





work of science, ana prove the
accuracy of Scripture by vari-
ous scientific facts. The second
section deals with fulfilled
prophecy and points out how
many prophecies have been lit-
erally fulfilled, although here
the author gets into prophecies
ofthe coming of Christ in which
his eschatology is askew. The
third section deals with archeo-
logical discoveries that support
Scripture’s assertions. This is
the longest section of the book.

In Boyd’s efforts to ex-
plain various teachings of Scrip-
ture in the light of science and
various scientific discoveries in
the light of Scripture, things can
and do go badly wrong. One
example is the treatment of
“black holes,” which astrono-
mers have recently discovered.
Concerning these, the author
writes the following. After
speaking of these “black holes”
as empty spaces in heaven and
referring to one such empty
space in the north, he says,
“What is the significance of the
‘black hole’ in the north to the
Bible believer? Since the Bible
does mention it, some are of the
opinion that it is the dwelling
place of God Himself. There is
no need for light there ‘ for God
is light’ (I John 1:5). We have
already been reminded that God
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is in the ‘height’ of heaven (Job
22:12). The psalmist tells us
that His throne is in heaven (Ps.
11:4), and Isaiah 66:1 informs
us that ‘heaven is [His] throne’”
(p. 52).

Statements such as thisare
poor science, poor exegesis, and
a denial of some truths of God,
here a denial of God’s infinity:
for Solomon acknowledges, in
his great intercessory prayer at
the dedication of the temple,
that the heaven and the heaven
of heavens cannot contain God
(Il Chron. 6:18). They do more
harm to the Christian cause than
many arguments against Scrip-
ture. A philosophy professor
was fond of reminding us that
“a poor argument for the truth
will often do more harm than a
good argument against it.”

1am well aware of the fact
that it is not easy to draw a line
between “proof™ for the Bible’s
integrity and evidences of the
Bible’s integrity. If by “proof”
of Scripture’s integrity we mean
proof outside of Scripture itself
that the Bible is the infallibly
inspired Word of God, proof
that can be used to persuade
unbelievers, then such exercises
lie outside biblical Apologetics.
The Bible contains its own
proof. If men do not accept that
truth, the blame must not be laid
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ontheBible asbeing inadequate
to establish its own veracity.
The blame must be laid on sin-
ful man. Empirical “proof” will
never convince the unbeliever.
“They have Moses and the
prophets; let them hear them.”
And if wicked men still clamor
for more proof (as they did al-
ready in Jesus’ day) it remains
true for all time: “If they will
not hear Moses and the proph-
ets, they will not be persuaded if
one should rise from the dead.”

But this is not to deny that
the believer can enjoy some as-
pects of a book such as this. For
onething, it certainly is the call-
ing of believers (and particu-
larly our Christian school teach-
ers who teach science) to de-
velop science within the givens
of biblical revelation and to ex-
plain scientific data, which is to
be accepted as correct, in the
light of God’s Word. This is a
pleasant and exciting task, and

we have those within our schools
who do this. It is also possible
and likely that a believer who
already accepts the truths of
Scripture as infallible truth wiil
find his spirit lifted up as ar-
chaeological discovery shows
that biblical prophecy has been
literally fulfilled, that all of sci-
ence is certainly more clearly
explained in the context of God’s
great work of creating all things
in six normal days than in any
theory of evolutionism, and that
the events of history clearly
demonstrate the signs of the
coming of Christ. Many things
in this book can be read with
pleasure. Itisthe title that both-
ers me: “Apologetics™? I think
not.

The book is very simply
writtéen and can be read by young
peopleand adults. Butthereader
must keep in mind that God’s
Word stands in its own strength.

|

Arius: Heresy & Tradi-
tion, by Rowan Williams. Grand
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub-
lishing Co., 2002. Pp.xiii, 378.
$20.00 (paper). [Reviewed by
Herman C. Hanko.]
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Arius was the father of
Arianism, a deadly heresy in the
early part of the fourth century
which tore the church apart and
was the immediate occasion for
the Council of Nicea (A.D. 324).



