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Handout


Meetings will not be only lectures, but also questions brought by students


Ferguson is helpful with a nice summary of Owen's life at the beginning of the book.  Also, you have a good study of what is probably the most useful of Owen's works, Vol. 6 on sin.


Assessment.  M.Div.  A short paper and an exam, two short papers, or a long paper.  A short paper would be 5 pages single spaced, or 10 pages double spaced, and a long paper twice that.


Protestant Scholasticism (Trueman/Clark) would be helpful as well.  The essays epitomize the kind of approach I try to bring to Owen.  It puts to death the dichotomy between scholasticism and the reformation.  The structure of the volume is not entirely relevant to the quantity of essays.  Von Asselt and Dekker, Reformation Scholasticism.  (Baker)  It's a nice series by Richard Muller.  The introduction is particularly helpful.


Reading for tomorrow:  Trueman's book from ch. 5.  Also his article on the nature of divine justice.  Read A Display of Arminianism.  Look at Death of Death, and Dissertation on Divine Justice, as well as Trueman's article on that dissertation.


Essay titles.  You are free to think up your own essay title.  It has to be on Owen, and relatively relevant to the course.  It should be historical, rooted in the 17th C.  A few suggestions for titles:


The Priesthood of Christ.


The Threefold office of Christ.


Owen's understanding of divine justice.


Fundamentally changes in the late 1640's and 1650's.


His relationship to Socinianism.


Tolerance, church-state relations.


Justification.


Relation to prior tradition.


You could discuss concepts, language, terms, the piety of Owen, the role of Augustine doctrinally and experientially.


The Holy Spirit.


Christology


Sanctification


Union with Christ.  (Time delay, why we are not eternally justified.)


Historical


Relation to Cromwell.


Owen's independency.


Owen's view of the covenants, on his relation to Baptists.  I think there are elements in Owen's theology more akin to Baptist ecclesiology.


John Owen:  Who is he?  Why study him?


There is another good biography, by Peter Toon.  God's Statesman.  Probably the best.


1616 - 1683


Expect that the biographies written have agendas.  I think the Banner of Truth reprints are very good.  But they tell you more about the 19th C than Owen.


High points of his career.


Vice chancellor of Oxford 1650's


Dean of Christ Church.  Cardinal Woolsey brought the reformation to England, at Oxford, where Christ Church is.  John Locke was almost certainly a pupil of John Owen's.  Locke wrote a poem dedicated to one J.O.  There are certainly interesting similarities between Owen's view of tolerance and that of Locke.


1662 onwards preeminent nonconformist, perhaps vying with Richard Baxter, to his death.  He is officially a nobody.  But he was very much an elite, educated, urbane individual, interacting at high levels of society, despite his fall from political grace.  He appears to have been involved in various underground Republican movements.  (Subversive groups in the 1660's and 1670's.  His greatest work in sheer size was produced during these years -- the commentary on Hebrews.  The greatest precritical commentary on Hebrews.  Anybody who is tempted to think of Reformed Orthodoxy as merely proof-texting should examine this commentary; this is very good.  He and his colleagues were not ignorant people at all.  A Barthian Webster thought he may have been the greatest theologian Britain produced.  With Voetius he was probably the greatest theologian of the 17th C, of Reformed Orthodoxy.


Why study him?


He is a great example of Reformed Orthodoxy.


He is a great example of Puritanism.


He is a great example of Catholic thought.


Reformed Orthodoxy.  1)  Broadly speaking, it is that movement that comes after the Reformation that involves increasingly precise theological definitions and vocabulary.  After the Reformation, the situation became much more complicated.  Not only do you have Protestants versus Catholics, you also have the Anabaptists and Lutherans defining themselves over against all of the other positions.  You get increasing complexity of theological debate.  Turretin wrote in a different language than Calvin because of his opponents.  Everything changes after Bellemai (sp?), because of his ideas.  Anabaptists on the whole are less linguistically and intellectually sophisticated than the Reformed or Catholics.  2)  It is also the era of great confessions.  Confessionalism.  The Canons of Dordt, Westminster Standards, Belgic Confession.  We need to avoid reading the use of the confessions from the 18th C on back into the use of them prior to that time.  Subscription, for instance, was not a question prior to that point.  Confessions functioned differently prior to that time.  Subscription is not really a British phenomenon.  These confessions were used in a way that is more broad than they are today.  We should not think that the use of confessions today correlate exactly with their use in the 17th C.  Brian Armstrong wrote one of the Calvin against Calvinism books, titled Calvinism and the Amyraut Heresy.  The title is wrong; Amyraldianism (sp?) was not considered a heresy.  You don't have to look far in Owen to find him citing Amyraut with approval.  As with Occam.  3)  A pedagogic setting.  The university.  The establishment of Reformed theology in the university setting.  That happened after the Reformation, not during it, with perhaps an exception in Geneva.  These ideas and this language needs to be understood in its setting; it is a question of genre. Quentin Skinner makes this point again and again.  When you are writing a book, you are doing something.  Ideas do not exist in a vacuum.  When you start reading historical texts, you have to ask not only what the person is writing here, but what is he or she doing here?  Why are they writing this at this place and time?  You cannot simply compare one text's style with that of another period and place.  You have to ask what is being done by each author in each situation.  Calvin's Institutes tries to subvert Martin Bucer's commentary method, which has unbalanced excurses on theological topics throughout the commentary.  Turretin's Institutes is explicitly not a systematic theology.  Rather, he is writing a "beginner's handbook" of certain disputed points of divinity.  That is why he is polemical.  That is why he uses the question and answer method:  he is writing for university students.


Puritanism.  One problem is that there is no definition of it on which everyone agrees.  John Milton, the great poet, was a Puritan, but was also an Arian.  I tend to define it as those pushing within the church for a more thorough Reformation.  The independents obviously defined this different from the Presbyterians, and the Presbyterians from the ____.  It avoids the problem of the theological definition of Puritanism.  I don't like the category applied to Owen, because Puritanism has to me a strongly Anglo-American quality.  It is not valuable as an all-embracing term under which to categorize someone's thought.  Owen understood himself as part of a European-wide movement.  The books, debates, sources, opponents, etc. are European, for Owen.  I used to joke that Samuel Rutherford was a European event, while being Scottish in some ways.  He writes in Latin, for example; that is a give-away that he was concerned about a broader context.  The big building blocks of Owen's thinking were the doctrine of God, the concept of theology, the concept of the church; these were broader European issues.  I think there are some elements that are more specific to the British and not the American and Continental traditions, though.  Experimental piety.  You do find this in the Dutch circles in relation to Redemptive-historical preaching.  The emphasis on Christian experience.  You get it in Richard Baxter.  That pietistic note is struck consistently in English Puritan thinking in a way that you do not find it in Genevan Reformed Christianity, for example.  This is one of the reasons why the Puritans are so popular in certain circles today, and also why in some ways they need to be rescued from their friends as much as from their enemies.  In Britain, certainly among the nonconformists, they experienced a revival because of their practical, experimental emphasis.  Martyn Lloyd-Jones published a volume on the Puritans; it is a great read, and is interesting to me in that it shows the way the Puritans were appropriated by later theologians.  Jones is honest in that he says he reads the 17th C men as read by the 18th C men.  He focused on religious experience, piety, and not on the academic, university context.  The 18th C men did not pay as much attention to the theological issues, and to the way Owen is picking up the categories and arguments from a long history of theology prior to him.  They think he is merely making up the argument.  When you read the Puritans that are reprinted, it is usually the Puritans that warm the heart; this evidences the dominant tendency of contemporary appropriation.  Baxter thought his theological treatises are the most important of his writings.  He understood himself as a great dogmatic theologian, while he is appropriated as a warm, devotional writer.  But Baxter must be understood on the basis of his doctrinal works!  Baxter is viewed in a distorted way.  He would not have seen himself as a pietist theologian.  The revival of the Puritans has led to a distortion of them, considering them as pietistic alone, and divorcing them from their longer background of theological history.  I think Banner of Truth would be a great example of what I am talking about; they have done a great service in reprinting great Reformed theology, but Owen would ask Banner of Truth why they have not published theologians of any great significance.


