
The Bıg
The Theological Disagreement which Separated

John Wesley and Count Zinzendorf

Gary Steven Kınkel

In the eighteenth CCNLUTY John Wesley and Nıcholas Ludwig, Count of Zın-
endorf and Pottendorf, each played key roles in mOoOovements which WEIC S1g-
nıfıcant OUTITCCS of renewal In the Chrıstian Church Neıther wıshed o SCDa-
rate from the establıshed ecclesiastıcal bodıies of the time. Both, for theolo-
g1Ca ICasSONS, attempted ( transcend tradıtional Wa of separatıon wıthın
the Chriıstian Both prayed and worked passıonately for the SpI-
rıtual awakenıng of people wıthın the established churches-people for whom
Christianıty had become, al LOO often In the eıghteenth CeNLUTrY, CEMDLY
socıal conventıon 0)8 cold and barren acceplance of moral and relig10us
proposıtions. Both WEIC keenly interested In MI1SS1ONS O people who WGEG
outsıde of the Christian faıth, and both earnestly desıred the establıshed
churches ( refurn the sımplıcıty of the Christian ıfe and teaching of the
New Testament per10d.

But despıite al thıs COIMNMON ground Wesley and Zinzendorf found it
CESSaTY {O part As result, the movements wıth whıich they WEIC assocı1ated
went theır par  e WdYyS after per10d of close affılıatıon. John Wesley’s
actıvıty ore fruıt primarıly ın the bırth and growth of the Methodıiıst Church
and in called holiness churches whıch pomnt {O hım havıng
een important for the development of theır teaching. Zinzendorfs work
issued ın the reconstituting of the Oravıan Church and explosion of
M1SS1ONarYy actıvity.

The decısıve Clas. the watershed ©  9 after which the [WO movement
separated wıth fınalıty, took place ın London September 3: 1741 Dıffe-
ICNCES had arısen INOTC than YCar earlıer and the result had een sharp
dıvisıon wıthin the relıg10us socıety that me(l al Fetter ane in on In
attempt reconcıle the [WO factıons James Hutton, Englısh supporter of
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Zinzendorf, arranged the 1741 meeting. The a1m Was for esley and Zıin-
endorf privately fOo work OutL the dıfferences But thıs conversatıon dıd nOTLt
result In rapprochement. (In the contrary, ıt clarıfıed and ardene the lıne
of separatıon between the [WO IHE  S

In the generatıon 1C followed that of Wesley and Zinzendorf stOr1es
began ciırculate IM both Methodists and Moravıans that purportedly
seft OT'! the ICAason for thıs separatıon. ese anecdotes attrıbute the clas
18 personal actors. The stOr1es spread wiıdely and WEIC generally regarded

go0od aCCOUNTS of the Causcs of the rea As result, these secondary
tales have become the lens hrough which the CONLtrOVerSYy 1S interpreted.
Whatever 1S thought be the theological 1SSsue ınvolved, ıt 1s ınvarıably SCCI1

by nıneteenth and twentieth century wriıters be d reflection of INOTC fun-
damental personalıty clas Thus, ıt 1sS nOoL surprising (8 fınd competent
cholar explaınıng the rea wıth these words: clas between theır
personalıties Was undoubtedly the chief factor behind theır churches going
along separale COUTSCSZinzendorf, arranged the 1741 meeting. The aim was for Wesley and Zin-  zendorf privately to work out the differences. But this conversation did not  result in rapprochement. On the contrary, it clarified and hardened the line  of separation between the two men.  In the generation which followed that of Wesley and Zinzendorf stories  began to circulate among both Methodists and Moravians that purportedly  set forth the reason for this separation. These anecdotes attribute the clash  to personal factors. The stories spread widely and were generally regarded  as good accounts of the causes of the break. As a result, these secondary  tales have become the lens through which the controversy is interpreted.  Whatever is thought to be the theological issue involved, it is invariably seen  by nineteenth and twentieth century writers to be a reflection of a more fun-  damental personality clash. Thus, it is not surprising to find a competent  scholar explaining the break with these words: "...the clash between their  personalities was undoubtedly the chief factor behind their churches going  along separate courses ... (one group) was not roomy enough for both a  Wesley and a Zinzendorf.  1  I shall argue here that this is not the case. The fact that the incidents  upon which the hypothesis of a personality clash are based have no grounds  in the writings of either Wesley or Zinzendorf ought at least to make one  suspicious, especially since neither man was prone to hide his true feelings  and thoughts. With just this suspicion Nehemiah Curnock, editor of the  standard edition of John Wesley’s Journal, considers the anecdotes in que-  stion in an extended footnote and concludes that "it is unjust to both Wesley  and Zinzendorf to attribute the quarrel ... to apocryphal stories of intole-  rance, discourtesy, and personal pique. The true causes were wholly diffe-  rent, and really much more serious.  n2  The aim of this paper is to show that the true causes were theological;  that the two men disagreed with cach other concerning a matter central to  the way each understood Christianity. The result was that each regarded the  views of the other as a grossly distorted version of the Christian gospel.  Given this, the question of their personalities becomes superfluous in rela-  tion to the attempt to account for their parting of the ways. It was the case,  to put it bluntly, that neither could accept in good conscience a position  1 John R. Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1956), pp. 216-  2L  2 John Wesley, The Journal of John Wesley, ed. by Nehemiah Curnock, 9 vols.,  (London: the Epworth Press, 1938). 1:11-12.  90(one group) Was noft IN enough for both
Wesley and Zinzendorft.]
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The aım of thıs 1S chow that the Irue Causcs WCIC theological;
that the [WO INC dısagreed wıth each other concerning matfter central {O
the WdYy each understood Christianıty. The result Was that each regarde the
VIEWS of the other grossiy distorted version of the Christian gospel.
Giıven thıs, the question of theır personalıties becomes superfluous ın rela-
tıon {O the attempt o account for theır partıng of the WaYy>. Wäas the CasSC,

put ıf bluntly, that neıther could accept in good consciıence posıtıon
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which seemed O hım surrender the integrıity and truth of the proclama-
tiıon of Jesus Christ and Compromıse the meanıng of STaACC in the ıfe of
the believer. ANnYy genumne reconcılıatiıon between Wesley and Zinzendorf
WOU have required theologica Compromıise of d SOr{ that neıther, for what
should become Obvıo0us rCasONS, Was willing fOo make.

In order make thıs clear undertake critical interpretation of
the substance of theır 1 /41 conversatıon. oug the [WO dıffered theolo-
gically in INOIC WaYS than the ONC which occupıecd them ırectly when they
sat down alk ın London, theır other dıfferences dıd not drıve them apart

dıd the alter they actually discussed. My interest here 1s In the eologı-
cal VIEWS (OQ)VCI which they re wıt h each other

As surprisıng ıt InNay SCCHI, the [WO dısputants absolutely agree about
what Wäas saıd that September day in 1741 Thıs 1S demonstrated by the fact
that Wesley publıshed "he mOoOst materıal part” of the conversatıon in hıs
Journal ın 17445 and the Moravıans publıshed ıdentical account of the
Samlnlc ON YCAar later *

My interpretation 1S nolt — attempt make generalızatıons about eıther
IMNMan OF the CONLrOVeErSY for the PUrDOSC of classıfıcatıon. Thıs kınd of SENC-
ralızıng and classıfyıng produces tıdy-lookıng arguments and conclusıons,
but ıt leaves outsıde of ıts DUrVIEW LO00 much that 15 important.> Because
such method 1ignores what 1S un1ıque and orıgınal for the sake of showıng
relatıonshıps between thınkers and ideas, and In order establısh and
maıntaın clear and distinct categorıes, ıt 15 unhelpful WaYy {o understand
and COMC {O oT1DS wıth al y thiınker AdS such and hıs Or her ()W]

Furthermore, IM y interpretation does nOoL nclude Judgment concernıing
the truth, valıdıty, OTr relatıve meriıt of the VIEWS ın question. Thıs 1S nolL

5SdYy that have such Judgments, but rather that these have becn {oO the
est of IM y abılıty, bracketed out of thıs study. want presentT, precisely
and briefly, hat each belıeved wıth regard the substance of theır TJ/41
interchange. The hıstory of the discussıon of the quarrel 1S already filled wıth
polemics and good deal of distortion has ( the result© It takes clear

Ibid., 2:488-490
Nıcholas Ludwig, raf VO Zinzendorf, Ergänzungsbände denl Hauptschriften,

ed by Erich Beyreuther and Gerhard Meyer, vols., (Hildesheim: eorg Olms
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 90:1026-1030

Keinhold Nıebuhr, The Nature nd Destiny of Man. vols., (New York
Charles Scribner’s Sons, T TA S
C the Rev Iyerman, The Life nd Imes of he Rev. John Wesley,

vols., (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1:341
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CYC SC6 past thıs dıstortion the actual convıctions of Wesley and Zın-
zendorf, CYC unblinded by an y CORNGEIA cshow ON figure WION£ OT dan-
SCTOUS and the other ng

Thıs investigatiıon ıll proceed in three stages. Fırst, eCcount the
well-known tale of John Wesley’s early CoOontLaclts wıth, and Impress10ns of,
the Moravıans. Followıiıng thıs, ıt ll be NCCCSSATY IO nofe the development
of the conflıct; the crystallızatıon of the 1SSUeS. And fınally, wıth the clash
thus placed In the cConftext of the relatıonshıp between Wesley and the Mora-
vlians which precede the dıfficulties, consıder the conviıictions of the
[WO IN  = The substance of what they saıd ın theır 1/41 interchange ll be
examıned in the lıght of theır OW) words spoken other OCCasıons close in
time the London meeting. Thıs ll make clear precisely what Wäas al
stake far each INa Was concerned, ell what each mean Dy what
he saıd in hat pıvotal conversatıon. Thıs cshould also make clear whether
there 15 g0o0d ICAason to ın that al the rOOL of thıs altercatıon Wäas Q fun-
damental disagreement about what constitutes the ESSCHETC of Christianıty,
and noTLt merely the refusal of [WO grea INCIHN fO work together because theır
personalıties lashed

