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point of his controversies with the
Socinians and the Arminians and
with Richard Baxter, and gives
many penetrating and valuable in-
sights, notonly into Owen’s think-
ing but into the character and de-
velopment of post-Reformation
theology. His analysis. we be-
lieve, is accurate and a needed
corrective to popular misrepresen-
tations of those who followed
Calvin and the other Reformers.

Trueman, therefore, spends
a great deal of time answering the
“Calvinagainst the Calvinists” the-
sis. the notion that the Reformed
theologians after Calvin corrupted
and perverted the “pure Calvin-
ism” of Calvin himself by their use
of scholastic methods, the appli-
cation of strict logic and rational-
ism, and a misplaced emphasis on
predestination and other such doc-
trines. He answers especially the
work of Alan Clifford (Aronement
and Justification; Calvinus) and
Frank Boersma (4 Hot Pepper-
corn), though others also are men-
tioned (Kendall, Rainbow, Tor-
rance, Hall, Rolston).

This defense of Owen is, in
fact, one of the major concerns of
the book. Trueman, therefore. does
not just give an overview of
Owen’s theology, but defends him
and the other post-Reformation
Reformed theologians against the
charges of contributing to a de-
structive betrayal of Reformed the-
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ology. especially with respect to
the doctrine of the atonement.

Believing rather that Owen
and others like him stood where
Calvin stood and built on his foun-
dations. Trueman ends his book
with these words, encapsulating
this theme:

As | was going up the stair,
| met a man who wasn’t there
He wasn’t there again today.
Oh! How | wish he'd go away.

It is a remarkable fact, but
the sccondary literature sur-
rounding the Protestantism of
the late sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries is populated by
men who were not actually there
— not actually in those centu-
ries, that is. [t may well be that
scholars were on the whole
never foolish enough to sub-
scribe to the popular myths
about Calvinism epitomized in
Mencken's definition of Puri-
tanism as a ‘haunting fear that
someone, somewhere, may be
happy,” but they have gener-
ated enough myths and factoids
of their own to fill the void.
Whether it is Beza, playing
Stalin to Calvin’s Lenin and
almost single-handedly pervert-
ing the Reformed faith, or
Zanchi rationalizing Reformed
theology into a centraldogma
based upon a rigid form of
Aristotelianism, or Perkins tak-
ing English Reformed thought
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out into the wasteland of de-
spair created by voluntarist no-
tions of taith — scholars have
found no shortage of villains to
blame for the directions taken
by Reformed thought in the late-
sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies.

It is, however, becoming in-
creasingly clear that these sin-
ister villains who prowl through
the pages of the secondary
scholarship bear little resem-
blance to the theologians who
led the Reformed churches of
their day. Indeed, as far as their
‘crimes” are concerned, they
have, to use a crude modern
colloquialisms, been ‘framed’

. Once onc has read the pri-
mary texts from a historical per-
spective, recading the analyses
of such as Beza,. etc. given by
the old school is an experience
not dissimilar from that de-
scribed by the author of the
above rhyme: it is like meeting
a man who wasn't there, and
whose continued presence is a
sourcc only of irritation and
frustration (pp. 227, 228).

Trueman is especially hard
on Alan Clifford in the book, and
rightly so. He shows clearly that
Clifford has, at the vety least, se-
riously misread Owen by coming
to Owen with an agenda of his
own. Clifford’s analysis is char-
acterized by Trueman as “seriously
deficient™ (p. 186, footnote), “mis-
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leading™ (p. 187, footnote), “un-
critical” (p. 216, footnote), given
to “unsound methodology™ (p. 225,
footnote), and based upon “non-
sensical presuppositions™ (p. 12,
footnote). He goes so far as to
accuse Clifford of misrepresent-
ing Owen, when he, Clifford, to
prove a point, brings together from
Owen's writings in one place and
as one quotation two sections of
text that are separated by 45 pages
in Owen’s writings! As Trueman
says: “if this approach is legiti-
mate, then one might as well argue
that ‘Judas went and hanged him-
self ... Go and do thou likewise’ is
a command explicitly taught in
the Bible” (pp. 235, 236).