Owen as Catholic Theologian.  Many of us are introduced to Owen through Packer's Knowing God or some other means like that.  I don't mean Roman Catholic; I mean someone who interacts with the wide, broad, universal strands of the Christian tradition.  One of the best ways to understand the Puritans is to get a hold of one of their bibliographies.  Jeffrey Nuttel has two articles; they are bibliographies of Owen's (or Baxter's?) books, the books that were in his personal library.  The possession of a book does not indicate to you necessarily that the holder read the whole book.  But in the context of the 17th C, books are getting cheaper, but are not so cheap; they still indicate what the holder thought was important.  Owen's books were auctioned off, and a list of them was compiled.  You have in them huge holdings of writings going right back to the Patristic era.  He engaged the Fathers, as well as the Medieval authors.  Also, engaging with Reformation and post-reformation Reformed and Lutheran authors, as well as Catholic authors.  This is because Owen was a learned theologian.  That was his job; to master the literature and the traditions of thought with which he had to do.  He had many marginalia, footnotes.  He cites everyone!  He even quoted Jewish theologians, as well as all the usual suspects.  The philosophers, the fathers.  He cites Augustine far more frequently than he cites Calvin.  He liked Augustine more than any other theologian.  The basic parameters of Owen's thought are set way before the Reformation.  His basic concerns are trinitarianism and anti-Pelagianism.  There is a rather strange work by Alan Clifford, dealing with Owen on the atonement, and never mentions the Trinity.  For Owen the trinity is fundamental to all.  Owen is very well aware that the broad Christian tradition is trinitarian, and that the main strands are also anti-Pelagian. His understanding of predestination is thus supported by reference to many Catholic theologians.  The Jansenist/Molinist debate is like the Calvinist-Arminian debate in Reformed theology.  In Reformed theology, Calvinism wins.  In Roman Catholicism, the Molinists win.  The Jesuits became the most powerful in the Catholic church, and they were connected with Molinism.  Note that Arminius draws on Molina to defend his position.  The Reformed are very well aware of the debates in the Catholic church.  Owen said he had read everything that has been written by the Jansenist/Molinist debate, and wanted to write a Reformed analysis of the debates.  This indicates his great interest, and knowledge of the debates. He says the Jansenists were picking up the best strains within Catholicism.  He cites the Jansenists with tacit approval sometimes, sometimes with positive affirmation.  We must not forget that Luther's attacks on Rome as semi-Pelagian are technically inaccurate in that the Roman Catholic church as a whole had more Reformed-sounding thoughts.  The Reformed were in great agreement with much in the Catholic church on their view of predestination.  Philosophically Owen was a modified Thomist in some ways.  He was even more Thomist than Thomas in some ways.  This separates him from modern fundamentalism.  You must have learned theologians in service of the church, if only to translate the text of scripture for present-day fundamentalists to use, even if they don't want to become academics themselves.  These men are not at all sympathetic to the Catholic church, but they know a good argument when they see it.  Anthony Milton, Catholic and Reformed, is a study of the two traditions around the 16th C.  He treats the relation of the two traditions.  He says that we cannot simply say that all Puritans are anti-Roman.  Owen is just too sophisticated a thinker to see the issues as simply black and white.  Secondly, they are not fundamentalists.  They value education, and are learned.  It was a great liberation to me when I came to understand some of what Owen was doing; he was reading people he disagreed with.  I suddenly realized that I could have ferociously conservative doctrine, and still have the values of learning, consideration for opponents, and the like.


Renaissance.  Owen was not just a theologian.  One of the problems with Reformed Orthodoxy is that the sphere of study has been too narrow.  These men were not merely theologians, but Renaissance men.  Their universities were Renaissance universities, art, culture, intellectual endeavor were important to them.  Owen did not sack the Lordian appointments, such as Pococke, because he valued the liberal arts.  Note how much of Owen's bibliography was not theological.  He was interested in geography, philosophy, he even had a book about how to brew your own beer.  :  )  He was a human.  The politics, the military issues, the broader cultural issues must play into our study of John Owen.  One of the methodological problems in my former book on Luther was that I always sought a theological answer to a theological question.  The answer sometimes derives from something else in the context, or in the person.  I make a distinction in history between intention and motivation.  Intention can be recovered from publicly-accessible documents.  Motivation cannot be explicitly determined, but you can see it by guessing at how events and situations can influence a person.  Many of Owen's children died in infancy.  Could Owen have been trying to get at a particular Arminian in his congregation?  Here I doff my cap to the deconstructionists a bit.  I can never know his motivations perfectly or even largely, but I can know his intentions from publicly accessible documents.  He writes with significance for the European stage.


Calvin vs. the Calvinists.  Much of the discussion of Reformed Orthodoxy has been formed by this perspective.  One problem with this is the imposition of anachronistic criteria; sometimes Calvin is read in a very Barthian way, and then later Calvinists are accused for not being Barthian!  It is also problematic to set up one man as the chief representative of the Reformed tradition.  If you want to judge Reformed theology, you have to go to the confessional statements; it is the confessions that define Reformed Orthodoxy, not Calvin's Institutes.  These men would have considered themselves Christians, and Augustinians, rather than Calvinists.  My approach is to avoid these questions, and say that we must understand Owen on his own terms.  He is not a good guy or bad guy unconditionally, but is a shade of gray.  This is true of all the figures of Reformed thought.  Owen is a great example of how theology should be done.  He has grasped the tradition, mastered what is going on in the world around him and in the history of the tradition, and can address his context in a helpful, useful way.  He opened my eyes to the utility of Medieval and Scholastic thought for today. Owen's theology can still speak today.  He is a great example of someone who combines learning with a fidelity to the truth.


Scholasticism.  A bad word.  Everyone knows that, but not many can define it satisfactorily.  The best definition is that it is the theology of the schools or universities.  Technically speaking, therefore, it is theology as pursued in the context of the university.  This is how Catholic theologians define it, and others as well.  In the 17th C it is used ambiguously.  Rutherford uses it two ways.  On the one hand it can mean dry, nitpicking, rationalistic theology. How many theologians can dance on the head of a pin?  Trivia.  This is a pejorative use.  But Rutherford also produced a work titled a Scholastic Disputation on Providence.  There it boils down to a question and answer method of doing theology.  Thomas Aquinas uses this method in the Summa Theologica.  Question, contra, and then the true answer, then the resolution explaining the relation of all of them.  Turretin uses this approach broadly speaking in his Institutes.  Questions for dispute.  Reformed Scholasticism is the Reformed usage of that method.  In the 19th C literature, the first usage of the term is the predominant, largely because the Middle Ages are seen as the Dark Ages.  You will find it being used in Brian Armstrong's book in this way.  Excessive use of human reason, use of Aristotle in theology.  I would say that as soon as you try to define scholasticism in terms of its content, you run into problems.  What is it that binds Thomas Aquinas to ____?  The method of approach, rather than any particular content.  Method, rather than content is the center of the definition.  Reformed Scholasticism is reformed theology pursued in a university context, using university methods of discourse; it is not bound to a particular content.  It is like trying to define "individualism."  What is it?  When did it begin?  "Rationalism" is often bandied about in the context of discussing the 17th C.  We need to keep Rationalism distinct from rationality.  The 17th C theologians were in support of the idea that all theology has rationality; that it is coherent, that it makes sense.  But they do not think that we should use the method of rationalism; they critique Descartes quite a bit.  Everyone in the 17th C was using the terminology of Aristotle; but they weren't necessarily using his ideas.  The only ones who were not using Aristotle were the clearly heterodox!  The language of Aristotle is something of a red herring, then.  You find his language in Calvin. Aquinas didn't use Aristotle's terms as Aristotle did, but he used his terms.