The church had struggled, al-
most from the beginning of the
post-apostolic era, over the for-
mulation of the doctrines of the
Trinity and the divinity of our
Lord Jesus Christ. The church
was persuaded from the very
beginning that God the Father
was God; that Jesus Christ was
God; and that the Holy Spirit
was divine. But how to formu-
late that truth in such a way that
it repudiated the errors of pagan
polytheism on the one hand, and,
on the other hand, maintained
the truth that there is only one
God, was a problem that took at
least two centuries to solve.
As the church was search-
ing for answers to this most ba-
sic question, theologians
throughout the empire were pro-
posing answers of one sort or
another. All of these proposed
solutions were rejected by the
church as failing in some im-
portant respects to do justice to
thebiblical teachings. The great,
though frequentlv heretical,
Origen, who lived at the turn of
the third century to the fourth,
had suggested that the relation
between the Father and the Son
was one of generation. He was
really the first theologian to do
this, and it was, from a certain
point of view, an important step
towards the final answer. The
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trouble with Origen’s solution
was that he made the act of gen-
eration an act of God’s will,
rather than making it a personal
attribute, which was part of the
essence of God Himself. By
making generation an act of
God’s will, he opened the door
toa denial ofthe absolute divin-
ity of Christ. That which God
wills is outside His divine be-
ing.

Arius was influenced by
this teaching of Origen and so
came to the conclusion that
Christ was less than divine.
Christ was divine, though only
in a limited sense. Christ wasas
near being God as it is possible
tobe. Christ waseternal, though
created. Christ was high above
all men, but a creature for all
that. Christ was a son of God,
the highest son and most glori-
ous son, but not the Son of God.
Arius appeared on the scene with
a solution that appealed to so
many that far and away the ma-
jority followed his teachings. It
was the greatest threat to ortho-
doxy that the church had faced.

Rowan Williams, Arch-
bishop of Wales and formerly
Lady Margaret Professor of Di-
vinity at the University of Ox-
ford, wrote this book and pub-
lished it in 1987. This present
work is arevised edition of what

79



has to be a sort of definitive
work on Arius and his heresy.
Although Williams rejects
the theology of Arius and main-
tains the orthodoxy of the
creedal statement formulated by
Nicea, he is sympathetic to Arius
in many respects. He considers
Arius a theological conserva-
tive who was interested in main-
taining the sovereignty of God
in His works. He speaks highly
of Arius as a man and ascribes
to Arius good motives in teach-
ing what he did. He takes every
opportunity to give to Arius’
views as good an interpretation
as possible,and to explain Arius’
“heresy™ in ways which all but
excuse the man of his sin.
Without passing judgment
on all Williams’ arguments in
defense of Arius, and even con-
ceding that there are many his-
torical reasons for Arius’ teach-
ings, it remains a fact that when
Nicea set forth the doctrine of
Scripture clearly, concisely, and
as the official position of the
church, Arius refused to accept
that creed. A man may, for lack
of complete understanding of
the theological issues or because
the doctrine is not yet clearly
developed, propose wrong so-
lutions to problems. That does
not make him a heretic. But
when the church finally comes
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to a decision on what Scripture
teaches, and officially sets down
that doctrine as the truth, and
when its creedal formulations
cannot be overthrown with
Scripture, then for one to dis-
agree makes him a heretic. If
Arius loved the truth, he would
have cooperated with the del-
egates at Nicea in searching for
the biblical teaching on the sub-
jectand he would have accepted
Nicea’s formulation when it was
all over.

Williams is right, however,
when he describes Arius’ views
as being basically rationalistic.
Arius was indeed the first ratio-
nalistto deny Christ’sdivinity —
though he was certainly not the
last to do so. Williams is also
right when he puts the entire
controversy into the context of
a discussion of the relation be-
tween the traditions of the
church and new ideas proposed
as the church strives to under-
stand the truth more fully. What
is missed in the discussion of
the book is a proper sense of the
history of the development of
the truth of Scripture: Truth is
always a fuller and more de-
tailed development of doctrines
which the church has already
established as the truth of God’s
Word. The church performs her
calling well when, with deep
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devotion to the guidance of the
Spirit of truth in the past, she
goes on to develop these truths
more fully. Development of
doctrine is never innovation,
totally fresh insights, novelties,
along with a rejection of what
the church has stated in past
centuries.

Williams’ book is the de-
finitive book that it is because it
deals extensively and exhaus-
tively with almost everything
that relates to the question fac-
ing Arius. Included are a de-
tailed description of pre-Nicean
events in the history of the
church, much of which is specu-
lative because of the dearth of
documentary evidence; descrip-
tions of the life of the church in
Alexandria (from which Arius
and his opponent Athanasius
came); careful examination of
all extant documents bearing on
the case; analyses of earlier her-
etics and their possible influ-
ence on Arius; and extensive
studies of theological and philo-
sophical questions that were
present in the church and that
shaped and molded the discus-
sion and debate over Arius’
views.