Over against Clifford and
others Trueman shows (1) that
Owen must be read in context,
particularly of the times in which
he lived; (2) that his use of Aristo-
telian terms by no means makes
him guilty of carrying over Aristo-
telian philosophy into his theol-
ogy: (3) that his theology repre-
sents not a départure from Re-
formed theology but a natural de-
velopment of it, as Owen himself
believed; (3) that he was not
“guilty” of rationalizing, but only
of systematizing and working out
the consequences of historic Cal-
vinism, especially with regard to
the atonement; and (5) that he is,
in fact, in the main line of Re-
formed theology tracing back to
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Calvin himself.

He shows, too. and in some
detail that Owen’s theology was
decidedly Trinitarian throughout
(thus the subtitle of the book), and
that this, rather than scholasticism
or rationalism is the governing and
over-arching principle of Owen’s
theology. as indeed it is. Even a
cursory reading of Owen shows
this, at least if one does not read
Owen only to prove that Owen was
guilty of perverting Reformed the-
ology from its original purity and
truth.

There is much other interest-
ing material in the book. We found
especially valuable the material
on Owen'’s rejection of the tradi-
tional view of the necessity of the
incarnation (pp. 105-109), his use
of the analogy of faith (pp. 94-99),
his understanding of the relation-
ship between revelation and the
nature of God (pp. 109-110), and
his views on the sufficiency and
efficiency of the atonement (pp.
199-206).

Two negative criticisms must
be made, however. The first is that
the book is overly scholarly, with
an abundance of theological Latin
terminology. This probably puts
it beyond the capacity of most
laymen and seriously limits its
value. Perhaps this should not be
said by way of criticizing
Trueman’s book, but only by way
of pleading for a similar book
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“written down™ to a more popular
level. There is a great need for
this. The battle for the truth is not
fought in the cloudy heights of
scholarship. but in the trenches
and by the ordinary members of
the church. They would be well
armed with much of the material
in this book if it were written less
technically.

The second negative criti-
cism is more significant in our
opinion. Perhaps in the interest of
scholarship. but for whatever rea-
son. Trueman distances himself
from the question of whether or
not Owen’s theology is true. He
says:

I wish at the start to make it
clear that | write as a historian
of ideas, not as a systematic
theologian. My interest is not
to discover whether Owen was
right or wrong. but to sce what
he said, why he said it, whether
it was coherent by the stan-
dards ot his day, and how he fits
into the theological context of
his own times and of the west-
ern tradition as a whole. Of
course | do have personal intel-
lectual convictions about the
theological value of Owen’'s
writings, but | have tried to be
aware of my own theological
commitments and to keep them
as separate as humanly possible
from my analysis (p. ix).
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We question whether it is
really possible to be totally objec-
tive concerning the truth of what
is, after all, God’s Word — the
truth about God Himself and His
gracious work, even when engaged
in historical analysis. Much more
we question whether it is right to
treat such matters merely as mat-
ters for scholarly and historical
debate. Certainly it is not a game,
as Trueman himself suggests (p.
9). It was never that for Owen.
Owen says {p. 92) “that the pri-
mary purpose of theology is living
to please God,” and with that we
wholeheartedly concur. Theology
and even the history of theology
are never and can never be abstract
matters. Trueman might learn
something from Owen in that re-
spect.

With those caveats, the book
is highly recommended to those
who are able to make use of it. &

Protestant Scholasticism: Essays
in Reassessment, Carl R. Trueman
and R. S. Scott, editors. Carlisle,
Paternoster Press, 1999. xix + 344
pp. (paperback). [Reviewed by
Ronald Hanko.]

Here is another very valu-
able book from Paternoster with a
wealth of information and analy-
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sis on thedevelopment of Lutheran
and Reformed orthodoxy from the
time of the Reformation to its de-
cline in the eighteenth century.
The book is ¢ :ollection of 18
essays by a wide variety of writers
divided up into five main sections:
Lutherand Calvin: Early Reformed
Orthodoxy; The British Connec-
tion; From High Orthodoxy to En-
lightenment; and The Rise of
Lutheran Orthodoxy.

As is to be expected in a
book of this sort, the essays vary
considerably in readability, inter-
est, and value, but the book never-
theless deserves a place in the li-
brary of every serious student of
Reformed theology. We found
particularly interesting and valu-
able the essay by Richard Muller
on Beza’s Tabula Praedesti-
nationis, a translation of which is
soon to be published by Paternos-
ter, and the essay by Lyle D.
Bierma on Olevianus’ covenant
theology.

