








gospel relevant to twentieth cen­
tury man, for it is doubtful to say
the least that he has any idea of
what such language is all about.

But apart from this, although
the author repeatedly describes
justification as a gift, it is neverthe­
less offered to all, available for all,
and must be accepted by faith. It is
stressed that man can do nothing,
that justification is without works,
but that man must accept it ­
thereby making faith a work (p.
104).

Universalism is rejected by the
author but only because justifica­
tion is conditional (pp. lOS, 106).
Liberal views of the perfectability
of man are scathingly denounced
(p. 124), but man is described as
being perfectly able to open himself
to God's overtures.

As so many in our day, Calvin
is embraced, but Beza is anathema­
tized for corrupting Calvin's doc­
trine of predestination - a posi­
tion I have dealt with at length in
recent articles in this journal.

Of more than passing interest,
however, is his attempt to show
that Roman Catholicism and Pro­
testantism are basically in agree­
ment on the doctrine of justifica­
tion by faith. After describing
(on the whole correctly) Augus­
tine's view of justification and after
stating that the whole issue was
confused in the Medieval times,
especially prior to the Reforma­
tion, the author finds these areas of
agreement between the two
positions:
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1. As a result of original sin, all
human beings - whoever they arc
and whenever and wherever they
live - stand in need of justifica­
tion.
2. Christians have no hope of
final salvation and no basis for
justification before God other
than through God's free gift of
grace in Christ, offered to them
through the Holy Spirit. Our
entire hope of justification and
salvation rests on the promises of
God and the saving work of Jesus
Christ, expressed in the gospel.
3. Justification is a completely
free act of Bod's grace, and
nothing we can do can be said to
be the basis or ground of our own
justification. Even faith itself
must be recognized as a divine
gift and work within us. We
cannot turn to God unless God
.turns us first. The priority of
God's redeeming will and action
over our own actions in bringing
about our salvation is expressed
by the doctrine of predestination.
4. In justification we are de-­
c1ared righteous before God, and
the process of making us
righteous in his sight through the
renewing action of the Holy
Spirit is begun. In that justifi­
cation, we receive by faith the
effects of the death and resurrec­
tion of Jesus Christ as we respond
personally to the gospel, the
power of God for salvation, as
we encounter the gospel through
scripture, the proclamation of the
word of God, and the sacraments,
and as it initiaJJy awakens and
subsequently strengthens faith in
us.
s. Whoever is justified is suh­
sequently renewed by the Holy
Spirit and motivated and enabled
to perform good works. This is

THEOLOGICAL JOURNAL



not to say that individuals may
rely upon these works for their
salvation, because eternal life re­
mains a gift offered to us through
the grace and mercy of God.

While all of this, in itself, does
not sound too bad, one neverthe­
less wonders whether this apparent
agreement between Rome and
Protestantism is not a wholesale
sell-out, partly because Rome's
insistence (in the Decrees of the
Council of Trent - still official
position of Rome) on justification
by faith and works remains, and
partly because McGrath refused
anywhere to say that justification
is. as Luther so strongly insisted,
by faith alone. 0

The Great Divide, Christianity Or
Evolution, by Gerard Berghoef and
Lester DeKoster; The Christian's
Liberty Press, 1988; 176pp., $8.95.
[Reviewed by Prof. H. Hanko.]

Written by two men who are
ardent opponents of evolutionism
and strong defenders of the Biblical
doctrine of creation, this book has
as its starting point and main thesis
that evolutionism destroys the
doctrine of redemption and makes
the work of redemption another
religion. The authors are convinced
that any other doctrine of redemp­
tion than that set forth in the Bible
makes redemption man's work and
not the work of God.

This is a noble purpose. Those
who defend any kind of theistic
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evolution and try to hold to evolu­
tionism and the teachings of the
Bible insist on making Scripture's
teaching on creation something
unrelated to and distinct from the
doctrine of redemption. Already
when I was attending college and
the so-called Period Theory was
being taught, my professors insisted
that it does not really make any
difference what one believes con­
cerning the doctrine of creation.
The central message of Scripture is
the thlth concerning salvation, and
whether one believes in creation in
six days of twenty-four hours or
whether one believes in some form
of evolutionism makes no differ­
ence in what one believes con­
cerning salvation. The two are
distinct and unrelated.