In defense of Arius, the
author insists that Arius has of-
ten been misinterpreted and that,
therefore, views ascribed to him
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were not his at all. He also
justifies Arius by explaining
away, onthe grounds of circum-
stances, the heresies with which
Arius has been charged. He
contends that the surviving
documents of Arius’ own writ-
ings are scanty and that much of
what is known of Arius’ teach-
ingis found in writings of Arius’
opponents. He argues that Arius
was motivated by a desire to
purify the church from harmful
residues of earlier beliefs. But
in the end he is forced to agree
with Nicea (it is a confession of
his own [Anglican] church). But
the controversy, Williams ar-
gues, had the good result of ef-
fecting a more mature church,
which was more monolithic and
unified.

The purpose of the book is
thus stated:

To trace the political and
intellectual pre-history of the
Nicene crisis and to attempt
to understand the odd fact
that Arius was at once a radi-
cal and a figurehead for con-
servatism is to gain some per-
spective on what might be
called the paradigmatic
stresses and temptations of
Church and theology. ‘The
perils of modernizing Nicaea’
are not to be minimized, and
I hope to have avoided too
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much grossly anachronistic
misreading; but we are deal-
ing here with developments
that determined the future
course of Christian theology
and that still haunt contem-
porary discussion. Even
those who believe, as I do
not, that Nicaea represented
a damaging or mistaken shift
in the history of doctrine are
bound to consider how it has
shaped and continues to shape
Christian speech and prayer.
As for those content to affirm
the faith of Nicaea, they too
have questions to answer as
to the nature of doctrinal con-
tinuities, questions which the
very fact of a doctrinal crisis
in the fourth century that
presses upon us. This book is
meant as an attempt to give
focus to some of these ques-
tions, in the hope of assisting
alittle the enormous contem-
porary task of critically ap-
propriating once again the

heritage of doctrinal history
— and, more remotely but
more importantly, assisting
that proclamation of the gos-
pel which must be the goal of
all doctrinal exploration and
reappropriation.

Finally, we ought, I think,
toreduce the whole controversy
to the simple yet potent argu-
ment of Athanasius, that great
defender of the divinity of
Christ: Of course, Christ is the
Son of God. Only God can save
us from our sins, for we cannot
save ourselves. Christ hasto be
fully God because we are saved
by Christ. That is the end of all
argument.

The value of the book is
enhanced by several important
appendices and by a collection
of pre-Nicene and Nicene
creedal documents. W

The Systematic Theology
of John Brown of Haddington,
by John Brown, with an Intro-
duction by Joel R. Beeke and
Randall J. Pederson. Fearn,
Ross-shire, Scotland: Christian
Focus Publications. Obtainable
from Reformation Heritage

Books at RHbookstore@aol.
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com. Pp. xliii - 576. No price
given (hardcover). [Reviewed
by Herman C. Hanko.]

Theblurb on the back cover
of the book gives us the infor-
mation we need to appreciate
this book.
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John Brown (1722-1787)
of Haddington was the lead-
ing minister in the Associate
Synod during the formative
years of eighteenth-century
Scotland. He was a devout
Christian, a gifted preacher,
and a prolific writer of theol-
ogy. He began life in ob-
scure poverty, withoutadvan-
tage of wealth, position, title,
or education. Yet God fa-
vored him with unusual gifts
and an enormous capacity for
hard work.

Brown taught himself
Greek while working in the
fields. He became a man of
deep spiritual experience with
skillin preaching the doctrines
of free grace and piety....

Brown was well-known as
a theologian in his day but
has since been overlooked,
although recently a biogra-
phy and some of his exposi-
tional work have been pub-
lished. His systematic theol-
ogy, A Compendium View
of Natural and Revealed Re-
ligion, is based on his semi-
nary lectures and is notable
for its evangelical eloquence
and biblical centricity.

It contains more than
26,000 proof texts and nu-
merous exegetical insights
along with a consistent cov-
enantal emphasis, experien-
tial depth, and compelling ap-
plications. This single vol-
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ume of Reformed systematic
theology is rich in content
and an indispensable tool for
students, pastors, and profes-
sors of theology.

John Brown was minister
in Haddington during the years
of the Marrow controversy. Al-
though not yet a minister during
the time of the controversy it-
self, he was affected by it and
went with the Secession
Churches who split from the
established church a few years
after the controversy. He went
through another split in the ranks
of the Secession Churches and
came to know well the troubles
which plagued Presbyterianism
in Scotland. He served as pastor
ofthe Haddington congregation
for thirty-six years.