The book is particularly valu-
able, however, because of the in-
formation it provides on many
lesser known figures of the Refor-
mation. There are essays on the
theology of Peter Martyr Vermigli,
Jerome Zanchius, Caspar Olevi-
anus, Andreas Hyperius, William
Perkins, Gisbertus Voetius, Francis
and Jean Alphonse Turretin, and
in the Luther branch of the Refor-
mation, Philip Melanchthon and
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Johann Gerhard.

The main thrust of all the
essays is, as the title of book indi-
cates. areevaluation of the charge,
often brought against Reformed
theology in general. and more re-
cently against all Reformed ortho-
doxy after Calvin. that it is scho-
lastic. So often has this charge
been brought, and so widely is it
believed, that it conjures up in the
minds of most the spectre of arid,
speculative, philosophical, unbib-
lical debate about trivial questions
(cf. p. 17) and keeps many from
reading or considering the theo-
logical position of post-Reforma-
tion Reformed theologians.

The book attempts to show
and does show successfully, we
believe, that scholasticism is not
in itself a bad thing. It also dem-
onstrates, however, that while the
Reformers (including Calvin) and
their successors used scholastic
language and methods of teaching
and defending the truth, they were
not scholastic in their theology.
but in fact rejected scholastic the-
ology almost completely.

It was only, according to the
authors of this book, when Re-
formed scholasticism was aban-
doned that Reformed orthodoxy
began to decline and opened itself
to the influences of the Enlighten-
ment, rationalism, deism, Socin-
ianism, and even atheism. Thus
the chapter on Jean Alphonse
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Turretin, the son of Francis
Turretin by birth but not by belief.

The main thesis of the book
is. then, that while Reformation
and post-Reformation theology can
to some extent be characterized as
scholastic in its methods and lan-
guage. this is not a bad thing and is
part of the positive development
of Reformed orthodoxy to its high
water mark in the theology of such
men as William Perkins and
Francis Turretin. With this thesis
we heartily agree and recommend
the book to all who wish to see
corrected the very biased view of
church history that sets Calvin and
later Reformed theologians against
one another — that views later
Reformed orthodoxy as an aberra-
tion rather than a positive devel-
opmentinthe church’s understand-
ing of the truth.

We hope. too. that the ex-
pectation of the editors is indeed
being realized, “that these two in-
sights. one stressing the necessity
of understanding Protestant ortho-
doxy in its own historical-intel-
lectual context, the other ridding
the word scholasticism of its pejo-
rative connotations, have effected
a change in the scholarship sur-
rounding this area the long-term
impact of which should be nothing
short of revolutionary” (p. xv). @
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Law and Gospel: Philip
Melanchthon’s Debate with John
Agricola of Eisleben over
Poenitentia, Timothy J. Wengert.
Carlisle, Paternoster Press, 1997,
232 pp. (paperback). [Reviewed
by Ronald Hanko.]

This volume is the third in
Paternoster’s “Texts and Studies
in Reformation and Post-Refor-
mation Thought,” a very valuable
series in which Paternoster is pub-
lishing translations of Reforma-
tion works that have never been
available in English, reprints of
works that are no longer readily
available. and various modern
studies and analyses of Reformed
theology. Wengert, a professor at
the Lutheran Seminary in Phila-
delphia and an expert on
Melanchthon, has given us one of
these studies.

The work is both exception-
ally interesting and disappointing.
This reviewer found the book so
interesting that it was difficult to
put down, but having finished the
book, was left feeling distinctly
unsatisfied. That dissatisfaction
arose primarily from a lack of a
clear theme, and the impression
that the author was doing his best
to hide Melanchthon's theological
weaknesses, which were not few.

The debate between Melan-
chthon and Agricola, which is the
subject of the book, led directly
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into the antinomian controversies
that plagued the Lutheran churches
in the mid-sixteenth century, as
Wengert so ably shows. The de-
bate centered in the meaning of
“poenitentia,” roughly translated
“penitence,” and involved such
questions as whether poenitentia
preceded faith, whether it included
“confession”™ to a priest, and the
extent to which the law was in-
volved in producing such
poenitentia.