So it is also that VanTill,
Menninga, and Davis, while holding
to a world of some 15 million years
old, nevertheless profess faith in
Christ and loyalty to Him. Thus
they too hold that one can be an
evolutionist without denying the
Biblical doctrine of salvation in
Christ.

This book is written to put a
stop to that kind of thinking. It
is concerned with the truth that the
doctrine of creation is wo~en into
the very warp and woof of all the
other doctrines of Scripture, in­
cluding that (and centrally that) of
redemption. To accomplish this
purpose, the authors demonstrate
in a vivid way the relationship
which Scripture itself eStablishes
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between creation and other doc­
trines.

We give here a few examples.
Evolutionism, according to the
authors, denies providence because
it relies entirely upon natural law,
which natural law denies God's
providential control over all things.
Evolutionism denies the solidarity
of the human race in Adam because
it denies that Adam was created by
God and teaches that he came into
existence by evolutionary processes
and descended. therefore, from
lower forms of life. Evolutionism
denies the institution of marriage
because God instituted marriage as
the fundamental relationship of
mankind between Adam whom He
created from the dust of the ground
and Eve whom He formed from
Adam's rib. Evolutionism denies
the fall because a creature who has
only lower forms of life as his
ancestors cannot fall. And thus.
Evolutionism denies redemption in
Christ. the second Adam.

We applaud vigorously this
approach to a criticism of the
heresy of evolutionism. It is simply
a fact that the thesis of this book is
indeed the teaching of Scripture.
One cannot deny creation as a work
of God without denying every doc­
trine of Holy Writ. One cannot
deny that God formed the world
in six days of twenty-four hours
without denying that salvation is
through the atoning blood of our
Lord Jesus Christ. The relation
between the two in Scripture is
unmistakable.
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However, we have reservations
of a rather serious kind to some
positions which the book teaches.
The book presents a wrong con­
ception of the image. While in­
sisting rightly that no descendant of
the animal world can be an image
bearer. the book says that "Chris­
tianity views us as God's image­
bearers, an image marred indeed
but not wholly lost in man's Fall"
(p. 49). This wrong conception of
the image lies at the bottom of a
denial of total depravity.

The book has a wrong interpre­
tation of Genesis 2: 7 concerning
which the authors write:

But hear the Genesis report:
"And the Lord God formed man
out of dust from the ground....

But, did the dust, then. be­
come a "living" human being?

No, the dust, even when
shaped as man by God Himself.
clearly had no "life" to endow.
Life came to man only after
God "... breathed into his
nostrils the breath of life; and
man became a living souL"

Three steps there. Take note
of them.

1. God forms man out of the
dust from the ground. No life
yet.

2. God breathes into man's
nostrils. God's breath is His
Spirit.

3. Then, and then only, docs
man become "a living soul"
(p. 56).

For a correct interpretation of
this important passage in Scripture
one can consuIt Rev. Herman
Hoeksema's exegesis found in his
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"Reformed Dogmatics" in the
chapter on the creation of man.

In proving the relation between
redemption and creation, the
authors engage in some wild allegor­
izing.

This parallel between Eve as
mother of all living and the
Church as mother of all believers
was vividly confirmed for the
early Church Fathers in the
Genesis account of the making of
Eve, and St. John's account of
Christ's death on the Cross. The
Church has long seen the detailed
Genesis description of the taking
of Eve out of the side of the
sleeping First Adam as prophetic.
For ou t of the side of the Second
Adam, "asleep" on the Cross,
God took the symbols of the New
Eve, the Church....

No, it is not coincidence at
all, as perceived through faith,
that Genesis so minutely describes
the making of Eve. Her making
prefigures the symbolic making of
the Church out of the side of Him
who entered the flesh which
Adam and Eve bequeathed to all
mankind (p. 66).

A poor argument of this sort
does more harm to the general
thesis of the book than good.

In defense of the same proposi­
tion, namely that creation and re­
demption are related, the authors
deny the sovereignty of God over
sin and the fall. They write:

God asked free1y-given obedi­
ence only of a man God first
made "very good," that is, gifted
with His image to be truly free.
or such a man, evolution has
nothing to say. It knows of none,
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and thus divides from Christianity
and the Plan of Redemption.

We may say that God took at
least a triple risk in giving man the
perfection of His image.

