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no freedom of the will!). Thus encouraged our Arminian may even feel disposed
to mount a double counter attack. ‘You have argued,’ he says in this case to his
opponent, ‘from the premiss of causality, which is the premiss of all science,
and is no doubt valid; but there is an equally valid premiss derived from ethics,
and according to the premiss man is in some sense free; no one has any right to
say that the premiss of science is valid and the premiss of ethics is not. What we
have to do is to reconcile these two premisses—not explain one away in the
interest of the total victory of the other. This means that we must allow some
place for human freedom without doubting the validity of science. And when I
claim that I freely chose to have faith in Christ, perhaps what I mean is this:
when I am in the situation of being confronted with the claims of Christ, there
is enough in the situation itself, in my previous history and in my character, to
cause me tosay “Yes” to Him, and to say ‘“No” to Him; in this sense, whichever
I say can afterwards be regarded as caused. But there is another element in the
situation—/—which is not the product of causes alone; and I decide which
response to make.’

The psychological attack on the Arminian assertion of human freedom
is, of course, more powerful than ever before. In fact, in many quarters, including
some Christian ones, it is assumed that this attack has been finally successful.
Now that we know so much about human motivation, rationalization, and the
hidden springs of so many actions that we used to call noble or base, how can we
possibly, it is asked, maintain the beliefs that we are free to act in a variety of
different ways? This applies, it is urged, whichever school of psychology we
Join, and whether we believe or not that the causes of action are in the last
analysi§ physical. Freedom, in fact, is Jjust a useful illusion. This is, indeed,
a formidable attack, for if we attempt to defend our freedom we shall be told
that our defence has a psychological origin, and it does not help our defence to
say that the attack has a psychological origin also. But perhaps we may venture
to point out that the psychological account of human action, while it may
provide a perfecjcly valid description of causal relations within the psyche,
cannot discover either the absence or the presence of free choice, which is by its
very nature not susceptible to discovery by psychological method. This does
not prove the existence of freedom, which depends on other arguments, but it
tends to show that psychology cannot disprove it, ’
pefhl:;;gttl,m;as bet?n_ Said ;0 sh‘ow that the Arminian issue is still a live one; and
i gOodnAlesIslmasuusi’f: OE:t(r}me of the nature and grace of God, of faith and.all
My vt o sin%'ul Ss toa : od, and of that small measure of freedom whlc,h
inknitebest not oreicrihic ¢, must claim to have if he is to respond to God’s

grace, 1s still worthy of consideration.
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JOHN WESLEY'’S CHURCHMANSHIP
Frank Baker
Continued from p.215 (Fuly 1960)

PART TWO

AT THE 1744 Conference Wesley described being ‘zealous for the Church’
in terms not of polity, liturgy, priesthood, or dogma, but of pastoralia
—'to be earnestly desirous of its welfare, by the confirmation of its present
members in faith, hearing, and communicating; or its increase, by the addition
of new members’.3? He maintained that ‘orthodoxy . . . or right opinion, is but
aslender part of religion at best, and sometimes no part at all’.3 To the true | ligh
Churchman the Church is a ‘given’ institution, and to him tradition and ortho-
doxy are all-important. T'o Wesley, however, the Church was functional, and
where its essential purpose of bringing people into touch with God was either
neglected or mismanaged he felt himself at perfect liberty—indeed under a divine
compulsion—to suggest or to carry out any practicable reforms.

At the outset of his ministry as leader of the People called Methodists John
Wesley was thus running true to his staunch Nonconformist ancestry, and
indeed to the courageous independence of thought which had compelled both ‘hlS
father and his mother to forsake Nonconformity for the Established Church. I he
right of holding and following a private judgement contrary to ec;lesmsucle
tradition and established authority he regarded as axiomatic. I-Ig r1ghtl_v saw
this as a cardinal principle of the Protestant Reformation, and maintained that
even against an otherwise unanimous vote a Christian could only submit as
far as judgement and conscience allowed, ‘either to Pope, Council, Bishop, or
Convocation’:

This is that grand principle of every man’s right to private judgement, in OPPOS".'?n
to implicit fagith inpman,pon which 3'Ejalvin, Luther, Melanchthon, a“c.l ne theha-nCIL-;}t
Reformers, both at home and abroad, proceed, ‘Every man must think for himself,
since every man must give an account for himself to God.’34 e
This is also the thesis of the opening paragraphs of his Zer‘?cl)g Zgoivscff:;;) :g
Spirit’: 1.9 quotes this 1747 phrase almost word for WOI;I I st
attempt to enforce Anglican discipline, as he had once one, W g
d i hich was founded on ‘the right of p

eny the Protestant Reformation, whic Ry 11is emphasize the
judgement’.3% His Explanatory Notes on 1 Corinthians 8
same point:

Both Heresy and Schism, in their modern sense of the
knows nothing of; but were invented merely to tizp
private Judgements, and a liberty of Conscience.

With John Wesley, however, there could be mz ictl;ll:: i -
or private judgement running amok. He waj nd thought him far too cautious
nor megalomaniac. Some of his followers, mdecd, ring along an untrod Way.
in his insistence on testing every step pefre v}fnt:oldgclear light of reason—
Every innovation must first be examined in t ;e e o roach to conduct as el
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