First Contacts

John Wesley’s early relationshıp wılh the Moravıans Was both posıtıve and
TUILIUL. In the fall of 1735 the nglıcan Was Oar‘' ‚eb shıp OUuUn:
for Georgıla. On the Same shıp WL twenty-sıx Moravıans. John’s ournal
nir for Frıday, October OE 1735 contaıns the fırst evidence of contact
between them In thıs PAaASSsagc Wesley descrıibes the Moravıans "meek and
OWIY, dead {O the world, full of faıth and the Holy Ghost"/

That Journey Georgla Wäas dıfficult OM  ® The shıp Wäas eie by
fıerce StOrms The violence of the weather and the SCa drove John to face hıs
OWINl ea real, indeed immınent, possıbalıty. But hıs threw hım into
inner turmoıl, for he Oun iımself unwillıng to die He felt deeply shamed
al thıs unwillingness,  97 and January 27 confronted hımself wıth the QqUC-
st10N: 1s ıt hat hou hast faith?"10

Wesley, Journal, 12110
S Ibid., 1120217238

[Ibid., 1:138
10 Ibid., 1:140
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I1wo days later, January 25, the weather turned particularly SaAaVagC.
The wınd howled and roared. The shıp remDbDle: both from the force of the
wıind and from the batteriıng of the SC  S esley testifies hat they WEIC

tossed about wıth such severıty that 15 Was impossıble 8 remaın standıng
wıthout holdıng ONO something, and that ıt Was only wıth grealt dıfficulty
hat ONC could CVCNMN keep such hold. !!

That evenıng, the continued unabated both the SCa and in
Wesley’s ()W) heart, he joined the Moravıans in theır usual peri10d of WOI-

shıp. Havıng SCCH theır anNnncI of lıfe, 1C. he consıdered {O be shinıng
example of what the Christian ıfe oug O be 12 he burned o SCC theır
SPONSC ( the threat of death.?® When he Sa  < ıf hıs Warmı apprecılatıon of the
Moravıans turned respecl and wonder. In hıs OW) words, hıs 15 what
happened hat nıght

In the mıdst of the psalm wherewıth theır ervice egan, whereın
WEIC mentioning the W of God, the SCa broke OVCLI, splı the maın-
saıl in pIECES, covered ihe shıp, and poured ın between the ecks, ıf
the grea deep had already swallowed uüs terrible screamıng be-
gan the Englısh. The (jermans (Moravıans) looked uD, and
wıthout intermission calmly Saıg as. ONC of them afterwards,
"W. yOUu noTLl afraıd?" He answered, nI thank God, no  w as.  e
WETITC notL yOUT and children afraıd?" He replied mildly, “NO‚ (OUT

and chıldren AIC noL afraıd dıen14

OSse Moravılans possessed precıisely hat John lacked but fervently
desıired. The last lıne of hıs Journaln for hat day reveals the force of the
impression whiıch the sımple fearlessness of theır faıth in the Savıor had
made uDOoN hım "T'hıs Was the mOSTL glor10us day 16 have hıtherto

1 ®SCCH
Sr the sh1p’s arrıval ın Georgıa, Wesley remaıined in close contact wıth

the Moravıans there He continued hıs f{forts learn German, egun
aboard shıp, hat he could communicate wıth them INOITC easıly. And
when he felt the eed of advıce spirıtual 0)8 pastoral matters he dıid noft
hesıtate seek ouft Spangenberg, Moravıan leader, and WTroftfe of hım

11 1bıd., 1147
12 1bıd., 1:1297

1bıd., 1:142
[bid., 1422143
Ibıid., 1:143
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durıng thıs per10d: »Mr. Spallenberg SIC WISe man! Advısed {O
se. The ONCC INOITIC.«

Wesley Was less impressed Dy Moravıan conference he attended in
ebruary 1/506; hıs first month In the colony. er DrayCr the assembly had
elected and ordaıned bıshop. Wesley xulted

The sımplıcıty, dS ell dAS solemnity, of the whole, almost made
forget the seventeen hundred between, and imagıne myself ın

ONC of those assemblıes where form and WCIC not, but Paul the
tent-maker ÖI Peter the fisherman presided, yel wıth the demonstra-
t1ıon of the Spirıt and ofW17

When he returned o England [WO later John’s relationshıp wıth the
Moravıans continued be posıtıve. He entered nto affectionate frıend-
shıp wıth Moravıan preacher named Peter Böhler whıich proved IO be of
importance for Wesley personally and for Methodism hıstorically. ogether
these [WO INCN formed the Fetter ane Socıety In May of 1738.18 Böhler
"advised" the socıety ASs  IN 1{8 how ıt ought be constituted.!?” In accordance
wıth hıs advıce, ıt Wäas relig10us socıety wıthın the Church of England; ıt
Wäas ıyiıded into ands, GIie Sma. ZYTrOUDS (as WEeEIC the Moravılans the
European continent and in America), and had lovefeasts (as did the Mora-
Vlians); ıts members Sang hymns, confessed theır SINS each other, prayed
for each other, and cshared the irue sLate of theır hearts wıth ONC another .20
TOom thıs socıety SPrang both the later-organızed Methodism of the
called Unıited Societies and the Moravıan Church ıIn England.*!

In 1738, relatıons between John Wesley and the Moravıans WEIC g00d,
and the experience of Chrıistianıty Wesley had M the Moravıans iın
England Wäas delightful hım that In June he sel Out 1{8 visıt Oravıan
communıties and Count Zinzendorf ın Germany In July he WT' from
Westphalıa tO hıs brother Charles Hıs letter 1S iımportant for the attempt
understand the development of problem iın hıs relatiıonshıp wıth the Mora-
vians. It 15 short and the point. Wesley

16 Ibid., 17151
1bıid., 501 /

18 Ibid., 458-459
bid
Ibid., 458-459

21 1bıd., 1:458
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NO wıth the CountI am now with the Count ... The spirit of the Brethren is above our  highest expectation. Young and old, they breathe nothing but faith and  love ... I do not therefore concern myself with the smaller points that  touch not the essence of Christianity, but endeavour (God being my  helper) to grow up in these after the glorious example set before me.?2  Something appecars to have troubled Wesley during this visit. But the  practice of Christianity he saw ("they breathe nothing but faith and love")  continued to impress him to such a degree that he considered the causes of  his concern to be "smaller points that touch not the essence of Christianity".  The manner in which the Moravians exercised faith and love even moved  him to attempt to "grow up" in these smaller points so that he might imitate  the Moravians more closely.  Still, he began a letter to the Moravians shortly after his return to Eng-  land in September 1738. This letter, never finished and never sent, consti-  tutes the earliest documentary evidence that something had begun to bother  Wesley about the Moravians, and that this something might become a  hindrance in his future relationship with them. At the same time, the letter  was Wesley’s first attempt to work out just what it was that bothered him.  With this letter as a starting point, I turn now to a brief consideration of the  crystallization of the disagrecment.  IT. The road to the 1741 meeting  This section will deal with the crystallization of the issues in Wesley’s mind.  This may appear one-sided, but it is necessary. First, this approach is neces-  sary because Zinzendorf was not directly involved in the difficulties as they  developed. We only hear his own voice when he declares John and Charles  Wesley to be "false teachers and deceivers of souls in respect of the doctrine  of Christian Perfection,"?® and when he actually sits down to talk with Wes-  ley. The second reason for an apparently one-sided approach to this section  is that one finds no development in Zinzendorf concerning the issues in que-  stion after 1730-1731. When he referred to the Wesleys as false teachers be-  cause of their doctrine of Christian Perfection he was only applying to a spe-  cific situation what he had already articulated in principle. Moreover, he  22 Ibid., 2:12.  23 Ibid,, cf., footnote, 2:488.  9The spırıt of the Brethren 1S above ()UT
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Somethıng aAaDDCAaTrs {O have TOUDIE Wesley durıng hıs visıt. But the
practice of Christianıty he Sa  < ("they breathe nothıng but faıth and ove"
continued impress hım such degree hat he consıdered the Causcs of
hıs CONCETN {O be "smaller pomts that touch noTl the ESSCNCC of Chrıstianıity".
The anner in 1C ihe Moravıans exercıised faıth and love CVCN moved
hım {O attempt TOW up  A in these maller pomnts hat he m1g imıtate
the Moravıans INOTC closely.

Still, he began letter the Moravıans shortly after hıs refurn o Eng-
and ın September 1/38 Thıs leEtter. finıshed and sent, const1-
utes the earlıest documentary evidence that somethıng had egun bother
Wesley about the Moravıans, and that thıs somethıng might become
hindrance In hıs {uture relatıonshıp wılh them the Samllc tiıme, the letter
Wäas Wesley’s fırst altempt (8 work out Just what ıt Was that bothered hım
Wıth thıs letter AdS startıng poımnt, turn NO  < o brief consıderation of the
crystallızatıon of the dısagrecment.