1. God's risk of losing the
obedient love of man.

2. Man's risk of losing the
communion with God which the
Bible ealls "life.It

3. God's risk of having to
exercise His commitment made
"before the foundation of the
world" (Eph. 1 :4) to re-open
for man the communion which
is "life." God keeps that com­
mitment by sending His only
Son, Jesus Christ, as sacrificial
"Lamb" to die for man's sin and
evil (pp. 98, 99).

While we are appreciativt:: of the
sharp and often biting criticism of
the foolish theory of evolution,
and while the thesis developed in
the book is one sorely needed, we
wish that the theology of the
writers was more Reformed. 0

The Nations, Israel and the Church
in Prophecy, by John F. Walvoord;
Zondervan Publishing, 1988;
497pp. (no price available) (paper).
[Reviewed by Prof. H. Hanko]

The author of this book is the
chancellor of Dallas Theological
Seminary, the leading Seminary in
pre-millennial thought. The book
was originally published as three
books: "The Nations in
Prophecy," "Israel in Prophecy,"
and "The Church in Prophecy."
These three books are now pub­
lished in one volume by Zondervan.
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The first book, "The Nations in
Prophecy," gives a brief summary
of the whole history of the world
from the viewpoint of the
prophetic writings in Scripture; the
second book, "Israel in Prophecy,"
deals with the prophecies which,
in the author's opinion, treat the
history of the Jews; the third book,
"The Church in Prophecy, " dis­
cusses those prophetic utterances
which deal specifically with the
church.

There are many differences
among premillennialists over many
questions of prophecy: differences
with respect to various dispensa­
tions; differences concerning the in­
terpretation of individual texts as
they relate to both Israel and the
church; differences between pre­
tribulationists and post-tribulation­
ists on the question of the rapture;
and differences concerning the role
of the nations in relation to Israel.
The author occupies something of
an intennediate position - if that
expression can be used. While
opposed to covenant theology, he
does not hold to rigid dispensation­
alism as propounded, e.g., by the
well-known Scofield Bible. He does
not hold to an absolute literal in­
terpretation of Scripture, but
allows for symbolic interpretation
where the context requires this.
He does not even make a clear-cut
distinction between the church and
the "kingdom people," although
the distinction is surely present in
his thinking. Nevertheless, his
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position is squarely in the tradition
of pre-millennialism.

In general, he holds to the fact
that, with the crucifixion of Christ,
the Jews went into exile. The ages
of the new dispensation up to this
point are the times of the Gentiles
when the church is gathered. This
time of the Gentiles will be brought
to an end by the rapture which can
occur at any point. Those who
have been faithful from the church.
both living and dead, will be caught
up into the air. Immediately
following this, the nation of Israel
will establish a covenant with the
nations and live in peace for three
and a half years during which a
kindgom in Israel will be firmly
es~ablished (something which is
aiready taking place with the estab­
lishment of that nation in Pales­
tine). After three and a half years,
Russia, the revived Roman Empire
of Europe (developing now in the
common market), and the nations
of the East, will march against
Israel and a time of great perse­
cution and suffering will begin for
the Jews and for those Gentiles
who, during this period, turn to
God. This also will last three and
a half years after which Christ will
come again with those who have
been taken in the rapture. This
coming of Christ will usher in the
millennium. Christ will reign on
Mt. Zion. The temple and the sacri­
fices will be restored. The faithful
Jews throughou t history will be
raised, including David, to live in
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the millennial period. The nation
of Israel will enjoy a millennium of
unparalleled prosperity. All the
Gentiles will also live with the Jews
in that kingdom. This millennium
will be brought to an end by the
gathering of the nations against
Israel and the great battle of
Armageddon will be fought. All
the enemies of Israel will be de­
feated by Christ and the eternal
joy of heaven will be ushered in.

We cannot, in a book review,
evaluatc the position of premillen­
nialism. We call attention to three
areas which. in our judgment. are
basic to a criticism of this position.

The first area is that of Her­
meneutics. This is, to us, most
crucial. It involves the whole
question of the "literal" interpreta­
tion of Scripture. While Walvoord
is rcady to grant that Scripturc
must be interpretcd symbolically in
some placcs, he calls the amillennial
interpretation of prophecy a
"spiritualizing" of prophecy.
Especially when amillennialists
refer prophecies of the Old Testa­
ment to the church when Israel is
mentioned, he demurs and casti­
gates amillennialists for refusing to
take Scripture literally. He re­
fuses to recognize that the New
Testament itself refers such
passages to the church. I have in
mind, e.g., such passages as Amos
9:11-15 and Acts 15:15-18, Hosea
2:28 and Romans 9:25, 26, and
others. In fact, although the
passage in Amos 9 is briefly treated,
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he does not even mention these
other passages.