Arminianism.  It was a greater domestic threat than Catholicism; this may be one of his reasons for fighting it so strongly.  The majority of Owen's polemical writings I would guess focus on Arminianism and Socinianism.  The Socinian movement in its most common formulation is anti-trinitarian. Arminianism is not so, but the two are seen as very closely linked, for a variety of reasons.  First of all, the rejection or more properly, redefinition of predestination.  They also massively downplay the essentials.  It becomes fairly obvious early in the Reformation that merely having vernacular scriptures and preaching is not sufficient to guide the Reformation.  In Lutheran and Reformed discussion, there came about the discussion of fundamental articles.  There was quite a difference of opinion on the number of the fundamental articles.  The Lutherans had more than the Reformed, because of their view of the sacraments.  The Arminians and the Socinians thought much less was necessary.  Arminianism was seen as a watering-down of orthodox Christianity, in a way that Roman Catholicism never was.  Catholicism added more than necessary, Arminianism retained less than necessary.  While I suspect that Owen would say that there were some great Catholic theologians whom he respected, he would not say so about Socinian theologians; he would say there are some clever Socinian theologians, but not great ones.  Arminianism is merely a more acceptable version of Socinianism.  His first great work was a treatise On the Priesthood of Christ.  Against the papists, the Arminians, and the Socinians.  This book has been lost.  Here the trinity meets Arminianism.  You have much of his later work in the title of this early work.  It may have been later folded into the commentary on Hebrews.  This is the suggestion of 19th C editors.  We do know that his view on this changed by the time of his commentary on Hebrews.  This is like Owen's equivalent of Q, I suppose.  Arminians' major problem is predestination.  But it was much more sophisticated, even philosophically, at the time of Owen.  Arminius operated as steeped in the Medieval tradition.  In the Medieval tradition you have extensive reflection on the nature of God's knowledge.  Aquinas, on the knowledge of simple intelligence, the knowledge of vision.  You get this in late Middle Ages and Reformed writings.  The knowledge of simple intelligence is God's knowledge of all possibles.  Knowledge of vision is God's knowledge of all actuals.  The decree of God's will determines God's knowledge of those certain actuals which He knows among all the possibles.  The Molinists posited a second kind of knowledge after the knowledge of simple intelligence:  middle knowledge.  It is the knowledge of all possible worlds.  It is different from the knowledge of all possibles, because it is God's knowledge of what man will freely do in a certain world.  God decides to realize that world in which all possibilities which He desires to have happen will happen in that world, by means of the individuals' free decisions in that world to do what they decide to do.  Owen makes certain claims of Arminianism that are simply distortions of the picture; what Arminianism should say rather than what they actually say.  Middle knowledge is central to the Arminian attempt to deny predestination.  But it does not succeed in my view.  Socinianism is the major historical precedent to the openness of God theology of today.  Suarez was cited more often than not by Owen for his legal work.  Molina and Suarez fed into the Arminian debate.  Hence Reformed writers were concerned about the Catholic debates with Molina and Suarez, and reference the Jansenists over against the Molinists.  [Note:  Arminius was not a deist; he held that God sustained the world providentially, but in a general way, and not on certain specific points.  Locke, a deist, spent a lot of time denying that he was a Socinian; thus in the popular theological estimation, the two were closely related.  Note:  Owen did not interact with the Eastern Orthodox tradition to any significant extent.]  The Arminians denied specific providence.  This was a kind of "atheism."  The concern was about practical atheism.  It was a denial of God's involvement in everyday affairs.  For this reason it was seen to be more dangerous than Catholicism.  Today we are closer to Arminians than to the Catholics, but it not seen this way in the 17th C.  It was seen as a license for immorality, for living as one pleases.  It is also making the act of faith an act that you do of your own free will.  It is, then, in Reformation terms, a meritorious work, which makes it equal to Catholicism, France, Spain, enemies.  Arminianism is then tied in with the European situation, and with the enemies of Britain.  The 17th C was quite good at conspiracy theories; Arminianism equaled crypto-Romanism for many of these guys.  When Owen chooses to write on Arminianism as a young theologian, he is making a point well beyond theology.  We discussed Arminianism in its connections to Catholicism and Continental politics.


A Display of Arminianism.  This is not only of theological, but also political importance.  Archbishop Lord had tried to make the Anglican church appear more Catholic.  I get the impression that Lord is less interested in the theological, and more in the ceremonial and civic dimensions of the church. Prior to writing this tract Owen had been a student at Oxford, where he had studied under Thomas Barlow and John Prideaux.  This shows how it is difficult to slice up the church into different categories; they were Calvinists, but were not anti-establishment men.  Barlow taught theology in a philosophical way; he was essentially an Aristotelian thinker.  These men have not been studied much by scholarship.  Barlow's works are sitting in a professor's office (John Platt?), untouched.  Sebastian Rehnman, Divine Discourse, is likely to remain the definitive study of the Medieval background of John Owen and his thought.  This should come out this year or next.  It is excellent.  By the 1640's, Owen emerges on the scene as a vigorous anti-Pelagian, moves from Presbyterianism to becoming an Independent (this has cultural and political implications, not merely theological), and he is converted around this time.  He had been brought up by a Puritan father.  He was a parish minister at the same time as pastoring or preaching in an independent church!  So he was a non-sectarian independent.


Notes on the text.  England is being sucked into civil war, Parliament against king.  Anti-monarchical tendencies were present.  Owen clearly throws in his lot with the Parliamentary forces, the more radical forces at this point.  He is on the radical wing of the intellectual movement.  Owen in writing this is not only writing theological polemic, but also defining himself within the political spectrum of the kingdoms of England and Scotland.  Two halves: Theological aspect:  the nature of God, and a fundamental revision of the understanding of humanity.


Two ends:


Free self from God's jurisdiction and providence


Clear human nature from the heavy of being sinful, corrupted


p. 14.  Here he really misrepresents the Molinist position.  He is opposed to Molinism, but doesn't take the time to really refute Molinism.  He takes William Twisse's De Scientia Media as an adequate refutation of Molinism.  Twisse was a very good theologian, a scholar, a peaceful sort of chap, worked at a very high level theologically speaking, and was elected first ______ (moderator?) of the Westminster Assembly because of his peaceable nature.  Owen may have thought that the Arminian position construed God's foreknowledge as a conjecture of the future, when it in fact is not.  Further, he seems to have held that the Arminian view believed in a constantly changing future.  These things point toward the idea that Owen was overstating his case.  It is a clever work, demonstrating an extensive knowledge already of the Jansenist, Arminian, and Catholic views.  It is not as nuanced as his later work will become; it is a sledgehammer approach to the issues.  Note on p. 17 in connection with Dr. Jackson, that he criticizes Arminianism as Platonist.  Plato is the bad guy in the 17th C, not Aristotle.  This association of Platonism and Arminianism is consistent throughout Owen.  William Twisse's Vindiciae Gratiae has Paul, Augustine, Calvin, and vera religio on one side, and Plato, Pelagius, Servetus (?), then falsa religio; a genealogy of true and false religion.  Ignoring the obvious connection between Plato and Augustine!  But Paul was the origin of true religion, and Plato of false religion.  There are Platonic elements in Puritanism, but in their own self-understanding, Plato was behind Arminius. The connection was that a category of people was created, and elected, rather than specific people; this ideal was like the forms of Plato.  To use Plato would be tantamount to Arminianism; so Owen couldn't use Plato!  In his own view.  Platonism was a label.  The alternative was Aristotle, then.  On 19-20 he uses the Medieval argument from divine simplicity.  God's simplicity requires that not all of his attributes are identical, but that they are all of the one simple essence.  God's decree must be immutable, then.  P. 23 has the knowledge of simple intelligence and the knowledge of vision.  He quotes both Aquinas and Augustine; the fathers and the middle ages.  Of course there are important differences between the Reformed and the Medieval views, on justification, the authority of the church and scripture, etc.  But he draws on Medieval sources.  He is located in the ongoing trajectory of anti-Pelagian thought in the West.  Aquinas provides Owen with a wealth of vocabulary and distinctions, just as Louis Berkhof does for us.  Aquinas was anti-Pelagian, and this made him very useful to the Reformed on the issue of predestination.  He was not Lutheran in his view of justification, so was not useful on that point to the Reformers.  Pp. 35-36, where Owen talks about contingency.  Contingency is rooted in the second causes, rather than the first cause who is God.  