The road the /41 meeting
Thıs section nl deal wıth the crystallızatıon of the 1SSUES In Wesley’s mınd.
Thıs MaYy aAaPPCAar one-siıded, but ıt 1S NCCESSATY. Fırst, thıs approac 1s(
Sar y because Zinzendorf Was nolL ırectly iınvolved ıIn the dıfficulties they
developed. We only hear hıs OW. voIce when he declares John and Charles
Wesley tO be "false teachers and deceivers of souls in respeck of the doctrine
of Christian Perfection,  nZ3 and when he actually sıts down 1{8 alk ıth Wes-
ley. The second [CasSOnN for apparently one-sıded approach o thıs section
1S that ONC finds development ın Zinzendorf concerning the 1ISSsueSs ın QUC-
st10n after 0517 When he referred the Wesleys false teachers be-

of theır doctrine of Christian Perfection he Was only applyıng O SDPC-
cıfıc sıtuatiıon what he had already artıculated iın princıple. Moreover, he

Ibid., 2172
1bıd., Ci.; footnote, 7:488
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remaıned steadfast in the VIEWS1 led hım 8 thıs judgment of John and
Charles

As Was sa1d above, Wesley’s unfinished letter of 1/38 Wäas hıs fırst
statementTt of the thıngs which disturbed hım about the Moravıans. In the
openıng paragraph of thıs letter he CADICSSCS hıs continuıng affection for the
Moravıans and the CasONls for ıt The resit of the document provıdes
insıght ınto those pomnts whiıch, he had earlıer wrıtten {O Charles, „  touch nOoTL
the BESSCHNCEC of Christianıty". Wesley lısted the followıng the ıtems that
TOUDIE: hım

Do yOUu (the Moravıans) nOoL wholly neglect fastıng?
IS noTt the Count al ın all?
S there nOol somethıng of levity in yOUr behavıour? Are yYOU, in general,

er10us enough?
Are YOU zealous and walchiu redeem time?
Do yOUu noflf magnıfy yOUr ( W Church O0 much? Do yYOUu belıeve an y

who aArc nOoL of ıt {O be In gospel lıberty?
Are yOUu not straıtened ın yOUr love? Do YOU love yOUTr enemı1les and

wicked MCn yourselves?
Do yOUu nOoTL M1X human wısdom wıth dıvine; Joming worldly prudence

heavenly?
Do yOUu not uUSC cunnıng, guılle, OI dıssımulatıon in INany cases?
Are yOU nof of close, dark, reserved Llemper and behavıour?
Is nOoL the spırıt of SCCICCY the spırıt of yOUr communıty?
Have YOU that chıildlıke9 frankness, and plaınness of speech

manıfest al in the apostles and fiırst Christian6724
Behind nearly all of these questions lıes sıngle theological matter Fur-
thermore, eighteenth CENLUFrY Moravıans maıntaıned relatıvely consıistent
posıtion regardıng thıs matter Theır VIEW Was formed under the inf{luence
and guıdance of Zinzendorf. But he had nOoL imposed ıf uUDON them Rather,
they had COMEC o wıth hım the PTFODCI understandıng and 1Impor-

of thıs theologica theme
What 15 indırectly ın question here 1S the PrÖDCI relatıonshıp between law

(God’s unıversal, absolute, rıghteous command) and gospel (God’s Ice.
merıted and unmerıtable offer of forgıveness of SINS and personal fellowshıp
ın and through Jesus Christ). For Zıinzendorf, and for Moravıans ın the
eıghteenth cCentury, U misconstrue hıs relatıonshıp Was dıstort Christıia-

Ibıd., 2:496-49 7
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nıty, OI GV change Chrıistianıity into dıfferent relıgiıon. But hıs wiıll be-
COMC clear below. ullıce ıf Sa Yy al thıs pomt that the WdY the Moravıans
understood the law-gospel relatiıonship determıined theır attıtude toward
fasting, levıty, the USCc of tıme, theır uUusSsCc of what Wesley interpreted
"cunnıng" and “QUulle, and the AaNnnNCT In which they umixedn, esley DuL
ıt, "human wısdom wıth divine".

the time that he composed thıs letter Wesley dıd 19{811 SCCIM {O 1CCO-

gn1ıze an Yy such theologıca 1SSuUe behind the thıngs which vexed hım Hıs
finıshed epistle SUggeESIS hat he held the problem be ONC of dılıgence in
practice and notL of theology. Although he consıdered the Moravıan’s PTaC-
tice of Chrıistianıty DE, in general, exemplary, he felt that greater earnest-
NCcSsSsS Was requıired the pomts he lısted. He apparently C1HEVE:  ‘9 in 1/738,
hat ıf the Moravıans WOU. only appIy themselves and EXET INOTC effort the
Causcs of hıs CONCCTN WOU dısappear.

But NC yCalr later the sıtuation egan {O change rapıdly. In October of
1739 Phılıp enrYy Molther, lately ulor 8 the SOM of Count Zinzendorf,
arrıved iın London James Hutton Wäas CapcI tO bring the Fetter ane Socıiety
d ole under Moravıan teachıng concerning fellowshıp wıth the Savıor.
10 urther thıs end he brought Molther the Socıiety meetings.

Almost ımmediately people began O be confused and by Molther’s
eachıng. He Was telling them that there WEIC degrees ofal According
o hım, NC eıither has faıth wıthout an y oOu OI fear OI ON has al al
a11.2° s result, ManYy in the Feiter ane Socıiety questioned whether they
had CVCT had anYy faıth al all

Molther counseled people o llbe Stiil” and waıt for the Savıor {O COMNILC {O
them and QIVE them irue faıth Stillness consisted of abstamıng from
outward works whiıich John Wesley Wäas accustomed tO thınk of of

(£.2., attending church ın eneral and partıcıpatıng In the Lord’s
Supper ın partıcular, readıng the Scriptures, and praying).% Mr Molther
consıdered Jesus be the only of o human beings and
the supplıer d ell the object or faıth Not only dıid he hold that acfts such

Bıble readıng and partakıng of holy communion WCIC nolt of
he Was convınced that they WEIC dangerous for those who lacked Iirue faıth

It Wäas hıs VIEW that people wıthout faıth In the Savıor WOU inevıtably
regard these actıvıtles dS rıghteous works the performıing of which would

Ibıd., 2:314,328-329.,
26 1bıd

U'/



ulfıl! theır duty God.?/ Consequently, the people who do these thıngs
wıithout al ATIC uUuNaWaICcC that they need 1Oo be saved. They believe
themselves o stand righteous before God quıte apartı from Savıor, Ssince
they thınk that they have done al that God requiıres of hem Theır sıtuation
1S than ıf they had een insıde church 0)8 heard the Bıble read.
For Molther, they AICc the spirıtual equıvalent of blindfolded mMan, UNaWaIC

that he 1s blindfolded, walkıng happıly towards the edge of d cliff 1C| wiıll
be hıs certaın destruction.

Wıth the arrıval of Molther, Wesley found himself In quarre]l which Was

distinctly theologıcal. He later WTrolfe that ffrom November 1, 1739, he could
Nal IMOIC and INOTC thıngs whıich he could .  ın NOWISEe reconcıle wıth the
gospel of Christ”".2$ Wesley disagreed completely wıth ers notions of
stillness and irue faith.? He me(l wıth Molther in December 17/39, and agaın
in prı 1/740, but hours of dicussion brought hem closer. Meanwhıle,
the Fetter ane Socıety had become ıvided COMPAaNY. Some members
sıded wıth esley and others wıth Molther, and SUSPICION replaced love
the spırıt of the meelngs. John described meetıng of the Socıiety durıng
thıs per10d ıke thıs

In the evenıng OUT soclely MEL: but cold,9 heartless, dead OUN:
nothıing of brotherly OVe mM them NO  9 but ars. dry, heavy,
stupıd spırıt. For [WO hours they looked al ON another, when they

31looked al all, d ıf 0S half of them Was afraıd of the OtNET:...
Martın Schmidt understands thıs sıtuatiıon nol much d conflict

sSımply between esley and Molther, but d disagreement between
Molther and Wesley’s frıend, the Moravıan, Peter Böhler.% Schmidt
that esley and the Moravıan leaders WEIC st1ill theologically unıted and
that, for Wesley, f Was a matter of havıng defend the classıc Paulıne-
Lutheran iıdeas about Justiılicatiıon, represented by Zinzendorf and Böhler

33agaınst Herrnhuter of the YOUNSCI generation...

ei:, [bıd., 2:3908.3979
1bıd., 2A97
Ibıd., 7:3929-331
1bıd., 232905351 344

31 Ibıd., 7:343-344
37 Martın Schmidt, John Wesley: Theological Biography, Tan: Dy Norman
Goldhawk, vols., (New ork Abingdon Press, vol 2! part 1
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Schmidt mMay be right about the CONLrOVerSYy involving Molther But ıt 1S
dıfficult judge, SINCE Zinzendorf, who Was nol in England al the tıme, dıd
nOoTL enter the dıscussion al all, and Böhler LOO0O Was absent durıng the crucı1a]
moments of the disagreement. Curnock wrıtes, (Böhler) ecen in Eng-
and In July 1/740, the mısunderstandıng wıth the Moravıans m1g ave had

dıfferent result.">*
remaıns tO be SCCH whether the of eıther Böhler (I Count

Zinzendorf WOU have made diıfference ın the long IU  > In an y CasSC, after
months of strıfe, dıscussion, and mutual distrust m the Society members
John Wesley took decıisıve actıon the evenıing of July 20, 1/  S Following