In connection with this, he,
along with all premillennialists,
does not understand the typical
character of the Old Testament.
This is a serious error and leads to
many "'nong interpretations.

The second area is the whole
area of the forced division between
the nation of Israel and the church.
He admits that the Scriptures speak
of the elect Gentiles as the seed of
Abraham as well as the Jews, but
the very nature of premillennial
thought makes an identification of
the two impossible. He does not
reckon with the fact that Stephen,
in his speech before the Sanhedrin,
literally refers to the nation of
Israel in the wilderness as the
"church." He claims, wrongly, that
the word "Israel" never means
"church" in Scripture. And so he
denies that the church in all ages is
one, that Christ is both the Head of
this one church and the King of the
kingdom in which all the people of
God are citizens, that this one uni­
versal church, gathered from the be­
ginning to the end of time from
both Jews and Gentiles has its
great unity in Christ Jesus the Head
and Lord of all. This tOO is a
fundamental error.

The third area is his obviously
wrong exegesis of texts which are
twisted to fit his premillennial
conceptions. I can give only a few
examples. Both John 14:1-4 and [
Co~inthians 15:51-57 are said to be
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The Trinity, by Gordon H. Clark
(Trinity Foundation, P.O. Box
169, Jefferson, MD 21755, 139pp.,
1985, ";8.95). {Reviewed by
Garrett P. Johnson]

sounded at the end of the age.
The clearly written book of

Walvoord not only describes in a
very understandable way the posi­
tion of premillennialism, but
sharply defines its many weak-

In 1915, the great Princeton
theologian, Benjamin B. Warfield
said: "The Trinity of the Persons
of t"~ Godhead, shown in the in­
carnation and the redemptive work
of God the Son, and the descent
and saving work of God the Spirit,
is thus everywhere assumed in the
New Testament. . .. By the means
of this doctrine... [a Christian] is
able to think clearly and const'"
quendy of his threefold relation to
the saving God, experienced by
Him as Fatherly love sending a
Redeemer, as redeeming love execu­
ting redemption, as saving love
applying r('demption. . .. Without
the doctrine of the Trinity, his
conscious Christian life would be
thrown into confusion and left in
disorganization.. " with the doc­
trine of the Trin ity, order. signi­
ficance and reality are brought to
every clement of it. Accordingly,
the doctrine of the Trinity and the
doctrine of redemption, histori­
cally. stand or fall together."

descriptions of the rapture, an ob­
vious impossibility. Psalm 2:6, 7
is said to refer to the resurrection
of David and his reign with Christ
in the millennial kingdom, an ob­
vious contradiction of Acts 13: 33
Nhere Paul explains that Psalm 2
was fulfilled in the resurrection of
Jesus Christ.

The whole premillennial concep­
tion also brings to the fore various
serious doctrinal questions which
the premillennialists seem incapable
of answering. I refer to such
questions as: Why, if the one sacri­
fice of Christ is complete and per­
fect, will the sacrifices have to be
restored in the millennial kingdom?
Walvoord answers that they will be
merely symbols of the perfect
sacrifice of Christ. But this stands
in conflict with Hebrews which
tells us that the symbolic and
typical sacrifices of the Old Testa­
ment, which could not take away
sin, are forever removed by the per­
fect sacrifice of Christ. Another
problem is the question of how it is
possible that the glorified bodies of
the people of God taken up into
the air at the time of the rapture
can live with the earthly bodies of
the people who live in the millen­
nial kingdom of Israel. Walvoord
brushes this question aside as being
unimportant. Still another ques­
tion is how the sounding trumpet
of I Corinthians 15:52 can be called
the "last" trumpet when it only
ushers in the millennium and when
another trumpet will have to be

nesses. o

64 THEOLOGICAL JOURNAL



In 1989, most Reformed
ministers express little or no in­
terest in the doctrine of the Trinity.
The reason for this disinterest is
quite simple. For 50-odd years or
more, Reformed seminaries have
frequently misrepresented this doc­
trine as a paradoxical formulation
of Scripture, utterly incomprehen­
sible to the human finite mind.
These arrogant Professors and their
students (now ministers>, wallow in
their paradoxical contradictions
and vehemently attack all who
assert a rational comprehension of
the Trinity. They have been largely
responsible for· suppressing this doc­
trine and have opened the church
doors to the .heretical gospels of
the past. T~e Biblical gospel of
salvation by "God's grace alone has
been supplanted by the Arminian
gospel of salvation by man's free­
will. Call it spiritual rededication,
charismatic renewal, evangelical ex­
perience, or new life, contemporary
Christian attitudes are united in
their denial of knowledge and
understanding of the Trinitarian
Godhead as the author and finisher
of our salvation.