1-15-02


In the Journal of Biblical Apologetics 2 (2001) pp. 32-47, there is an article by R. K. McGregor Wright titled "The Mystery of Middle Knowledge."  This could help in understanding the issues of Middle Knowledge.


Owen on Atonement


The best thing to do for the next reading is to read Owen on sin, then Turretin, then Ferguson, ch. 6.


A broad overview of Owen's Christology.  His unique contribution is in his understanding of the Holy Spirit.  He has a Spirit Christology.  He sees a particular role of the Holy Spirit in the incarnation.  We will discuss that on Friday.  On the whole, though, he holds to the basic established patterns of Reformed Christology:  the threefold office of Prophet, Priest, and King.  It is found in Calvin, and from there became a confessional standard.  It is a heuristic device.  It does not contain real content in itself so much.  The Socinians use this pattern, as well.  In Reformed literature they emphasize the Priesthood of Christ--what He does.  The Socinians focus on the Prophethood of Christ--what He says as a great moral teacher.  Prophet--teacher(/fulfiller) of prophecies.  Priest--sacrifice/offering.  King--rule or dominion.  That is the basic pattern for Reformed Christology.  You also have the pattern, though it is not accented so much in Owen, of humiliation and exaltation.  J. T. Mueller compares Reformed and Lutheran Christology in Christian Dogmatics.  He does the same for Lutheran orthodoxy that Berkhof does for Reformed orthodoxy.  Mueller is basically a short version of Pieper, "Pieper with all the rude parts taken out."  Other aspects or basic building blocks:  Covenant of redemption.  In Owen the accent on the whole is on eternal covenants within the trinity, rather than historical dispensations.  You do have the covenant of works and of grace in Owen.  The covenant of redemption is the covenant between the Father and the Son in eternity, appointing the Son as mediator, and the Spirit as the agent.  The Father appoints, the Son accepts the role, and willingly subordinates Himself to the Father in that role, and the Spirit _____.  This covenant determines ultimately Christ's high priestly work.  The problem Owen will see with Amyraldianism and Baxter's approach is that it attempts to deal with Christ's atoning death as something logically prior to [the eternal plan of God.]


When Owen is dealing with the high priesthood of Christ, he is dealing with a long tradition of discussion of this.  The tradition started largely with Anselm.  Anselm's argument is that God = honorable, sin = dishonorable, therefore in order for God's honor to be intact there must be found a way for the debt incurred against God's honor to be paid back.  Anselm says that to disobey God in the slightest way is an infinite crime, and cannot be paid back by any created thing, thus must be paid back by someone who must be God.  But the person in debt is the one who must pay, so the only one who can pay must be the God-man.  Anselm's position raised a number of questions.  If the death of the God-man is of infinite value, why is it that not everyone goes to heaven?  Peter Lombard's (Trueman, 200) distinction between sufficiency for all men and efficiency for the elect/predestined is the general explanation of much that goes on in Reformed thought during this period.  Lombard's major works are the Sentences, the Glossa Ordinaria, and the Glossa Interlinearis.  The last is an exegetical commentary on the bible.  The Anselmic view of the atonement is not an exhaustive view of what is going on on the cross.  It is one of a variety of things going on on the cross; it is also a great example of dying for one's neighbor.  In Owen's Death of Death you have a long tradition of discussion on the sufficiency/efficiency distinction.  The particularity of grace came up for Peter Lombard, hundreds of years before the Reformers.  On one level what Owen is doing is bashing contemporary Arminianism, and on another level he is contributing to a debate that has been going on for centuries.  The terms of the debate have been set out years before.  He is wrestling with how to relate the doctrine of the trinity, the incarnation, and the atonement.  The Death of Death is then part of the long history of theology, not just of parochial Reformed interest. Owen is not recognized as such, because it has been the people who win who have written history.  If you were a nonconformist or a Roman Catholic, you were outside the educational establishment, and did not write history.  Puritanism was then out of the discussion, and largely airbrushed out of history.  Owen is clearly trinitarian in that he holds that all of God's acts are trinitarian acts; on this he is part of the trinitarian Western tradition, even though some Barthians criticize Owen for not being part of the "trinitarian" tradition in which they believe.  The death of Christ is then a trinitarian action. Owen will say that Christ's death is of infinite value, because He is an infinite Person, but it is not of infinite value, because it is only in the context of the covenant of redemption that it has salvific value.  Is this a speculative understanding of the atonement?  No, because he tries to understand it in the context of the trinitarian action of God.  This is a sophisticated approach.  There is a theory that Reformed Orthodoxy is obsessed with double predestination.  But it is not so much a principle from which all else was deduced, but rather it is the presupposition prior to the known facts lower on the list; the charts of this period were not read from the top principle down, but from the bottom ideas up to the conditions that must be logically prior to what is listed lower on the list.  Barth points this out at one point.


Aristotelian Teleology.  Alan Clifford holds that Owen holds to Aristotelian teleology in regard to the atonement, that there must be one end for the atonement; that is the reason it is limited.  I think this is a complete red herring.  I deal with this in an appendix partly as a polemical ploy; it isn't worth being discussed in the body of the book.  Objections:  1)  Everybody in the 17th C holds to essentially a teleological principle; it is when you get rid of teleology that you end in deism.  2)  A single-end teleology.  I am unaware of a teleology that is not a single-end teleology.  3)  Owen does not identify the end of the atonement as the salvation of the elect; rather, he defines it as the glory of God.  Here Clifford misses Owen's definition of the end.


Atonement.  The root question is whether the death of Christ makes the atonement only possible, or effectual.  Owen doesn't use the terminology of antecedent (death for all who will believe) / consequent (death for those who do believe) atonement.  You see this discussed in my book.


Owen - effectual


Amyraldian - not effectual.  Halfway house.


Arminian - not effectual.  Possible but not actual.


Socinian - not substitutionary.


Most of the Orthodox Reformed positions are partway between the Amyraldian and Owen's position.  John Davenant exists in this area.  One of the things that would divide Owen and Davenant is that Owen would not allow that there is any willing of God for the salvation of the non-elect.  That the will of God does not connect the non-elect with the atonement in any way.  I'm not entirely sure the tradition fully backs the position of Murray and Stonehouse.  I don't like this in Owen, but to be fair to the tradition, I think we need to see him this way.  This points toward hyper-Calvinism, though that term is relatively meaningless and is not very helpful.  I think it is fruitless to ask whether Calvin held to the limited atonement or not; this was discussed later than Calvin, by the 17th C.  For Owen the atonement is effectual.  But Owen is not really trying to limit the atonement, but to argue for the effectiveness of the atonement.  Particular redemption is more the idea he is trying to get across.  At the center of his argument are several strands.  1)  First of all, the covenant of redemption.  It is this that establishes Christ as mediator.  The mediatorial office is divided into Prophet, Priest, and King.  It is only as He participates in this covenant that He holds these offices and in which they hold their meaning.  2)  The Levitical priesthood.  So much that has been written in the past on Reformed Orthodoxy has emphasized their dogmatic theology, but doesn't emphasize the biblical theology and exegesis that went on behind it.  The proof texts used in the Westminster Standards are not supposed to be simple knock-down arguments which teach the points in view, but rather as a means of reference to the exegetical tradition in which those issues are discussed.  That is why some of the proof texts do not seem to relate immediately.  The men were exegetes.  The theology rests upon training in background in exegesis and biblical theology.  The discipline had a certain coherence and unity at this time.  There is more consensus and common ground here at WTS today than there is in the commonplace secular university among theological disciplines.  But notice that the disciplines are still fragmented and specialized to some extent here at WTS.  The Westminster Divines were generally Renaissance men, accomplished in both the exegetical tradition, and the theological tradition.  This was due to their Medieval background.  Owen's biggest work was his commentary on Hebrews; 7 volumes of careful verse-by-verse exegesis.  Owen's Death of Death is then not merely systematic theology, but is built on a careful understanding of the Levitical priesthood.  This is one of his dominant themes.  He derives from this the unity of the death and the offering of the lamb and the goat, which then bears on the unity of the death of Christ and the elect.  The Amyraldians separate the death of Christ from the intercession of Christ, offering His blood in heaven for the elect.  Kendall makes this argument.  His concern is that when someone comes to you as a pastor, and says that they don't know whether or not Christ died for them, then you can say that Christ did die for them, because Christ died for all.  Kendall saw limited atonement as a problem in Puritanism, as the cause of a lack of assurance.  But would not Kendall still fall under the question of whether or not Christ intercedes for us?  Yes.  For Owen, however, the two things have to be bound together.  The death of Christ and the offering of Christ take place for the same group of people as well.  The priesthood is established by the covenant of redemption.  Therefore the death and the offering both take place for the elect.  Limited atonement cannot be reduced in Owen to the impact of Aristotle, or other influences, but rather must be seen as the influence of the Levitical priesthood in the OT on Owen's understanding of the atonement.  It is a far more sophisticated point than merely predestination as the principle determining all else.