lovefeast, he T OSC and read summarızıng the pomnts uDON which the
[WO factıons wıthın the Socıiety disagreed. The essentıal words WEIC theseSchmidt may be right about the controversy involving Molther. But it is  difficult to judge, since Zinzendorf, who was not in England at the time, did  not enter the discussion at all, and Böhler too was absent during the crucial  moments of the disagreement. Curnock writes, "Had (Böhler) been in Eng-  land in July 1740, the misunderstanding with the Moravians might have had  a different result."*  It remains to be seen whether the presence of either Böhler or Count  Zinzendorf would have made a difference in the long run. In any case, after  months of strife, discussion, and mutual distrust among the Society members  John Wesley took decisive action on the evening of July 20, 1740. Following  a lovefeast, he rose and read a paper summarizing the points upon which the  two factions within the Society disagreed. The essential words were these:  ... you (those who agree with Molther) asserted ... That there is no  justifying faith where there is ever any doubt or fear ... That a man  ought not to use those ordinances of God which our Church terms  ’means of grace’, before he has such faith as excludes all doubt and  fear...  You have often affirmed that to search the Scriptures, to pray, or to  communicate before we have this faith is to seek salvation by works;  and.that till these works are laid aside no man can receive faith.  I believe these assertions to be flatly contrary to the Word of God.®  Wesley invited those who agreed to follow him and promptly left the  Society.  Even if Martin Schmidt is correct about the character of this break in the  Fetter Lane Society, and even if Curnock is accurate in his speculation that  the presence of Böhler might have changed the outcome, it does not alter  the fact that a fundamental theological disagreement was emerging between  Wesley and Zinzendorf. While Zinzendorf remained silent in relation to the  Wesley-Molther quarrel, he felt he could not remain silent about something  else altogether. John had kept a rigorous schedule of preaching during the  breakdown of the Fetter Lane Society, and Count Zinzendorf, ignoring the  points at issue with Molther, responded to an element of Wesley’s teaching  that was central to Wesley’s understanding of Christianity.  In the spring of 1741 Zinzendorf published a little pamphlet in England.  In it he declared both John and Charles Wesley to be false teachers and de-  M Wesley. Journal, 2:441.  35 Ibid., 2:370.  DyOUu (those who wıth o  er assertedSchmidt may be right about the controversy involving Molther. But it is  difficult to judge, since Zinzendorf, who was not in England at the time, did  not enter the discussion at all, and Böhler too was absent during the crucial  moments of the disagreement. Curnock writes, "Had (Böhler) been in Eng-  land in July 1740, the misunderstanding with the Moravians might have had  a different result."*  It remains to be seen whether the presence of either Böhler or Count  Zinzendorf would have made a difference in the long run. In any case, after  months of strife, discussion, and mutual distrust among the Society members  John Wesley took decisive action on the evening of July 20, 1740. Following  a lovefeast, he rose and read a paper summarizing the points upon which the  two factions within the Society disagreed. The essential words were these:  ... you (those who agree with Molther) asserted ... That there is no  justifying faith where there is ever any doubt or fear ... That a man  ought not to use those ordinances of God which our Church terms  ’means of grace’, before he has such faith as excludes all doubt and  fear...  You have often affirmed that to search the Scriptures, to pray, or to  communicate before we have this faith is to seek salvation by works;  and.that till these works are laid aside no man can receive faith.  I believe these assertions to be flatly contrary to the Word of God.®  Wesley invited those who agreed to follow him and promptly left the  Society.  Even if Martin Schmidt is correct about the character of this break in the  Fetter Lane Society, and even if Curnock is accurate in his speculation that  the presence of Böhler might have changed the outcome, it does not alter  the fact that a fundamental theological disagreement was emerging between  Wesley and Zinzendorf. While Zinzendorf remained silent in relation to the  Wesley-Molther quarrel, he felt he could not remain silent about something  else altogether. John had kept a rigorous schedule of preaching during the  breakdown of the Fetter Lane Society, and Count Zinzendorf, ignoring the  points at issue with Molther, responded to an element of Wesley’s teaching  that was central to Wesley’s understanding of Christianity.  In the spring of 1741 Zinzendorf published a little pamphlet in England.  In it he declared both John and Charles Wesley to be false teachers and de-  M Wesley. Journal, 2:441.  35 Ibid., 2:370.  DThat there 1s

Justifyıng faıth where there 15 an y Oou ÖOI fear That INan

oug noTl UuUsSCc those ordınances of God which OUT Church rm
’means of grace’, before he has such faıth d excludes all Ou and
fear...

YOou have olten allırmed that search the Scriptures, DTaYy, OTr {O
communicate before WC have thıs faıth 1S (o seek salvatıon by works;
nd.that ıll these works A aıd asıde Nan Can recCelIVve faıth

believe these assertions be {latly contrary O the Word of God.
Wesley invıted those who agreed follow hım and promptly eft the
Socıety.

Even ıf Martın Schmidt 1S COrrec([t about the character of thıs TEa in the
Fetter ane Socıiety, and ıf Curnock 1S in hıs speculatıon that
the of Böhler might have changed the Outcome, ıt does no(l alter
the fact that fundamental theological disagreement Wäas emerging between
Wesley and Zinzendorf. 111e Zinzendorf remaıned sılent in relatıon fO the
Wesley-Molther quarrel, he felt he COUuU nolt remaın sılent about somethıng
else altogether. John had kept NgOrOUS sSschedule of preaching durıng the
reakdown of the Fetter ane Socıiety, and Count Zinzendorf, ignoring the
pomnts al 1SSsue wıth Molther, responded element of Wesley’s teachıng
that Wäas central o Wesley’s understandıng of Christianıty.

In the spring of 1741 Zinzendorf publıshed lıttle pamphlet ın England.
In ıt he eclare both0 and Charles Wesley be alse teachers and de-

Wesley. Jouwmnal, 22271
35 lbıd., 2:370
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cCelivers of souls because of theır teaching concernıing Christian perfection.
But he stated hat ıf they WOU only "become humbled in the princıpal
Point",  w37 that 1S, teachıng and preaching Christian perfection, all the
rest of theır conduct WOU noL hinder hım from "embracıng them wıth Can-

n 38dor and ‚OVve
The aAaPPCATFaNce of Zinzendorf’s pamphlet marks the beginnıng of He  <

quarrel. It 1S noft continuatıon of the Molther debate Zinzendorf and
Wesley dıd noL part OVCTI pomints which inıtially Sphı the Fetter ane Socıety.
It Was Wesley’s dea of "Scriptural holiness" that caused Zinzendorf ake
actıon 9 in hıs words, "the lıttle Flock of Sınners who love theır
Savıor from eıng confounded wıth Pretenders such Perfection of whom
cCannot but be SUSPICIOUS, hat In the SAaMıc time that they preach Perfection,
they AIC W1 NServants of Sınun39

On the second day of May 1 /41 esley talked wıth Spangenberg and
Böhler GIr discussıon concerned the pomnt IC Zinzendorf had raısed
in hıs pamphlet. The [WO Moravıans sıded wıth the Count and affırmed Lu-
ther’s paradox that the Chriıstian 1S aft the SAame time Justified and sinner;
righteousness 15 imputed Dy God but orıgınal SIN 15 91011 essentially removed
untıl the ast Day The Christian In the WOr 1S nolL rıghteous in fact, but in
hope, wholly dependent In moment ın Jesus Chrıst

The key interchange In the conversatıon took place between John Wesley
and Spangenberg.

(Wesley) asked hım "IS there still old INan in you?” He
(Spangenberg) sald: “ Xes: and wiıll be long lıve." saıld: S there,
then, corruption In yOUr heart?" He rephied: nIn the heart of mM Yy old
INan there 1S; but nolL In the heart of mM Yy NC  S man  ” as. "Does the
experience of yOUr brethren wıth yours?” He answered: ' know
what have NO spoken 1S the experience of all the brethren and
sısters throughout OUT church.n4()

that pomnt everal people who WCIC wıth Wesley spoke of theır experıence
of progressive expungıng of the SIN that Wäads In them They belıeved them-
selves O be rowıng righteous, nofl merely passıvely Dy dıvine imputatıon,

/inzendorfd, Ergänzungsbände, 0:852-8523
I1bıd
1bıd
[bid., 2853
Wesley, Jowrmnal, 245124572
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but actıvely by theır OW. grasping and actıng Spangenberg
old them, wıth grea emotıon, that they WEIC deceiving theır OW souls and
WEIC in VCrYy dangerous errer:  41 "YOou ancy", he saıd, our corruptions aTrCc

taken AaWädY, whereas they aArc only covered. Inward corruption Can be
taken aWaY till OUI bodies AICc in the dust

Following hıs record of thıs in the Journal, esley asks hıs readers: "Was
there iınward corruption In OUTr ‚OT‘ Or, cannot the ervant be hıs Ma-
ster?n43

Wıth Zinzendorfs pamphlet and hıs discussıon the Sa 1S cef for the f1-
nal meeting between esley and the Count onths before, in August 1740,
Wesley had wriıtten long letter the Moravıans in Germany. He had
elaborated essentıally the Samec pomnts contaiıned ın hıs unfinıshed letter of
1/38, addıng hıs CONCCIN that the Moravıan’s teachıng jJustiıficatıon dıd
noft nclude "che cleansıng OUTI souls Irom all ”  sın", and dıd nolt '  1mpIy lıberty
from sinful thoughts".“* Further, he Was disturbed that the Moravıans
seemed undervalue good works, NCVETr publıcy insıstıng the necessity
of them, NOTLT declarıng theır weıght and excellency".  n 45 The nearest ıng o

hıs letter Was the pamphlet and thıs meetıng wıth [WO of the
(Germans he had known SsInCe the earlıest days of hıs acquaıintance wıth the
Brethren’s church He had deep personal affection for both Spangenberg
and Böhler But thıs affection could nofl efface hıs CONCCINJN for what he
derstood be the essentıal content of Christianıty.