Far above this pathetic morass
of theological confusion stands one
Jeremiah, Gordon H. Clark, and his
defense of the Biblical Trinity.
Clark begins with eight pages of
preliminary Scripture and continues
throughout the book to prove the
Trinity from Scripture alone.

He also presents the doctrine in
its historical context, beginning
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with Athanasius' defense of the
Trinity against Arius at the Council
of Nicaea, in A.D. 325. Clark
asserts: "One should never forget
that theology cannot be divorced
from church history. . .. Contrast
and even controversy are good
teachers. They force the attention
of indifferent 'practical' Chris­
tians:'

Clark gives extensive analysis to

the Post-Nicene Fathers, Marius
Victorinus, Hilary of Poitiers, and
Gregory of Nyssa, in their Trinitar­
ian defense against the Arians.
The views of Augustine are ex­
plained in careful detail. Clark
asserts: "Augustine... made it
quite clear that the Godhead was
one in one sel...e and three in a
different sense. . .. The important
point, ... is that there is a differ­
ence between what is three and
what is one." The reader should

---_._~~-

note that this point is explicitly
denied by Westminster Seminary.

Nearly 40 pages are devoted to
the" incomprehensibility of God.
He begins with the Athanasian
Creed and the views of the Re­
formers. The views of Hodge,
Berkoff, Bavinck, and VanTil are
explained and criticized. Clark
defends the view that l.dn's in­
comprehensibility of God does not
exclude regenerate, univocal knowl­
edge based on scriptural informa­
tion. Man can know the same
scriptural propositions that God
knows in the same, qualitative
sense. The Trinity can only be
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derived from scriptural proposi­
tions, and the propositions alone
are the object of man's knowledge.
This position is Clark's seminal
contribution to theological history.

The closing chapters of the book
discuss the theories of individuation
and eternal generation. Individua­
tion is the process of defining the
Persons of the Godhead. Is the
Person of Christ, for example, an
abstract idea, a pure concept, or a
set of scriptural propositions?
Eternal generation is the process
of defining the relationship of one
Person of the Trinity to another.
Was the Son begotten or generated
by the Father, as held by Athan­
asius and the Reformers, or was He
created by the Father, as held by
Arius and the Mormons? Clark
presents the Biblical position with
utmost clarity.

Warfield said that a proper
understanding of the Trinity would
establish "order, significance, and
reality" to our Christian lives.
More importantly, it establishes our
love for God, which is the first
and greatest commandment of all.
If we love Christ, and wish to keep
His commandments, then we
should study this book. 0

Christ and the Decree: Christology
and Predestination in Refonned
Theology from Calvin to Perkins,
by Richard A. Muller; Baker Book
House, 1986; 240pp., no price,
(paper). [Reviewed by Prof. H.
Hanko]
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Beginning in the latter part of
the nineteenth century, students of
Calvin and the subsequent develop­
ment of Reformed theology have
increasingly taken the position that
theologians who followed Calvin
were not faithful to Calvin, but
altered significantly Calvin's
teachings at certain crucial points.
Many of our readers are, e.g., aware
of the fact that Dr. Kendall has
insisted that Calvin never taught
particular redemption, but that this
doctrine is a perversion and cor­
ruption of Calvin"'s thought.

The chief attacks, however, have
been lodged against Calvin's suc­
cessors in their views of the truth
of sovereign predestination. The
point that is being made is that
thOose who have followed Calvin,
claimed to be his students, carried
on the tradition of "Calvinism,"
and influenced subsequent
Reformed thinking, have, in fact,
distorted Calvin's teachings. Those
who fall under this judgment are
such men as Beza, Ursinus, Perkins,
Ames, Gomarus, the fathers of Dort
and Westminster, Turretin, etc.