His Systematic Theology is
an important one, for it gives us
the theological thinking of the
Secession Churches, which
Brown reflects in his writings.
These churches were led by the
“Marrow Men,” and “Marrow
theology” influencedthe theologi-
cal position of the Free Churches
of Scotland to the present.

It is impossible to give in
this review a summary of all
Brown’s theology, but a few
points will suffice to show its
importance.
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He was solid on the doc-
trines of the historic Christian
faith, including the doctrine of
sovereign and double predesti-
nation. In fact, there are places
in his lengthy treatment of this
subject where he becomes al-
most supralapsarian. The ma-
jor place he gives to the doc-
trine shows how important it
was in his thinking.

Brown reflected current
thinking when he developed the
truth of God’s covenant. He
heldto a covenant of works with
Adam which included parties,
terms, conditions, the promise
of eternal life, and the penalty
of death. He gives an extremely
detailed analysis of the doctrine
and emphasizes, as was charac-
teristic of Scottish theologians,
the federal relation between
Adam and the human race as the
head of the covenant of works.
Nor is it surprising that Brown
taught a pactum salutis that was
acovenant between the first and
second persons of the Trinity.

I was particularly inter-
ested in Brown’s view of the
call of the gospel and its rela-
tionship to the atonement of our
Lord. I was interested in his
view of this because the Mar-
row Men were condemned by
the Synod of the Presbyterian
Church for teaching, among
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other things, a well-meant gos-
pel offer. The Marrow Men
were also the fathers of the Se-
cession Churches of which
Brown was a part.

Interestingly, Brown is
somewhat ambiguous on this
question, even though he is, on
the whole, solid. He taught that
the offer of the gospel toall isa
manifestation of God’s good-
ness to mankind in general. In
connecting this to the atonement
of Christ, he writes:

This satisfaction (of
Christ’s atonement) being in-
finitely excellent in itself, ful-
filled in a nature common to
men, and thus equally suited
to every man'’s case, a suffi-
cient foundation was laid (sic)
for a general and indefinite
invitation of them to receive
and rest on it, as their justify-
ing righteousness before
God-and all of them, accord-
ing to their degree of connec-
tion with the elect, receive
manifold gifts, offices, orout-
ward accommodations,
which otherwise they would
not...;—though indeed rep-
robates enjoy these things as
consequents, rather than as
proper fruits of the death of
Christ with respect to them
(p. 299).

It seems as if he finds in
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Christ’s atonement some kind
of juridical basis for God’s good-
ness to all men, a goodness ex-
pressed in the offer of the gos-
pel. Whether this goodness to
all men is meant as an objective
fact or whether it is indicative
of God’s attitude of favor to all
.men is not clear from Brown’s
treatment of the doctrine.
But he writes further:

It is manifest that Christ,
in his intercession, prays only
for his elect, John xvii.9.—
Now, his intercession in re-
spect to its object, is of the
same extent with his atone-
ment, I Johnii. 1, 2. Norwill
common sense allow, that he
would lay down his life for
any person for whom he
would not intercede.... The
tenet of Christ’s dying
equally for all men, or for
any that are not elected and
actually saved, is pregnant
with the most glaring absur-
dities, viz. That as but few of
mankind, comparatively
taken, areactually saved, God
hath in a great measure lost
his end, in his principal work
of men’s redemption....

He then goes on to list
many other glaring absurdities
implicit in a universal atone-
ment, and concludes that par-
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ticular redemption is the clear
teaching of Scripture. Brown
considers this doctrine so im-
portant that he spends a great
deal of time giving and an-
swering all the objections that
evil men bring against the doc-
trine.

Surprisingly, there is little
ecclesiology (abit morethan 25
pages) and no eschatology in
the book. And troubling is the
absence of references to and
explanations of the creeds: not
even the Westminster Confes-
sions. The last part of the vol-
ume is devoted to a treatment of
the Decalogue and “the gospel,
in its matter, use, difference
from, and connection with the
law.” This treatment of the law
and the gospel reflects thinking
common among eighteenth and
nineteenth century Puritans: a
kind of antithesis between law
and gospel, the law serving one
purpose and the gospel another.
Althoughthis is perhaps closely
associated with a covenant of
works, it surely does not reflect
the emphasis of Scripture by
which we are taught that law
and gospel are basically the
same. God’s law, after all, en-
lightens the mind and purifies
the heart (Ps. 19); and one need
not read very far into Psalm 119
to discover marvelous works of
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salvation which the law is ca- The historical value of the

pable of doing. book, however, makes it an im-
The value of the book is portant addition to any

enhanced by a fairly lengthy bi- theologian’s library. W

ography of John Brown of

Haddington.
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