III. The meeting
As 1S the CasSc wıth historical event, the FGa between John esley
and Count Zinzendorf WdsSs the result of the CONVETSENCC of fac-
{OrS Nonetheless, chall attempt {O ShOwWw ın thıs section hat the particular
historical even about which AIC concerned had theologıcal disagree-
ment ıts rooft In order ouft the project it ll be UuNNCCCS-

Sar Yy C LTy {O peneltrate the deepest motivatıons of eıther of the IN  S ll
become clear enough that each regarded the VIEWS of the other AS danger-

41 1bıd., 4A5
Ibıd
Ibıd
Ibıd., 2:490-495
Ibıd., 2:495
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()US miısunderstandıng of the BSSCHGE of Christianıty. Given the ımportance
both attached the truth of Chrıstianıty each holdıng hat apart from ıt
human beings remaın ost in darkness and SIN, cutl off from true lıfe, SCDa-
rated from God In time and eternity ıt 1S 191011 dıfficult understand the
passıon wıth which they responded perceived threat that truth

T3 posıt personalıty C1aAs d the FrOOL of thıs breach in relatıons 1S
1{8 qualify thıs for the truth of the Chrıstian IMCSSALC in such WaYy
that ONC COU. ıf the hypothesıs WLG [TUG; disregard the theologıica VIEWS ın
question. What WOU Justify such dısregard WOU. be that theır respective
posıt1ions WOU qualify ASs theology. They WOU be INCIC ıdeologıes,
sel or by the proponents urther personal ends, and therefore lıttle
worthy of Ser10us attention d heology

Thıs position also leaves asıde SUOMMC important facts The first f these 1s
that Wesley and Zinzendorf barely knew each other.46 Thıs does nolt INCan

that they COU. nOoL have had d personalıty clas But ıf they had lashed ın
such WäaY, 1S ıt odd of o CXpeCL SOMC kınd of personal emarks from
each about the other, somewhere in theır wrıtings,1 would reflect such

clash? YCcE such remarks do nOoL ADPDCATr And ın the conversatıon of 1/41
the [WO INnCnN ocused theır attention the substance of theır dısagreement,
nOTL personal IS The absence of an y negatıve personal remarks and
of discussıon of the ISSUES alone AIC ımportant facts numbers [WO and three

Martın Schmidt has wriıltten VECIYy helpful aCCOunT of what happened
between Wesley and Zinzendorf in volume Z part of hıs theologıcal
bıography of John Wesley.*/ ın substantıal agreement wıth hıs
conclusıions that in Wesley and Zinzendorf SC [WO fundamentally
diıfferent WaYysS of ınkıng about Christianity”® and that al the roof[ of theır
dıspute WEIC dıfferent understandıngs of how {O read the Bible.®*? Professor
Schmidt does NOL elaborate what the content of these [WO dıfferent
approaches the Bıble might be In brief fashıon, that elaboratıon ll
VOCCUDY us WC inquıire into the meanıng of theır statements {O each other
In 1/41 Let uüs turn NOW O thıs INqUIrY.

The [WO mel for theır conversatıon In the Gray’s-Inn Septem-
ber 3 1741 Was ursday.

Schmidt, Wesley, vol 2‘ part 1
47 Ibıid., PD 53-60)

Ibid., PP 59-60
49 1bıd.,
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Count Zinzendorf as hıs yOUNSCI contemporarY: |Wy have yYOU
changed yYOUTr religion.  10 Hıs question reveals the Serlo0usSnNESsSSs wıth IC he
regarded the atter they WCIC about discuss.

John esley protested that he dıd nNOL know that he had changed hıs relı-
g10N and wanted know who had reported such thing.>!

Zinzendorf replied that he could SGn ıf iın the letter Wesley had sent
the Moravıans ın Germany earlier >  Z The Count Was referring the August,
17/74(0) letter mentioned A the end of the preceding section of thıs

One sıde of the theological dıspute intend make clear apPPCAaIs in 7in
zendorf’s {O Wesley’s concernıing how hıs epistle had shown
hım have eparte from hıs DreVvIOUS confession of faıth The COun de-
claredCount Zinzendorf asked his younger contemporary: "Why have you  changed your religion."”° His question reveals the seriousness with which he  regarded the matter they were about to discuss.  John Wesley protested that he did not know that he had changed his reli-  gion and wanted to know who had reported such a thing.>!  Zinzendorf replied that he could see it in the letter Wesley had sent to  the Moravians in Germany earlier.”? The Count was referring to the August,  1740 letter mentioned at the end of the preceding section of this paper.  One side of the theological dispute I intend to make clear appears in Zin-  zendorf’s response to Wesley’s query concerning how his epistle had shown  him to have departed from his previous confession of faith. The count de-  clared:  ... You say there, that Christians are not miserable sinners: This is most  false. The best of men are most miserable sinners, even unto death. If  any speak otherwise, they are either manifest imposters, or diabolically  seduced.°®  For talking about sin, or about the relationship between human beings and  God, Zinzendorf’s starting place is God’s law. The law reveals what God  righteously wills his creatures to do and to be. It commands and judges hu-  man beings. Because it is God’s law, its commands and its judgments are ab-  solute and universal. God reveals his commands, for Zinzendorf, in the Mo-  saic laws - this is the written law, and in Jesus’ life and teaching - this is the  law in person. And the latter, for Zinzendorf, is the clearer and more direct  of the two, since it is a living law. As he put it in a 1747 sermon,  ...the Savior says: I will that you be perfected, but I do not will that one  should form, what is called among you an image of virtue, in confor-  mity with people in the world, in conformity with a book in the world,  in conformity with the Torah; I forbid you: you shall form yourselves  50 For an English translation side by side with the original Latin text, cf., the Rev.  Henry Moore, The Life of the Rev. John Wesley, A.M., 2 vols., (London: James  Nichols, 1824), 1:481-488.  51 Ibid,, 1:481.  52 Ibid.  53 Ibid., 1:482.  103YOUu Sa y there, that Christians AL noL miserable ınners: Thıiıs 15 moOst

alse The best of IC dIC mOSsL mıserable sınners, CVCN unto ea If
an Yy spea otherwise, they AIC eıther manıfest ımposters, 0)4 diabolically
seduced >®

For talkıng about SIN, OI about the relatiıonshıp between human beings and
God, Zinzendorf’s startıng place 1S law. The law reveals what God
righteously wiılls hıs creaftures o do and be commands and Judges hu-
INa beings. Because ıt 1S God’ law, ıfs commands and ıts Judgments aICc ab-
solute and unıversal. God reveals hıs commands, for Zinzendorf, in the MO-
SalCc aws thıs 15 the wriılten law, and In Jesus’ ıfe and teaching thıs 15 the
law in PCTSON, And the latter, for Zinzendorf, N the clearer and INOIC direct
of the L[WO, SINCE ıl 1s lıving law As he pul ıt in 1747 SCTTMON,

the Savıor SayS will that yOU be perfected, but do nOoTL ıll that ONC

should form, what 15 called m yOUu image of virtue, in conf{for-
miıty wıth people In the wor ın conformıiıty wıth book ın the wor
ın conformıty wıth the ora forbıd yOUu yOUu form yourselves

For Englısh translatıon sıde Dy sıde ıth the orıginal Latın LEXT, Ci.. the Rev.
Henry Moore, he Life of He Rev. John Wesley, vols., (London: James
Nıchols, 481-488
51 Ibıd., 15481
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after m  9 d In conformıity O the character and lıving law of the Fa-
ther...°&4

But precisely because ıt 15 ll that uman beings be perfected and
actually be ın conformuity, perfectly, wıth the image of the Savıor, the law
condemns PCISON. The law assaıls people by VIVI  Yy revealıng the gulf
that separaltes them Irom the perfection CIMAahnde bDy the law. And whether
ON 1S Christian OT nOoL the Judgment of the law 1s the Samıec Judged by ıts
dıvine standard of absolute perfection, human beings AIC faılures. As
result of thıs absolute and unıversal character of the law, which Judges both
AYel and motıve, Zinzendorf asserted in 1738

We cCannotTt deny that W have SIN in Uus, John 1:8), and that CaITYy
ıt us untiıl AL ıIn the On aCCOunL of thıs the body 15 dead
for the sake of SIN Romans 8:10) and decomposıtıon befalls ıt In
ture and ın the INass of humanıty the after of the po1son of SIN 1S
planted Lırmly, that the healthiest thıng WOU be for them DaSs
nto the and the s{ate of worthlessness, and wıth that the
Savıor Can make something better out of them  55

Further, there Can be degrees of SIN In thıs VIEW. T° faıl {O ulfıll 0)4

out ONC SsSma part of the law 15 tO TeCa ıt absolutely, and rebel agaınst
God One 1S either sınner, ( else ONC 1S perfect and righteous. Be{fore

law there 1S ground ın between. Thus, the Count continued in the
Same speech,

None 1s better aCCOuntTL of hıs lıttle morse]l of g0o0od, and NOMNC 15
INOTIC wicked aCCOuntT of hıs Man y evils.?®
Wıth the best works and act1ıons dIC sinners, d ell AS wıth the
rca SINS.
All need o  9 COmpassıon, and Savıor’s 0O nothıing counif{s be-
fore God, neıther ()UT walkıng and runnıng about, NO OUT repentance

Nıcholas Ludwıg, raf VO  —_ Zinzendorf, Hauptschriften, ed Dy Erich Beyreuther
and Gerhard Meyer, vols., "Gemeinreden I“, (Hıldesheim: eorg (Olms Verlags-
buchhandlung, 9 4231
All the translatıons of Zinzendori’s words AdIrc MY OWIL. take full responstbilıty for
them

[Ibid., Berlinische Reden,
1bıid., 1724
1bıd., 12
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and self-reform, but rather hıs 9 Christ’s atonement, satısfactıon
and reconcılıng sacrılıce the

In the law God commands human beings what fo do and {O be and human
beings do noTLl and ATICc nOolL in pervect obedience hım Thus, wıth reference
{O the Jaw, "che est of INC dIC mOSsT miıserable ınners".