The work (Death of Death) provoked another young man to join the debates:  Richard Baxter, born in 1615.  If Socinus was the definitive attack on substitutionary atonement, then Owen's response is the definitive beginning for a response.  Baxter is a mixture of many influences, and makes a not-to-coherent whole.  He is like the Eastern Orthodox in that he seems a bit proud of how much we cannot know about God.  His major work here is Aphorismes of Justification.  There is a very good book on Baxter here by Hans Boersma, called The Hot Peppercorn.  One of the things that Baxter is terrified of is social chaos; he has been a chaplain in the military, and he has seen much lunacy there.  One of his theories is that it is all a result of antinomianism; defined at the time as the position of those slightly to the right of you and beyond.  Once you are saved by grace, you can do what you want; that is the most extreme version of antinomianism.  Baxter argues that Owen is incipiently antinomian.  He treats two figures:  John Owen, and John Macconius.  Macconius was not such a great moral example of Reformed theology; he would get drunk and incite riots among the students.  He was the Dutch Owen in regard to his theology, but not his character.  The emphasis on the efficacy of the atonement Baxter saw, and I think in the case of Macconius he is correct, as pushing in the direction of eternal justification.  Owen repudiated this doctrine.  The implication is that you are justified from the day you are born.  Baxter sees this pointing strongly in an antinomian direction.  God would seem to have no right to withhold His forgiveness from you from the day you are born.  Baxter sees this kind of particular redemption as pointing in the direction of eternal justification.  Baxter is not concerned first that Owen is limiting the love of God via limited atonement, but rather that it might lead to antinomianism, which he was terrified of due to his background in the military, being run out of his land, and other social chaos he had seen.  Hugo de Groot, known as Grotius, one of the most brilliant Arminian thinkers of the 17th C, against the background of Socinius' argument that if Christ is penally substitute for Christians, then it is not mercy for God to forgive, but rather it is a matter of legal obligation for Him to forgive.  Grotius made the distinction between solutio eiusdem - the exact thing, and solutio tantidem - the equivalent.  To Owen this undermines the whole substitutionary nature of the atonement.  Baxter thinks this solves the kinds of problems Owen's position will lead to.  Thomas Goodwin has tendencies toward eternal justification, but he is probably not completely there.  I think the same can be said of William Twisse, but it can certainly be said of Tobias Crisp.  Crisp's works are republished when Baxter is an old man, and Baxter reenters the discussion to bash Crisp and Crispianism.  The set of volumes edited by John Gill is the best.  He was a Hebrew scholar, but could not get a degree in some places because he did not know the contemporary discussion, because he learned from books and not from the lectures.  These men may have had an antinomian tendency, but held that you must have faith; they and their positions did not lead to anarchy.  Baxter's fear I suppose is that these men are the respectable face of the craziness and the license he saw in [Kidde]minster and in the army. Owen's response is not to concede that you need an atonement based on a solutio tantidem.  Although the price is paid for on Calvary, you are not justified until you are united with Christ, by faith.  Owen uses a number of poor analogies to try to make the point of the time delay.  But his central point is that the union with Christ is by faith, and that it is only by faith that the benefits of Christ are made available to you.  Christ's death is an oblation, and only through union with Christ by faith are you justified.  He shies away from the logical implications of his position, as on others; he makes no clear indication of his view on infra and supralapsarianism.  He makes this emphasis over against Baxter's critiques.  The relationship between Owen and Baxter is very interesting.  Owen is certainly more urbane, or more tolerant, than Baxter, though more conservative in his theology.  Much is made of Richard Baxter as an ecumenical Puritan, but it was not so ecumenical, because you had to agree with Baxter to be in his crowd.  Owen's theology was much more clearly defined, but combined with a much more proto-pluralist view of society.  But after the great ejection they do try to form a consensus when they come together to form an alliance while trying to come up with a confessional document.  Owen desired more creeds to be used as a foundation, Baxter only the Apostle's Creed.  Interestingly they don't go first to the Westminster Confession, but the patristic documents.  They are searching for a catholic confession, then, in the general sense of the term.  Owen responded to Baxter in Of the Death of Christ.  Confessional language is not used that much by them; this is interesting.  Baxter brings linguistics to the front of his discussion, and cuts off many issues by saying that the words used are meaningless.  He ends up with a limited theology.  It is not so much his positive theology that is incoherent in him, but rather it is in the many hoops that he jumps through to try to show the meaninglessness of some doctrines which makes some of his writings very hard to follow.  If you want a taste of his theology at its most convoluted, look at his A Catholick Theologie.  There is much doctrinal work to be done on Baxter's dogmatic works.


Trueman's book.


I have a deeper appreciation of the social and political background now than I had when I wrote the book.


The best thing I can recommend as a summary of how scripture ought to be understood is Richard Muller's volume 2 of PRRD.


The most significant thinkers in the 17th C are not the most significant thinkers of the 17th C.  They were the last generation before the Enlightenment. They have been neglected as a result.  It has also suffered from the fact that a lot of theological scholarship has followed current confessional trajectories.  Owen is read in connection with present confessional traditions, and not so much with the context in which Owen thought and wrote. Biblical criticism originated in the 17th C because exegesis was going on at that time.  It was only because people began to think they could not come to answers to the exegetical questions that the Liberal critiques came about.  It was because they were very concerned about the text of scripture that Liberalism was able to develop.


Owen on Divine Justice.  Dissertation on Divine Justice.  Here he changes his mind so that now if God decides to save sinners, He has to do it by means of the incarnation. Formerly he had held that God could have chosen to save by a different means.  Here he draws on a long tradition of discussing this issue; centuries of discussion.  These questions are not simply being thrown up by Protestantism; they are older than that.