The book shows beyond
doubtthat Agricola’s theology was
antinomian. Indeed. his views
were in many ways similar to those
of certain Baptist antinomians to-
day, who believe that the
decalogue, the law of the Ten Com-
mandments, has no place in the
life of the New Testament Chris-
tian. Wengert demonstrates this
antinomianism from Agricola’s
writings and shows its connection
with the subsequent antinomian
controversies in Lutheranism.

Melanchthon’s opposition to
Agricola was,therefore, very much
justified. Nevertheless, though
Wengert never admits this (his
purpose, seemingly, is to defend
Melanchthon and to present him in
the very best light), one is left with
the very strong feeling that
Agricola’s fears in the controversy
were also justified, especially if
one knows something of
Melanchthon’s later “develop-
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ment” as a theologian.

Agricola was certain, and
later history proved him right, we
believe, that in the debate
Melanchthon was compromising
the doctrines of sola fidei (faith
alone) and sola gratia (grace
alone). There can be no doubt that
Melanchthon was primarily re-
sponsible for introducing an ele-
ment of synergism (that man co-
operates with God in his salva-
tion) into Lutheran theology. That
synergism is found in Melan-
chthon’s own writings and in the
creeds of Lutheranism.

The Formula of Concord, for
example, teaches that “if the Holy
Spirit, by the preaching of the word,
shall have made a beginning, and
offered his grace in the word to
man, that then man, by his own
proper and natural powers, can, as
it were, give some assistance and
co-operation, though it be but
slight, infirm, and languid, towards
his conversion, and can apply and
prepare himself unto grace, appre-
hend it, embrace it, and believe
the gospel™ (Art. I, Negative, I'V).
Wengert’s quotations from
Melanchthon’s writings show that
he was moving in this direction
already at the time of his debate
with Agricola, though, as we have
said, Wengert never really admits
this.

Thus it was that Wengert’s
book left us feeling so dissatisfied.
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He very ably traces the contro-
versy between the two men, though
the wealth of historical detail is
sometimes a bit difficult to fol-
low, but comes to no other conclu-
sions, it seems, than that Agricola
was antinomian, and that this con-
troversy did set the stage for other
controversies.

Wengert admits that there
were changes in Melanchthon’s
theology. but by showing Luther’s
support for Melanchthon, and by
downplaying these changes. he
leaves the reader with the impres-
sion that Melanchthon was doctri-
nally sound, while Agricola was
not. What is perhaps even more
unsatisfactory is the fact that
Wengert offers little in the way of
showing the impact of this contro-
versy on later Lutheranism and
how these views of Melanchthon
became the official teaching of
Lutheranism as reflected in its
creeds.

Maybe that is the way his-
torical theology is done these days
— a plethora of historical detail
with little or no analysis or appli-
cation — but it certainly leaves
this reviewer unsatisfied. Of much
more value, whatever one thinks
of Melanchthon’s theology. would
have been a clear statement of how
Melanchthon’s theology did
change and how, with Luther’s
approbation, it became the stan-
dard of Lutheran orthodoxy.
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We would have appreciated
also some brief discussion at least
of the relevance of these issues for
modern Lutheranism and maybe
even for Reformed churches. What
is the use of historical theology if
it does not offer some lessons for
the present? One cannot read
Wengert's book and consider the
issues involved in the controversy
between Melanchthon and
Agricola without feeling that there
is “nothing new under the sun.”
The place of the law in the life of
the Christian, the relation between
penitence and faith, and other such
issues are as hotly debated today
as they were at the time of the
Reformation.

Nevertheless, for all its
faults, the book is worth reading
for the abundance of historical
material contained in it and is rec-
ommended to those who are inter-
ested in these issues. They will,
however, have to draw their own
conclusions. Wengert draws none.

L 4

Let’s Study Mark, by Sinclair B.
Ferguson. Edinburgh: The Banner
of Truth Trust, 1999. Pp. xix—
304. $14.99 (paper). [Reviewed
by Robert D. Decker.]

This attractive book was
written not for the scholar, but for
ordinary Christians. Ferguson’s
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purpose is twofold, viz., to lead the
reader into an understanding of
the Gospel according to Mark and
to lead the reader into an under-
standing of how this Gospel ac-
count applies to his life and situa-
tion.