AGC long there emaıns law that ONC should love God, d long
there remaıns ON commandment; long the human eıng remaıns

mM of Godand self-reform, but rather his mercy, Christ’s atonement, satisfaction  and reconciling sacrifice on the cross.  58  In the law God commands human beings what to do and to be and human  beings do not and are not in pervect obedience to him. Thus, with reference  to the law, "the best of men are most miserable sinners".  As long as there remains a law that one should love God, as long as  there remains one commandment; so long the human being remains  an enemy of God ... The force of sin is the law, the person regards it  continually as his Master, as his Orbilium, Tyrant, and Baal...”?  The office of the law, in Zinzendorf’s understanding, is to drive people to  despair of all works and to cause them to turn to Christ. The law of God  makes people give up trying to please God and achieve the righteousness the  law demands by their own doing and being and to cast themselves upon the  grace of the Savior. In his "Pennsylvania Addresses", delivered in 1742, Zin-  zendorf made this point in the following way:  For all commandments and ceremonies were given for this purpose,  that through them people be made lost, and that people should be  brought into such a prison and dungeon that they all learned to wait  for redemption, for the doors to open. That was the point and purpose  of the many commandments in the Old Testament.®®  It is important to note that the Count articulated this position regarding the  law and sin both before and after his dispute with Wesley. Moreover, he set  it forth in the heart of Germany and on the edge of the wilderness in North  America - two very different contexts and two different audiences. Whatever  else one might say about Zinzendorf, one could not accuse him of incon-  stancy in his view of the law of God and the status of human beings in its  light, or of equivocation in his use of the terms "law" and "sin".  When he told Wesley that any who teach that people can be something  other than miserable sinners in this life "are either manifest imposters, or  diabolically seduced", Zinzendorf was only speaking what he held to be the  truth. To speak of a personal dislike for Wesley, or a personality clash of  some kind between the two men, in order to account for the uncompro-  mising character of his assertion is to obscure the real issue. Zinzendorf  38 Ibid,, 121  59 Ibid., Einundzwanzig Discurse über die Augspurgische Konfession, 6:184.  60 Ibid., Pennsylvanische Reden, part 2, 2:215.  105The force of SIN 1S the Jaw, the PCISON regards ıt
continually hıs Master, hıs Orbıilıum, yrant, and Baal.. ””

The office of the law, ın Zinzendorfs understandıng, 1S drıve people fo
despaıir of all works and 8 them to turn o Christ. The law of God
makes people g1ve tryıng please God and achıeve the righteousness the
law emands by theır (IW. oıng and eıng and cast themselves uDON the

of the Savılor. In hıs "Pennsylvanıa Addresses", delivered ın 1/742, Zin-
endorf made thıs pomnt ıIn the lollowıng WAdYy.

For al commandments and ceremonIles WCIC gıven for thıs DUrDOSC,
that through them people be made lost, and that people cshould be
brought nto such prison and dungeon hat they all earned waıt
for redemption, for the doors OPCH That Was the pomt and PUrDOSC
of the INany commandments ın the Old Testament ©©

It 15 ımportant {O note that the Count artıculated thıs posıtıon regardıng the
law and SIN both before and after hıs dıspute wiıth esley. Moreover, he set
ıt or In the heart of Germany and the edge of the wilderness in OTr
Amerıca [WO VETY dıfferent and [WO dıfferent audıences. Whatever
else NC m1g 5SdYy about Zınzendorf, NC COU. 19011 ACCUSC hım of incon-
StanCYy In hıs VIEW of the law of God and the status of human beings in ıts
lıght, OTr of equıvocation in hıs uUSe of the erms "aw'  ‚ and "  SIN .  ”

When he old Wesley that an y who teach that people Can be something
other than miserable inners ın thıs ıfe A  Are eıther manıfest ımposters, 0)8

diabolically seduced", Zinzendorf Was only speakıng what he held be the
truth 1O spea of personal dislıke for esley, 0)8 personalıty cClas of
SUOINC kınd between the [WO INCH, ın order to account for the 0_
misıing character of hıs assertion 15 obscure the real 1Ssue. Zinzendorf

1bıd., 1:21
1bıd., Einundzwanzıg Discurse über dıe Augspurgische Konfession, 6'184
Ibid., Pennsylvanische Reden, part Z AT S
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sımply WOU. nOoL Compromıse 1n regard the meanıng of the human sıtua-
t1on dAS he interpreted ıf Dy I1NNCans of absolute, unıversal command. In
hıs mınd, such INOVC WOU have been surrender of somethıng essentıal
O the Christian faıth Thıs surrender would have entaıled, for hım the dıs-
tortion, the misinterpretation, of the gospel. He Was completely unwil-
lıng 8 negotıate concerning malitfter he held be ceritical PTODCI
understandıng of Christianıty.
er hıs assertion about the sStatus of human beings before od’s law,

Zinzendorf brought u the 0OR personal element of the conversation.  61 He
spoke of the contention between Wesley and the Englısh Moravıans. John
quickly denıed that ıt Was malflter of personal enmity and added that the
dıispute WädsSs wholly doctrinal.°2 It 15 both interesting and ımportant that the
Count took hım al hıs word and aSs hım elaborate.© Wesley replied:

feared est they (the Moravıans in England) c<hould teach falsely: 1)
Concerning the end of ()UT faıth ın thıs HE, wıt, Christian Perfection.

Concerning the MCans of PTAaCC, 5() termed by OUT church.®
The remaınder of the discussion revolved around the meanıng of and
holiness ın the ıle of ihe Christian. Zinzendorf accepted John Wesley’s sta-
ted TCason for the trouble in the Fetter ane Socıety. And accordingly, they
dropped personal malfters altogether and hammered al the doectrine whiıich
they approached SO dıfferently.

Havıng glımpsed Zinzendors understandıng of (G0d’s law and ıts func-
tıon, nOoTL o mention the sıtuation of human beings before it, Zinzendorf’s
FCSPONSC O the Im "Chrıstian Perfection" becomes perfectly comprehensI-
ble Wıth the integrity of (he gospel al stake, he thundered:

acknowledge NO inherent perfection in (hıs ıle This 1S the CITOT of
15 DUTSUC ıl through (he world wılch fıre and esword. trample

il devote i{ (Ö ullter destruction. Christ IS OUT sole perfection.
Whoever follows inherent perfection, denies Chris.65

The Count had long held (hıs VICW. nd he violence wıtlh which he stated ıf
{0 Wesley had nothing (Ö do wıth 118 (celings about John. It had (0 do,

Ö Moore, Life of Wesle 482-483
62 Ibid., 483
63 Ibid.

Ibid.
65 Ibid,, 484
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rather, wıth the danger Zinzendorf perceived In an y misunderstandıng of
law and SIN If ON WECIC thınk that ON could become relatıvely g00d, OI

less sınner, In sıght by oıng ihe works of the law:; that 1S, ıf ONC

WE SUDDOSC that Gille COUu become, One’s OW!] inıtiatıve and
strength, INOIC I ess righteous in relatıon 18 God Dy virtue of external acts
in accordance wıth the law, Zinzendorf WOUu g1Vve warnıng that such
notion 15 profoundly dangerous. In February 1/38, long before ( S
arrıval in England, Zinzendorf had explaıned hıs posıtıon in hıs Berlın
speeches.

Many ONC, who has had opportunıity and provocatıon SIN, and
therefore cCannolL perceIve whether hıs heart 00 ıke thıs (T ıke that,
cshould he have iiıme, opportunity, instruction, and capacıty for ıt, he
perhaps SINS S VON crudely ihan all OfHeTSs: because SINS surely lıe
hıdden ON and al] In N1Ss heart only dısguised, INOIC concealed,
INOTC deceptive, and OLG dangerous.

Yes such people DTCS greal hostilıty toward the Savılor, grea
belıef, rca fury the decorum of466

The Count artıculated much the Samı thıng in homily O A Moravıan
communıty in Germany Just months prior O hıs September meeting ıth
John Wesley. Hıs three pomntS in that homily concerned how it 1S that the
gospel concerning Jesus Chrıst 1S foolıshness [0 SOMC, a scandal 1{8
others, and finally the DOWCT of (G0d (O those who ATC being saved. About
the second SrOUD Zinzendorf sald:

I0O SUOINC the 5l006d and CTOSS of Jesus 15 scandal. These ATC the PCO-
ple who want 8 be religieuser, IMNOTC devout an PIOUS, than IS the usual
practice in ihe world nd they AI CVCNMN grealter enemi1es of the CTOSS
and death of Jesus ihan (those who VIECW ihe gospel foolıshness)rather, with the danger Zinzendorf perceived in any misunderstanding of  law and sin. If one were to think that one could become relatively good, or  less a sinner, in God’s sight by doing the works of the law; that is, if one  were to suppose that one could become, on one’s own initiative and  strength, more or less righteous in relation to God by virtue of external acts  in accordance with the law, Zinzendorf would give warning that such a  notion is profoundly dangerous. In February 1738, long before Molther’s  arrival in England, Zinzendorf had explained his position in his Berlin  speeches.  Many a one, who has had no opportunity and provocation to sin, and  therefore cannot perceive whether his heart looks like this or like that,  should he have time, opportunity, instruction, and capacity for it, he  perhaps sins even more crudely than all others; because sins surely lie  hidden one and all in his heart only more disguised, more concealed,  more deceptive, and more dangerous.  Yes such people express great hostility toward the Savior, great un-  belief, great fury over the decorum of grace.  66  The Count articulated much the same thing in a homily to a Moravian  community in Germany just months prior to his September meeting with  John Wesley. His three points in that homily concerned how it is that the  gospel concerning Jesus Christ is 1) foolishness to some, 2) a scandal to  others, and finally 3) the power of God to those who are being saved. About  the second group Zinzendorf said:  To some the blood and cross of Jesus is a scandal. These are the peo-  ple who want to be ze/igieuser, more devout and pious, than is the usual  practice in the world. And they are even greater enemies of the cross  and death of Jesus than (those who view the gospel as foolishness) ... it  cannot be given to these pecople to understand, that Christ had to  become an offering for us, and that we are saved out of pure mercy  and grace, consequently, that the holiest, most pious, most generous,  the most blameless person is as widely separated from heaven, as the  most infuriating evildoer.  This is a scandal for them, It causes in the depth of their being not  scorn so much as it does resentment.°7  66 Zinzendorf, Hauptschriften, "Berlinische Reden", 1:20.  67 Ibid,, "Letzte sieben Reden vor seiner Reise nach Amerika", 2:92-93,  107ıt
cannot be gıven (0 (hese people (O understand, that Christ had {O
become an olfering for Uus, and (hat WC A1C saved Out of MCTICY
and PTACC, consequently, (hat he holiest, mMOS pPI0us, mOSI SCHNCTOUS,
the N Ost blameless N 1S N widely separated from heaven, As  N the
MOSL infurjlating evildoer.