Medieval thinking on this issue:  The high point of the discussion of the relation between God's and man's reason was during the 10th-11th centuries.  Anselm argued that for God's honor to be restored, a God-man must die to save sinners.  It is not necessary for God to save sinners; else God would not be sovereign.  But while it is not necessary, it is the more honorable thing for God to do; it preserves His honor.  God's choice to save sinners is a free choice.  Owen is saying that once that choice has been made, due to God's nature certain things must happen for salvation to occur.  In the 13th C, Aquinas.  Intellectualism.  Posits a close relation between God's knowledge and ours.  There is a question in the ST whether sinners must be saved by Christ's death on the cross.  His answer is that it is not necessary; God could have done it in another way.  But, says Aquinas, it is obvious that this is the best way to do it.  John Duns Scotus in the 13th/14th C.  One of the major influences on ____.  Voluntarism. God freely chooses to do what He wants.  It is not necessary for God to choose to save by means of the incarnation.  God's choice is radically free of external constraints.  Scotus is not saying that God is purely arbitrary.  Rather, that God is from the human perspective unpredictable.  He is saying that human knowledge of God is far more limited than Aquinas thought it was.  This is largely an epistemological point, then.  I think it has been fairly conclusively shown that much of Reformed theology is determined by the discussions in Scotism.  That is not to say that Calvin had a detailed knowledge of Scotus; rather, Scotus established a tradition of discussion.  You can see how it would correlate with Protestantism; if you cannot predict how God will act, then you have to go to positive revelation, in the Medieval period, to the scripture as interpreted by the church.  In the Reformation, to the scripture as interpreted by itself; by scripture.  Luther retains much of the epistemology, and emphasis on revelation from Occam and Scotus.  These late Medieval movements set the framework up for the Reformation.  They limit the range of natural theology and point you to special revelation.  You see this in the discussion of Christ's atonement.  You have it in Samuel Rutherford.  Christ Dying and Drawing Sinners to Himself.  Disputatio Scholastica de Providentia.  Twisse, others do this too.  These are the two great orthodox examples of the kind of atonement theory Owen accepts at first, and rejects later on.  Why does he change his mind?  Because he makes a connection between the denial of the necessity of the atonement, and the denial of the atonement itself.  Socinianism is the supreme example of this.  There is no real necessity for Christ to die in the Socinian system; He is largely a moral example.  He does that quite well without dying on the cross.  By the early 1650's Socinianism has become the major problem so far as Owen is concerned.  John Biddle translated the Racovian Catechism, the confessional catechetical document par excellence of the Socinians.  Owen comes to think that the position of Twisse and others is inadequate to defend against this kind of Socinianism.  Why did he criticize Rutherford and Twisse on this point?  Because they were the most articulate, influential exponent of radical Scottish Presbyterianism.


Owen's arguments boil down to a variety of issues.


The knowledge of vindicatory justice.  Is it structural or derived from revelation?  There is an innate knowledge of the necessity of blood sacrifice throughout cultures and times.  This indicates that there is a structural aspect to vindicatory justice.  Rutherford holds that all the human race came into contact with the books of Moses at some point; he would say it is derived from revelation.  Here theologians are beginning to seriously wrestle with the broader phenomenon of religion.  It reflects on the nature of the knowledge of God.  It points toward Owen's acceptance of the analogy of being, receiving its most particular expression in Thomas Aquinas, the idea that the structure of the world bears some sort of similarity to the structure of the being of God.  It is not merely a function of God's will, or of His activity, but is based in the fact that God is inherently just. Owen is then arguing to some extent for a close analogy between the way we are and the way that God is.  Justice is a quality of God.  God is justice, and must therefore act in a way that is consistent with His nature.  He cannot contradict Himself logically or morally.  Owen uses the analogy of being, and the Thomist approach to God, in a more ruthless way than Thomas does.  Where Thomas says this is the best way for God to act, Owen says it is the only way!  He does this on the basis of a natural theology.  For Owen, the necessity of the atonement is an ontological necessity, for Anselm it is a voluntary necessity.  Owen would have answered that the establishment of the covenant of works has to be done in a manner that is consistent with His nature.  There is a voluntary, condescending, and legal aspect of the atonement for Owen.  God's being is analogous to our being.  His justice and mercy may not contradict each other.  All of these attributes of God have to be taken into account in our doctrine of salvation.  It is interesting how this brings him into alignment with certain parties.  He is willing to cite the Amyraldians favorably when it comes to these issues.  This highlights the eclectic nature of Reformed theology.  Owen has a Thomism, but a refined, eclectic difference from Thomism as well.  Much polemic then and today was an attempt at winning, rather than to grow in the knowledge of Scripture.  There is always that polemical aspect going on in his system.  He is saying that God's being determines His will.


Questions.


Owen's toleration is a matter of his view of the relation of the church and state.  He desires political and civil liberty.  It has less to do with whether the person is right or wrong.  It was not a toleration of beliefs, especially in Owen's beliefs.  Gresham Machen would be a good example closer to home.  He thoroughly approved of severing the church-state link, but was adamantly opposed to liberalism in the church.  Owen would have still wanted the state to be broadly Christian.  But he is not Samuel Rutherford, who would want those who are not Presbyterians to be put in prison (out of love he would say!)


Intellectualism.  The mind recognizes what is good, and God then moves toward it.  Voluntarism is that something is good because God wills it.


Owen's influence continues in certain nonconformist circles, such as John Gill, but not in the mainstream.  This is partly because the philosophical paradigm within which they work was about at the end of its natural life; they pass away with the rise of the Enlightenment.  Owen could have had some influence on Locke.  His influence cannot be denied on the Reformed tradition; he was picked up by Hodge and others in the old Princeton.


Lack of scholarship on Owen.  This is probably because of the anti-intellectual pietism in the groups involved in the Puritan revival.


1-16-02


Owen on the Structure of Theology.


One of the areas in which Reformation theology differs from post-Reformation theology is in the area of prolegomena.  We all work with some prolegomena when we do theology, whether we realize it or not.  These are assumptions or models within our theology.  Louis Berkhof is a good example.  Richard Lints mentions that Berkhof does not have a prolegomena, but that is not true; it is published as a separate volume except in the more recent edition of his Systematic Theology.  Berkhof is a classical Reformed prolegomena, in the 20th C.  He gives you the tradition, and the vocabulary to do prolegomena correctly, even if you don't agree with him.  Where did it come from?  It really started in the Middle Ages.  Why are they Medieval phenomena?  In the Middle Ages you have the rise of the university.  They emerged from the cathedral schools.  University education places somewhat different demands on the theologian than what you would have in a monastery with its meditative, contemplative life.  The demands of the Medieval universities were to relate your discipline to the other disciplines in the university.  How does your discipline fit in?  There you get the rise of classical prolegomena.  Aquinas gives us a small one at the beginning of the Summa Theologica.  What is theology?  How does it relate to philosophy?  You don't get this in the monastery or in the polemics of the early church.  Alexander of Hales and Gilbert of Poitiers both tried to develop an understanding of prolegomena.  Philosophy during the Middle Ages was almost identical to theology in regard to its subject matter.  In the 16th C Calvin taught in the Geneva Academy, but was trying not to write a systematic theology but a handbook to exegesis, in the Institutes.  The same questions came up in reformed theological prolegomena as in Medieval prolegomena.  Why is that?  Because in the 16th and 17th C's the universities were pretty similar to those of the Middle ages.  Most of the books were Medieval books or from Patristic authors.  Most of the trajectories of education were pretty much set by the Middle Ages.  Don't overestimate the impact of the Reformation; in regard to the university curriculum, it was pretty stable through the Reformation; it did not experience a break with the Medieval authorities of church, state, and tradition.  Aristotle must be compared to Christianity; he is central in the Medieval university.  The Reformation is not so much a break with the past in those areas as a change of direction within the Western Augustinian tradition.  The theological content changes, but other things remain the same.  They start to reflect on what they are doing in Reformed theology and ask the same questions as the Medievals asked, and not surprisingly, they take on many of the concepts and much of the language of that which went before.  The Reformation is largely a critical appropriation of Medieval things in a Reformed context.  One of the things appropriated is the area of prolegomena.


Turretin's Prolegomena.  From the Institutes of Elenctic Theology.  He is not writing a systematic theology, but a handbook of debated questions.  It is a good example of this appropriation of the past.  Owen's prolegomenary writings are largely found in volume 17, Theologoumena Pantodapa, so that is why we are looking at Turretin.  It has been translated as Biblical Theology, but the translation is not very good.  Turretin is quite articulate, and a fairly comprehensive survey of the theological opinions on the issues.  Is the truth double?  Or single?  The idea of a "double truth," discussed by Siger of Brabant and Pompanazzi, is that something could be true theologically and false philosophically.  This frees philosophers to do theological things without being held responsible theologically for what they are doing.  The orthodox reformed held that the truth was single; something could not be true in only one field and false in the other.