While we are certain, and
that too beyond any doubt whatso-
ever, that Dr. Ferguson is commit-
ted to the truth of the verbal and
plenary inspiration of the Sacred
Scriptures by the Holy Spirit, he
misses a nice opportunity to state
that truth in the introductory sec-
tion in which he discusses the “au-
thor of the Gospel.” The discus-
sion is limited to the identity of
John Mark, but nothing is said
about the inspiration of this ac-
count of the Gospel by the Holy
Spirit.

What we have in this volume
is a very nice, brief, devotional
commentary in paragraph form on
the Gospel according to Mark. The
book is well-written and easy to
read. Ferguson offers pithy sum-
maries of the various sections of
which this Gospel account con-
sists.

The book is enhanced by a
useful “Group Study Guide,”
which not only guides the reader
into a study of the various pas-
sages, but which also includes in-
structive comments on how one
ought to go about leading a group
Bible study. Ministers and others
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called upon to lead group studies
of the Scriptures will benefit from
these comments.

Some of the expositions are
too brief. thus leaving the reader
with unanswered questions. Dr.
Ferguson is committed to the error
of a well-meant gospel offer. His
exposition of Jesus® conversation
with the rich young ruler (Mark
10:17-31. pp. 164-170) is incor-
rect. The fact is, Jesus loved the
young man. This means He saved
him. The young man came to faith
and repentance in the way of a
tremendous struggle. All things
are possible with God! Even the
salvation of a rich young ruler.

Under the title, “For Further
Reading™ (p. 304), this reviewer
was disappointed to find only two
commentaries listed, viz., Mark,
by L. A. Cole, and The Gospel
According to Mark, by W. L, Lane.
There are many more commentar-
ies on Mark, some of which are
arguably much better than the two
listed, e.g.. Wm. Hendriksen, R.
C. H. Lenski, and John Calvin’s
Harmony of Matthew, Mark, and
Luke.

In spite of the negative com-
ments above, we recommend this
study of the Gospel according to
Mark. It should prove useful for
private or family devotions and
for Bible Study groups. ¢
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The Reading and Preaching of
the Scriptures in the Worship of
the Christian Church, v. 3: The
Medieval Church, by Hughes
Oliphant Old. Grand Rapids, MI:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.,
1999. Pp. xviii-646. $45.00 (pa-
per). [Reviewed by Robert D.
Decker.]

This series by Old is really a
history of preaching. Undersigned
has reviewed both volumes one
and two, hence this review of vol-
ume three will be brief. Volume
three is as good as the first two
volumes. This is an excellent se-
ries, indeed! The books are well
researched and written in a lucid
and “easy-to-read” style. We cer-
tainly hope OId is able to finish
this project.

Chapter | covers Byzantine
Preaching, beginning in the middle
of the sixth century and continu-
ing into the beginning of the elev-
enth century. In this chapter Old
analyzes the preaching of John of
Damascus and Andrew of Crete
Photius, among others. Chapter II
is a fascinating account of the mis-
sion preaching to the barbarians.
Readers of Dutch (Frisians espe-
cially!) will be interested in Old’s
study of Boniface, the missionary
to the Frisians and among the Ger-
mans. Old reaches this conclusion
as regards the sermons of Boniface:
“These sermons may not be re-
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ported with the detail we would
like or in the most elegant Latin
(Old theorizes that not Boniface,
but converts won by means of his
preaching put the sermons in writ-
ten form, hence the less than el-
egant Latin.), but one gets the im-
pression that somewhere behind
them was a solid Christian thinker
who had some clear ideas about
what evangelistic preaching en-
tailed. We may not be completely
satisfied with his doctrine of grace
or his understanding of soteriology,
but the overall impression is most
positive. There is much we can
learn about the ministry of evan-
gelism from these sermons™ (p.
137).

Is the reader interested in
learning about the shaping of the
Roman Lectionary? Is he/she in-
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terested in the preaching of the
Benedictines, the Cistercians
(among them, Bernard of Clair-
vaux), the Franciscans, the Do-
minicans, or the German Mys-
tics (Eckhart, e.g.)? It’s all in this
volume.

Old provides brief but well
documented biographies of each
of the preachers covered. There is
an extensive bibliography with
each chapter. The book is en-
hanced by a detailed index as well.

Old is a member of the Cen-
ter of Theological Inquiry,
Princeton, New Jersey. In addi-
tion to the first two volumes of this
set, he is the author of Leading in
Prayer: A Workbook for Worship.

Get these three volumes.
Read them. Learn from them. And
enjoy them. H
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