Thıs IS A scandal Or (hem. UuS! in the Cp of theır being nol
6() much as il does resentment 67/

66 Zinzendorf, Hauptschriften, "Berlinische Reden", 20
67 Ibid., "Letzte sıchben <eden Ur seiner Keise nach Amerika  ”  [ 2:02-.93
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Clearly, Zinzendorf belıeved hat John Wesley Wäas ONC of these people. De-
spite the fact that Wesley preached that PCrSON 15 saved only by the DTAaACC
of God iın Chrıst, the Count thought that John Wäas endangerıing others by hıs
call for growt in holiness toward Christian Perfection. To Zinzendorf thıs
appeare alttempt place, nol HNLG YTACC, but DTACC and growth in
devotion, increase ın go0od works, and decrease ıIn outward SIN al the
veEIrIy heart of Christianıty. In other words, Zinzendorf Sa  S Wesley’s alk
about holıiness 4S WaYy of makıng the Chrıstian MECSSALC consıst not of
alone, but of and works.

Even when esley tried explaın hat he belıeved it Was precisely the
Spirıt of Christ that brought about perfection, Count Zinzendorf sharply
jected the idea  68 ong wılh hıs rejection of an y perfection understood aSs

somethıng that aDPCAars In the WOT. roug, person’s actıvities and allec-
tions, Zinzendorf stated the second sıde of the theologıca dıspute. AÄAc-
cordıng O hım, the only (hıng whıch the phrase "Christian Perfection" Can

properly refer 1S faıth in the 00 of Christ .° Thıs 1s because, in hıs OWN

words, "Chrıstian Perfection 15 imputed, no(l[ inherent. We aAICc perfect in
70Chrıst ın ourselves AIC NC VT pereci

The PCTISON, who 15 sınner separated absolutely from God from the PCI-
spective of the Jaw, 1S declared rıghteous and perfect Dy God In and through
Jesus Christ But thıs iımputed righteousness 1S alıen and external to the self
accordıng o Zinzendorf. What 15 central 1S nOoTL hat aDPCAars dırectly, 0)8

clearly and dıstinctly, In the present world, but what God declares COMN-

cerning the sınner. 1/46 synod of the Moravıan Church, Zinzendorf
asserted:

When the Savılor created the world, he commanded: Let ıt be, and ıt
WAas And when he reconcıles the Ole WOTr. in general, and each
indıvıdual soul In partıcular, he also commands: Let ıt be, and thus 1s ıf
clean.74

Zinzendorf takes the posıtion that faıth recelves and aCcepfts the graCcIı0us
declaratıon of the Savlor. Thereiore, Christian perfection 1S faıth, whiıch
JOo1Cces iın rıghteousness noft ıfs OW. Christian perfection 15 the perfect

0o00re, Life of Wesley, 1:484
Ibıd
Ibıd

7 Zinzendorf, Hauptschrnften, "Die A den Synodum der Brüder, ın €e1s! VO IF
Maı bıs den DE Juni 1746, gehaltene eden;  ”“ AT
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rıghteousness of Christ iımself 1C 1s imputed the belhıever through thıs
faıth

The Chriıstıan, altogether PUIC Dy word, does noTt stand
under the law Sımultaneously the Chrıistian 1S sınner under the law of God
and perfectly righteous by the gospel. Thıs paradoxiıcal EXDrESSION of what ıt
1S {O be Chriıstian sımul Justus el 15 the direct CO  CC of
dialectical understandıng of law and gospel

Wesley’s posıtion the alfer 1S undıalectical, and he does nOoTLt CC the
Chrıiıstian ıfe gran paradox. Whıle 1in the last portion of theır dıiscus-
S10n Zinzendorf PICSSCS hıs dialectical and paradoxıcal understandıng. Wes-
ley stands fırmly wıth hıs undıalectical and unparadoxıcal VIEW. John stated
the kernel of hıs undıalectical I of the law-gospel relatıonshıp VeErYy
succıinctly in hıs SCIINON Hn Sın ın Believers".

The Su of all 1S thıs there AIC ın PCTISON, CVCN after he 15 Just1-
fıed, [WO Contrar princıples, nature and 2  > termed Dy St Paul the
lesh’ and the 'spırıt". Hence although SVne in Chriıst dIC sanctı-
fıed, yeLl ıt IS only ın part In degree, accordıng the INCASUIC of theır
faıth, they AdIC spırıtual; yel ın degree hey AdIC carnal_ /2

1S thıs idea, grounde In wholly undıalectical WdY of thınkıng about law
and gospel, whıch Zinzendorf fundamentally rejects. Rather than thınkıng of
the Chriıstian A standıng under law and gospel wholly and sımultaneously,
esley eNVISIONS continuum. ONC end of ihe contiınuum 1S total wicked-
NCcSS and al the other 1S perfection. According o hım PCISON stands
somewhere thıs continuum between carnalıty and holiness between
wickedness and perfection. The law does nOoL condemn absolutely, but
us what oug. do please God and MOVC toward perfection. the
Same tıme, the gospel SdaVCS, but does nol make us perfect instantaneously.
Perfection 1s goal O work toward Dy the of Christ.

The Chrıistian, iın Wesley’s VICW, 1S neıither wholly sinner NOT wholly PCI-
vect« and holy. In Zinzendorfs VICW, the Christian 1S both sımultaneously.

Thus, the explicıt 1ssue OVCI IC Wesley and Zinzendorf argued Was the
meanıng of the 1918  E Creatüre, OI the Christian ıfe ın the world But the 1SSsue
whıch determined the posıtion each took that matter Was the relatıonshıp
between law and ihe gospel. Gıven the WaYy each understood thıs rela-
tıon, they WEIC virtually Oun {oO clash OVET theır dıfference, since each also

72 John Wesley, he WOorks of John Wesley, ed ın chief rank Baker, vols.,
"Sermons", (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1:332
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ook the interpretations of SIN and holiness that theır VIEWS of law and gospel
logıcally entaıled be central o Chrıstianıty.

John Wesley’s undıalectical understandıng of the relatıonshıp between
law and gospel, and hıs CONSEQqUENL VICW that O6 could have al and DCI -
ection (or sın) ın degrees, COU. only ook Count Zinzendorf ıke al-
emp mitigate the absolute character of law, and make salvatıon
ın SUIMNC dependent upDON the AaDDCATance of good works. Therefore, ıt
could only ook hım ıke denıal of the gospel of the forgiveness of SINS
Dy alone through al alone. 4O Zinzendorf, Wesley’s aNnnNnCT of
alkıng about holiness had the dıisconcerting AD  NCC of attempt (8)
elevate works of the law cıvıl rıghteousness {O savıng status

On the other hand, Zinzendorf’s thoroughly dialectical understandıng of
the law-gospel relatiıonshıp and hıs CONsSeEquent paradoxıcal VIEW of the Chrı-
st1an in the world COUu only ook Wesley ıke denıal of the doctrine of
regeneration. And ZinzendorPs anner of speakıng about the Christian
perfect in Chrıist COUuU only sound ıke dangerous denıal that the outward
ıfe of the Christian changes, Ssince Zinzendorf held that perfection 15 wholly
imputed tO the believer. Therelore, Wesley Was OUuUn ook uUuDON the
Count antınomıan al the Sam time that Zinzendorf looked uDON
Wesley egalıst.
oug the dıscussıon continued, nothıng S  < Was The last DOTI-

tiıon consısts of the [WO contrastıng pOosıt1oNs the meanıng of holiness,
ase contrastıng understandıngs of the relatıonshıp between law and
gospel, standıng al loggerheads. ÖOr example, the followıng 15 typıcal:

[the Chrıstian] IS nOoL OEG holy ıf he loves MOTIC, Or less holy, ıf he
loves less.
Ecad: ıf ıt chould be changed nto gold, 1S gold the fiırst day, and the
second day, and ihe etook the interpretations of sin and holiness that their views of law and gospel  logically entailed to be central to Christianity.  John Wesley’s undialectical understanding of the relationship between  law and gospel, and his consequent view that one could have faith and per-  fection (or sin) in degrees, could only look to Count Zinzendorf like an at-  tempt to mitigate the absolute character of God’s law, and to make salvation  in some sense dependent upon the appearance of good works. Therefore, it  could only look to him like a denial of the gospel of the forgiveness of sins  by grace alone through faith alone. To Zinzendorf, Wesley’s manner of  talking about holiness had the disconcerting appearance of an attempt to  elevate works of the law - mere civil righteousness - to saving status.  On the other hand, Zinzendorf’s thoroughly dialectical understanding of  the law-gospel relationship and his consequent paradoxical view of the Chri-  stian in the world could only look to Wesley like a denial of the doctrine of  regeneration. And Zinzendorf’s manner of spcaking about the Christian as  perfect in Christ could only sound like a dangerous denial that the outward  life of the Christian changes, since Zinzendorf held that perfection is wholly  imputed to the believer. Therefore, Wesley was bound to look upon the  Count as an antinomian at the same time that Zinzendorf looked upon  Wesley as a legalist.  Although the discussion continued, nothing new was added. The last por-  tion consists of the two contrasting positions on the meaning of holiness,  based on contrasting understandings of the relationship between law and  gospel, standing at loggerheads. For example, the following is typical:  Z: [the Christian] is not more holy if he loves more, or less holy, if he  loves less.  Z: Lead, if it should be changed into gold, is gold the first day, and the  second day, and the third: ... but it is never more gold than in the  first day.  W: But I thought that we should grow in grace!  73  Z: Certainly; but not in holiness...  While much more could be said concerning the nuances of the positions of  these two Christians, it should be clear that no personality clash is necessary  to account for their split. Neither could abide the distortion of something he  considered essential to Christianity. For Wesley, this had to do with his long-  held notion of holjness. For Zinzendorf, it had to do with the Christian as  73 Moore, Life of Wesley, 1:485-487.  110but ıt 1S INOTC gold than ın the
first day.
But thought that should W in grace!