The issue of Predestination.  Heinrich Heppe, Alexander Schweitzer, Bizer, and some of what the Torrances do.  This school sees the development of reformed theology as the gradual crystallization of a system around predestination.  Predestination is the central dogma from which everything is derived.  A very influential school.  It ties in with the wider Hegelian context in which these guys were working.  Predestination is the synthesis of all dogmas (in their view.)  If 17th C reformed theology crystallizes around this dogma, then one would expect to find predestination discussed in theological prolegomena, as part of the self-conscious methodological reflection on prolegomena, but significantly, no reformed orthodox theologian of the time discusses predestination in a section on prolegomena.


The issue of the Nature of theology.  Here we get a lot of very nice distinctions brought in.  Another one of the claims which certainly ought _____.  Althaus, Bizer, Barth, Torrances make this claim...the space it allows for natural theology as a separate stream for the knowledge of God, autonomous from God.  This gives rise to the thinking of the Enlightenment.  Thus Reformed Orthodoxy was a precursor to the Enlightenment thinking, on this thesis.  But I see Reformed Orthodoxy as the last chapter of a tradition that goes back into the Middle Ages.  I see it in more continuity with what went immediately before it than with what came immediately after it.  But it is a very complicated question.  You have to look at some of the distinctions and questions utilized by the Reformed Orthodox themselves.  Owen is central in this tradition.  Right at the heart of the discussion of theology is the idea that it is from God, about God, and to God.  You get that in Turretin.  It is rooted in God and moves toward God.  Turretin is saying that the whole of your theology is ultimately derived from God Himself.  The implications of what he is saying is that although the theological prolegomena are at the start of what we are saying, they are also the outflow of the study of theology.  They are not derived from some other study, or the study of man or of something independent of the task of theology itself.  The placing of it at the beginning is an organizational move, not a matter of speaking of human epistemology first, or a reflection on human religious psychology.  Principium essendi, principium cognoscendi.  Richard Muller's dictionary of theological terms is very important and useful for studying the history of theology or classic Reformed or Lutheran theology.  These are the principle of being and the principle of knowing.  The Reformed will say that the principle of being is God, and the principle of knowing is revelation.  It is crucial to know that revelation is never independent of God; it is always rooted in Him.  It draws out the point that knowledge of God is always dependent upon God.  It is always in the gift of God.


Archetypal theology and Ectypal Theology.  The basic distinction:  Archetypal theology is God's theology.  Ectypal theology is our theology. The basic distinction is between God's knowledge of Himself, and our knowledge of God.  It comes up in Turretin Q 1.6.  Finitum non capax infiniti.  The finite is not capable of (containing, enclosing) the infinite.  As God is infinite, human beings are not capable of grasping Him, the universe is not on an ontological level of containing Him.  Not the whole of the logos is incarnated; finite human flesh cannot contain the whole of God.  The ectype is a subset of the archetype.  This is one way of dealing with what Van Til speaks of as the analogy between our knowledge and God's; our knowledge is true but not exhaustive of God's; analogical of God's.  Where did the term come from?  It is introduced into Reformed theology by Francis Junius (1545-1602).  In his De Vera Theologia.  (Republished with other such works by Kuyper and ______.)  The general consensus is that it is actually drawing on Duns Scotus' distinction between theologia in se and theologia viatoris.  God's knowledge of Himself, in Himself, and the theology of the traveler.  It is a nice phrase, pilgrim theology.  The first corresponds to the archetype, and the second to the ectype.  Scotus says that we must base our theology on revelation, though he means by that the teaching tradition of the church.  But the point holds.  Junius was a professor at the University in Leyden.  It comes up again in the 1620's in the Synopsis Purioris Theologiae.  Also known as the Leiden Synopsis.  Elements of ectypal theology.  There is the theology of union, the theology of the glorified saints, and the theology of the pilgrims.   The theology of union is the knowledge of Christ as the incarnate person, a human being, has access to ectypal, not archetypal theology.  In the Christological debates of the Reformation, Luther and Zwingli disagreed over the human presence of Christ in the elements of the sacrament.  God only reveals Himself as gracious and saving in the human Christ, so Luther holds that the human body must be present.  Else only the God of judgment would be present in the Eucharist.  In order to explain this, the Lutherans developed the idea of the communication of attributes.  For the Lutherans the communication of attributes took place between the two natures of Christ.  The humanity partakes of the attributes of God Himself directly; Christ's humanity is infinite; and is present in this table as much as it is in the Eucharist, but it is not in the table in connection with a promise; that is the difference with the Eucharist.  The Reformed reject that on the basis of exegesis; Christ as a human is not present today; He sits at the right hand of God the Father, and will only return at the end of time.  The Lutherans object that the Reformed formulations of Christology inject a rationalistic principle by saying the body of Christ can only be in one place at one time.  The Reformed hold to communication as indirect in the person.  They must be referred to the person, and not to the other nature.  The humanity remains finite, and yet fully linked to the Godhead.  The second person is truly in Jesus Christ of Nazareth, but is not comprehended by Jesus of Nazareth.  So the human Christ does not have access to the archetype, but only the ectype, but Christ the person has access to archetypal theology in His divine nature.  This has great significance for how we know God; we know God through Christ, in a finite capacity.  The theology of the glorified saints.  It points toward the lasting incarnation of Christ in heaven even after the final judgment.  Some critique Reformed Orthodoxy by saying that the body of Christ becomes unnecessary after glorification; but because we humans remain finite and human after the final judgment, we remain dependent upon the ectype as communicated to us in Christ; we will remain gazing on the resurrected humanity of Jesus Christ; even in heaven we will know God the Father not directly but rather mediately through God the Son in His finite revelation of God to us.  It all ties in with what we are saying here.  We have then talked about both the theology of union and the theology of the glorified saints.  The Calvinists are standing in the mainstream tradition on this point.  I don't mean to offend any Lutherans on this point, but the Lutherans are drawing largely on the heretical elements of the ancient church in this.  The communication of attributes is still a hot topic in Lutheran discussions. Luther quoted Augustine in support of what he was saying at first, but later he stopped quoting him; I think it was because he came to realize that he was not saying what Augustine was saying, and that there really was more support for the Reformed position over against the Lutheran.  The theologia viatoris.  Theology of the pilgrim.  Ectypal <  creational / salvific.  Creational is general revelation, and salvific is more like special revelation.  Owen and the Reformed say that creational revelation can give you only knowledge of God as creator and Lord, and only salvific revelation can give you knowledge of God as Savior and of the Trinity.  Owen and Turretin guard very carefully against the idea that the Trinity is revealed in nature.  What you have then is general revelation.  First of all, it is knowledge of God, from, about, and to God.  It is not independent of God revealing Himself through nature.  The second point is that there are two kinds of theology that can be developed on the basis of this (general) revelation.  The true kind and the false kind.  Faith, belief in Christ the savior, is the proper means to know God as creator, the proper means to appropriate general revelation.  This is drawing on Augustine's view of the necessity of faith for understanding.  False theology is done in the context outside of faith.  The third element of ectypal theology limits our knowledge of God, but also must be seen to occur within the context of faith, because the human mind is corrupted by sin.  That is one of the basic distinctions that the reformed make to guard the infinity of God, the finitude of man, and the necessity of general and special revelation, and the correct understanding of who God and man are.  Does that mean as Kuyper says that we need a Christian theory of cake-baking?  I don't know, but at least it means that there is a true theology via faith and a false theology through unbelief.


The Verbum Agraphon and the Verbum Engraphon.  You find this again in Owen, Turretin, and throughout the Reformed tradition.  It is a very useful way of dealing with the relation between the bible and God.  One criticism of the reformed tradition is that it is not Christological.  But on the whole, you have to be careful to define your term of what "Christological" means.  We need to be careful to determine what a person mean when they say that something is Christological.