This book examines this entire
question in detail by a study of
major themes in the theologies of
Calvin, Bullinger, Musculus,
Vermigli, Beza, Ursinus, Zanchi,
Polanus, and Perkins. The author,
after careful analysis, is convinced
that the thesis of these critics is
wrong. His proof is overwhelming.

It is not my intention to enter
into this question in detail. I have,
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myself examined the question in a
series of articles which is now
running in the Journal, and my
position is set forth in them. I will,
therefore, quote fairly extensively
from the latter part of the book
where the author summarizes his
conclusions. In this way our
readers can hear for themselves
what the author says, and, at the
same time, gain some flavor of the
book.

"Once the dates of the major
confessions and early systems have
been set before us, we are able to

see the consistent development of
Protestant system toward a Protes­
tant orthodoxy beginning in 1521,
the year Melanchthon published his
Loci. barely four years after the
posting of the Ninety-five Tbesis.
Once, moreover, that the gradual
character of the change has been
recognized and once we realize
that there was never a generation of
Protestant Reformers unaware of or
unable to cope with the complexity
of scholastic argument... there re­
mains no possibility of representing
Protestant orthodoxy as a strange
distortion. Instead it is a product
of the historical growth of Protes­
tantism standing in some methodo­
logical discontinuity but in general
doctrinal continuity with the
Reformation" (p. 176).

"Over against the previous
scholarship, I would make two
points. First, the thesis of the 'pre­
destinarian system,' ... applies no
better to the orthodox system than

Book Reviews

it does to Calvin's thought.
Second, the notion that Calvin's
christocentrism and his placement
of the doctrine of predestination in
the 1559 Institutes imply a de­
emphasis or diminution of the im­
pact of the causal focus of his
theology must be rejected. As we
have learned from Barth, the
various placements of the doctrine
of predestination point to multiple
implications of that doctrine, not
the least of which is its relation to
the Christology and its soteriologi­
cal importance. What we encounter
in all of the Reformed systems
from Calvin to Polanus and, indeed,
in the orthodox system as far as
Turretin and Heidegger, is a
theology with multiple foci in
which the definitively theocentric
causal pattern guarantees the
thoroughly christocentric soterio­
logical structure. What we have
seen, then, in the course of this
essay is the inapplicability of the
central-dogma theory as such to the
study of Reformed orthodoxy; that
the theory, as a representative of a
particular method in theology, be­
longs to the nineteenth century and
stands as a mode of theological
thinking foreign to the dynamic of
late sixteenth and of sC\-enteenth
century thought. There are, in­
deed, crucial loci, organizational
patterns and principles - Trinity,
Christ, the divine causality,
covenant, but the idea of a central
dogma and a single organizing
principle for scholastic orthodoxy
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is an anachronism.
"Anachronism also is the claim

that the development of Reformed
orthodoxy brought about the for­
mulation of a deterministic system;
the orthodox are no more and no
less deterministic than Calvin him­
self. This issue for all the theolo­
gians noted in this essay is the
establishment of the divine will in
Ctrist as the ground and founda­
tion of our salvation. . .. But this
is no philosophical determinism i as
JH. K.S. Reid remarked of Calvin's
doctrine, predestination belongs to

a different order of being from our
willing and therefore does not inter­
fere with human responsibility....
Predestination stands, simply, as
the guarantee of divine sovereignty
in the work of salvation; indeed, as
the guarantee of the efficacy of
Christ's work. In this doctrinal
assumption there is continuity from
Calvin's time onward into the early
orthodox codification" (pp. 178,
179).

All this does not mean that there
were not differences; but these
differences were in two areas,
according to Muller: they are,
first of all, in the area of develop­
ment and, secondly, in the area of
greater systematization. And so
Muller's conclusion is:

"Much of the scholarship has
described changes in Reformed
theology after Calvin as distortions,
a description whieh involves both a
theological value judgment (which
is not at all based on historical
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evidence or historical methodology)
and the assumption that a develop­
ment in the history of thought can
be frozen at some arbitrarily
designated optimum moment.
There is an essential absurdity in
criticizing theologians in 1570 or
1590 or 1610 or 1650 for not re­
maining true to Calvin. Calvin was
not their only predecessor and the
context of thought in their day
demanJed different formulation...
The historical analysis of Protestant
orthodoxy must describe develop­
ment and change, continuity and
discontinuity; it ought not to

postulate golden ages or optimum
me .1ents from which all else is
decline."

The book is not easy reading,
but it will prove profitable to those
who take the time to study it. 0
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