3Certainly; but nofl ın holiness...
Whıle much MOTC could be Sal concerning the NUaNcCcCcs of the positions of
these [WO Christians, ıt chould be clear that personalıty clash 1S NCCCSSaT y
O account for theır sphıt Neıther COUu abıde the distortion of somethıng he
consıdered essentıial (8 Christianıty. For Wesley, thıs had o do wıth hıs long-
held notion of holiness. For Zınzendorf, ıt had {O do wıth the Christian d

Moore, Life of Wesley, 485-487]
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simul Justus ef However sel about appropriating the theologıcal
tradıtions ın which stand d Methodists and Moravıans, let uüs al the Out-
sef be clear about the nature of the separatıon of OUT respectiıve spırıtual p -
rents And perhaps ought take ser10usly heart theır passıonate CON-

CGIMH for the integrity and truth of the gospel. For ıt Wäas ouf of CONCCETN for
that truth that they separated. As Count Zinzendorf ONCEC sald:

(Ine must only CONCCIN oneself rightly about Christ, but let all other
thıngs quicklysimul justus et peccator. However we set about appropriating the theological  traditions in which we stand as Methodists and Moravians, let us at the out-  set be clear about the nature of the separation of our respective spiritual pa-  rents. And perhaps we ought to take seriously to heart their passionate con-  cern for the integrity and truth of the gospel. For it was out of concern for  that truth that they separated. As Count Zinzendorf once said:  One must only concern oneself rightly about Christ, but let all other  things quickly go ... And Jesus must become our faith, love, hope, the  only object and point of our life: all thoughts, speeches and desires  must become fully his; thus they are right and have value in the pre-  sence of God on account of him. And so, with faith we must not trem-  ble like the devils, but rather we can be sincere and confident, like  children.”*  I close as Augustine concluded: his monumental work 7he City of God, "I  think I have now, by God’s help, discharged my obligation ... Let those who  think I have said too little, or those who think I have said too much, forgive  me; and let those who think I have said just enough join me in giving thanks  to God."?  ZUSAMMENFASSUNG  Im 18. Jahrhundert spielten John Wesley und Nikolaus Ludwig Graf von  Zinzendorf wichtige Rollen bei der Erneuerung der christlichen Kirche.  Obwohl sie zunächst vieles gemeinsam hatten, trennten sich später die  Wege der beiden Männer und ihrer Anhänger. Das entscheidende Ereignis,  das jene Trennung zeitlich markiert, ist das Treffen zwischen Wesley und  Zinzendorf am 3. September 1741 in London.  Die Zusammenkunft wurde von James Hutton arrangiert, einem engli-  schen Anhänger Zinzendorfs. Ihr Ziel war die Verständigung über die in  letzter Zeit entstandenen Konflikte innerhalb der >Fetter Lane Society<,  doch traten tiefe Differenzen zwischen Wesley und Zinzendorf zutage. Die  bisherige Forschung sah den Streit nicht zuletzt in persönlichen Konflikten  74 Zinzendorf, Hauptschriften, "Berlinische Reden", 1:23.  75 Augustine of Hippo, The City of God, trans. by Marcus Dods, The Modern Li-  brary, (New York: Random House, Inc., 1950), p. 867.  111And Jesus must become OUTr faıth, love, hope, the
only object and pomnt of OUT ıfle al oughts, speeches and desıres
must become ully his; thus they aAIc rg and have value ın the DIC-
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close Augustine concluded hıs monumental work The City of GOod, uI
thınk have NO  9 Dy help, dıscharged mM Y oblıgatıonsimul justus et peccator. However we set about appropriating the theological  traditions in which we stand as Methodists and Moravians, let us at the out-  set be clear about the nature of the separation of our respective spiritual pa-  rents. And perhaps we ought to take seriously to heart their passionate con-  cern for the integrity and truth of the gospel. For it was out of concern for  that truth that they separated. As Count Zinzendorf once said:  One must only concern oneself rightly about Christ, but let all other  things quickly go ... And Jesus must become our faith, love, hope, the  only object and point of our life: all thoughts, speeches and desires  must become fully his; thus they are right and have value in the pre-  sence of God on account of him. And so, with faith we must not trem-  ble like the devils, but rather we can be sincere and confident, like  children.”*  I close as Augustine concluded: his monumental work 7he City of God, "I  think I have now, by God’s help, discharged my obligation ... Let those who  think I have said too little, or those who think I have said too much, forgive  me; and let those who think I have said just enough join me in giving thanks  to God."?  ZUSAMMENFASSUNG  Im 18. Jahrhundert spielten John Wesley und Nikolaus Ludwig Graf von  Zinzendorf wichtige Rollen bei der Erneuerung der christlichen Kirche.  Obwohl sie zunächst vieles gemeinsam hatten, trennten sich später die  Wege der beiden Männer und ihrer Anhänger. Das entscheidende Ereignis,  das jene Trennung zeitlich markiert, ist das Treffen zwischen Wesley und  Zinzendorf am 3. September 1741 in London.  Die Zusammenkunft wurde von James Hutton arrangiert, einem engli-  schen Anhänger Zinzendorfs. Ihr Ziel war die Verständigung über die in  letzter Zeit entstandenen Konflikte innerhalb der >Fetter Lane Society<,  doch traten tiefe Differenzen zwischen Wesley und Zinzendorf zutage. Die  bisherige Forschung sah den Streit nicht zuletzt in persönlichen Konflikten  74 Zinzendorf, Hauptschriften, "Berlinische Reden", 1:23.  75 Augustine of Hippo, The City of God, trans. by Marcus Dods, The Modern Li-  brary, (New York: Random House, Inc., 1950), p. 867.  111Let those who
thınk have saıd OO0 lıttle, OI those who thınk have saıd 100 much, forgıve
m  9 and let those who ın have saı1d Just enough Jomm ın giving thanks
O God."”>
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begründet. Demgegenüber ist dıe Ursache aber stärker in den theologischen
Dılflferenzen sehen. Dies wırd be1ı einer Rekonstruktion der Gespräche
zwischen Zinzendorf und esley 17471 In London deutlıch.

Dıe Untersuchung ist ın dreı Teıle gegliedert:
Teıl schıildert dıe Begegnung Wesleys mıt den Herrnhutern auf der

Überfahrt nach Amerıka, seıne Bekanntschaft mıt Spangenberg und den
Beginn der Freundschaflt mıt Peter Böhler, AdUus der dıe > Fetter ane SO-
cıety < entstand; und Wesleys Besuch be1l Zinzendorf und den Herrnhutern
in Deutschland, beı dem sıch dıe ersten Anzeıchen künftiger Unstimmig-
keıten zeigten.

Der 11 Teıl der Darstellung zeichnet die Gedanken Wesleys und Zinzen-
dorfs auf, die iıhrer Londoner Begegnung ührten. Dıe Darstellung kon-
kreter edenken Wesleys die Sıtten der Herrnhuter leitet eiıne Dis-
kussıon über den entscheidenden theologischen Unterschied e1in, der Wesley
und Zinzendorf schließlich rennte Der unmıiıttelbare Anlaß ZUr uflösung
der > Fetter ane Society < wırd der Lehre des 1/39 in London eingetroffe-
NCN Herrnhuters Phılıpp Heıinrich Molther zugeschrıieben, der kurz
Lehrer VOonN Zinzendorfs Sohn SCWECSCNH War Wesley und seıne nhänger
verließen dıe Sozıetät, und dıe zunehmende pannung drückte sıch aUus ın
einem Brief Wesleys A dıe Herrnhuter ın Deutschland, ın einer Veröffent-
lıchung Zinzendorfs und auch 1Im espräc zwıschen Wesley und Spangen-
berg, über das ın Wesleys Journal berichtet wird.

Der 111 Teıl der Untersuchung behandelt das Treffen VO Wesley und
Zinzendorf. In dem Gespräc Va Dezember 1/41, das rekonstrulert
wiırd, treten die theologıschen Meinungsverschiedenheıten klar hervor. Es
wırd deutliıch, daß Wesleys Heılıgkeitslehre und Zinzendorfs Rechtferti-
gungslehre nıcht ın Eınklang gebrac werden konnten. Offensichtlich
empfand Zinzendorf dıe Te Wesleys als eıne Kompromiuittierung des
formatorischen ımul JUSIUS et CalOT, während Zinzendorfs Verwerfung
VONn Wesleys "christlicher Vollkommenheıt" esley als Verleugnung der
Wiıedergeburt erschien.
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