Southey (1774-1843)- an English writer of

verse and prose, also a friend of Samueer. Coleridge.

His biography, Life of Wegley, was publfshed in 1820.

4, Horace Busﬁnell (1802-1876)- American
Congrégatlonal minister. His first book, Chrigtian
Nurture, focussed on‘the religious training of.
children. He céﬁsciously emphasized the idea of
‘nurture,”’ that is,quibénding and shaping the child’s
wi(l, over against;énothgr popqlar idea, that of

breaking the will.

5. William Law (1686-1761>- a Non-Juror, that is, a

clergyman.who-refused the Oéth of Allégiance of 1689.
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He was a student of mystical theology and wrote "A
Serious Call to a Devout and Holy Life," to which John

Wesley made frequent reference, with approval.

G. In.1739,‘Wesley bought a ‘heap of ruins’ called‘the
London Foundery. He turned it into a Methodist meeting
place and also into a school for poor chlldren. These
childreh, for the most part, were beth clothed and
educated free of charge. ’ |

In 1740 Wesley built the original school at
Klngswood which ‘was intended for colllers children.
It also operated as a night school for poor children of
the dtstrict who could not come during the day. ‘In
1748, Wesley built the New School at Kingswood and the
maJority\of the children were the sons of Methodist
léymen. The school was, however, open to alt who were |
s approved’ and whose parents were willing to ebide ey

the strict injunctions.
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