The word unwritten and the word written.  The unwritten word is the second Person of the trinity.  Everything comes through the word. Saving revelation comes through the word incarnated, and all other revelation comes through the word unwritten.  Scripture is the word written for the reformed; the deposit of the word's revelation in written form.  I have a high view of the scriptures precisely because I have a high view of Christ.  They also placed Christ at the determining center of what is going on in scripture; the divine God-man is not under every verse or taught in every verse, as the Lutherans would say, but every verse leads to Christ, or flows from Christ, that is the point.  The logos asarkos, and the logos ensarkos.  Unfleshed, and fleshed.  This distinction ties in with much of the above.  This is one of the things Barthians most dislike about Reformed Orthodoxy:  the idea that there is a logos outside of the flesh, that there should be a distinction between a Christ as Creator and a Christ as Savior.  A very good book on Reformed Christology is called Calvin's Catholic Christology, by E. David Willis.  He was David Willis Watkins at one point; he was married to several feminists.  It is excellent on Calvin's understanding of Christ (as representative of the general reformed understanding), and on showing the catholicity of Calvin's view within the history of the Western tradition.


These men are steeped in the Medieval tradition; you can see that in Turretin.  At the same time they are very interested in the intellectual and cultural discussions of their day.  Stephen Charnock knew about the arterial circulation of blood around the heart, a very recent discussion.  Alleine likewise had some incredibly current knowledge of the things of his time.  So perhaps the Trueman view that the Reformed Orthodox were primarily men building on the late Medieval time needs revision, as the view that they were early moderns does as well.


The argument from universal experience, p. 7 in Turretin v. 1.  This is very typical of the Medieval and Renaissance arguments.  Calvin himself uses arguments based on the consent of the nations.  Calvin's difference in using the proofs is not so much qualitative but quantitative.  Note how often the "everybody believes this" kind of statement comes up in Owen's Dissertation on Divine Justice.  Stephen Charnock on the existence of God uses the proofs as a rhetorical rather than metaphysical proof.  They are not saying that all are believers, but rather that there is a general universal theistic belief, regardless of the populace' ignorance (lack of conscious acknowledgment) of this God, the God of the bible specifically.  Theology is for them a mixed discipline; it is both theoretical and practical, both about what we know and what we do.  The unbelievers' knowledge is false generally considered, though there is an element of correctness somewhere down the line.


Tabula rasa in Turretin.  P. 9.  The mind is a blank slate relative to discursive knowledge, but not to intuitive knowledge.  For Turretin, everything is made of form and matter; there is a realist epistemology at work here; it is not the idealism of Kant and the moderns.  Psychology is not something the Reformed of the Reformation and the 17th C do much with; they mostly accept what is in their context.


Peter Ramus.  Logician.  Killed in the St. Bartholomew's Day Massacre.  He critiqued some of the pedagogical methods used in the 16th C.  One of the methods was to bifurcate the discipline into two halves.  For instance, theology could be divided into practical and theoretical.  The theoretical could be divided into general and special revelation.  This was related to theories of memory, that it is easier to memorize things that are pictorial (a diagram) than to memorize things that are in verbal form.  He attacked things related to Aristotelian thinking.  He did not get rid of the syllogism, the central piece of Aristotelian logic.  That remained to the beginning of the 20th C, when Frege dealt with problems in the syllogistic logic.  Ramus is then a sideshow that provides some new and interesting tools, but he does not disrupt the general tradition.  Beza tried to keep Ramus out of Geneva because of his anti Aristotelian rhetoric.  Occasionally Owen bifurcates things, but not so much.  Ramus influenced William Ames and Perkins, among the Puritans.  Donald McKim on The Theology of William Perkins, Ong, and Perry Miller on the New England mind, are helpful on Ramus.


Owen ties these things in with the analogy of being, and with accommodation.  Calvin doesn't use the noun, but speaks of accommodating.  This goes back to Augustine.  It is balbutio, "baby-talk."  There are great difficulties in the analogy of being; even before we get to reformed epistemology.  Is the analogy quantitative or qualitative?  For Owen all theology is relational, because it is covenantal.  The historical covenants are based on the eternal covenants.  The two basic eternal covenants are the covenant of works and the covenant of grace.  Works is with all humanity, and grace is only with the elect in Christ.  In Owen I think the covenant of grace is only with the elect, and not with the elect and their children. There are strong tendencies in Owen which point in a Baptistic direction, but there are also some that point him in a Hoeksma (sp?) direction.  He is a paedobaptist, but thinks that the covenant of grace is only made with the elect.  I think you have in Owen the idea that the covenant of works is gracious in that it involves condescension on God's part.  Having said that, once the covenant has been established, Owen's view on divine justice would imply that the covenant of works must be carried out without grace in the sense of without any reduction of the necessary justice.  God could have presumably worked Adam to the bone and not been gracious to him.  Owen also cites Maimonides, in one sense the ultimate negative theologian.  God is not a body, and God is not not a body; all denials must be denied as well.  He has an idea of the theology of the chariot, which Owen likes.  He uses this to describe special revelation.  There is an ongoing use of Jewish sources in the Reformation, including the Medieval philosophers.


Owen's Theologoumena Pantapada.  Cocceius was the primary source, probably, for the structure here.  Willem Van Asselt's book would be the definitive study of Cocceius' theology, probably.  Other people worth looking at are Lyle Bierma, Covenant Theology in a Confessional Age (or something like that), looking at Olevianus, but also has written quite a few essays on covenant theology, in WTJ and other journals.  This would give a fairly good overview of the history of covenant thought today.  Witsius is essentially a mediating figure between Cocceius and Voetius.


Practical Theology.  The practical side of Owen.  He spent a lot of time as a pastor, teacher, administrator (vice chancellor).  His self understanding was that he was a pastor first; that this was his most important work.


Assurance.  Luther posted the 95 Theses because he was concerned that the problem of assurance was not being solved for many others, not only for himself.  The issue does not cross the horizon of the Medieval thinkers, for the most part.  Only the absolute elite of the saints could know by direct revelation that they were one of the elect, but even they could not claim that knowledge, due to their humility; so effectively no one could know.  It was a positive boon, so that people would continue to seek the means of grace under the Catholic system.  It is one of the things that the Council of Trent picks up on, that assurance of salvation should be the possession of every believer.  These things were answered rather inadequately by the late Medieval thinkers.  Take for example the great proto-Protestant heretics, Wycliffe, Hus.  If you read their works on the church, they use predestination as a way of undermining the Catholic view of the church.  If no one knows they are elect, and the church is the body of the elect, no one can know they are a member of the church, not even the pope!  So the pope is speaking nonsense.  There is a sense in early Protestant writers that assurance is one of the major differences between the Protestants and the Catholics.  The Protestants believed that believers could be assured of their salvation.


Authority.  You get rid of the authority of the papacy.  No longer does the church tell you as an organ of revelation what to believe.  Instead, there is a shift in responsibility from the church as an institution to individual believers.  The idea of individual responsibility is dramatically restricted and watered down in the Middle Ages.  In the Reformation faith is the means of salvation.  The Reformation is then on this point the outworking of a building tension in the pre-Reformation period.  Note that the key figures in the Reformation have a large letter-writing ministry, largely to wealthy women.  Knox, Rutherford, others carried on much close, personal correspondence with such women and others.  Note here that individual responsibility for salvation was shifted to women, but also the means of support for them was taken away in the removal of the system of confessors.  So this letter-writing serves to take away the strain introduced by this shift.  The means they had of coping with this stress had been taken away.  Does the Westminster Confession represent a deviation from the Reformers' view of assurance?  The Reformation brought up new pastoral questions; the formulations of the Reformers needed revision on some points to better deal with the pastoral realities which arose.  But lack of assurance is not merely a theological problem; there are other aspects of life involved.


Casuistry.  Puritan theology began to see the need for the dogmatic theology to come to a practical conclusion as it terminates on the individual.  Two questions:


Why were there no systems?  Very few Puritans sat down and wrote systematic theologies, with systematic ordering.  Even Owen does not make a systematic theology, but a covenantally-structured theology.  Some theological summaries were attempted, but none seemed to fit the model of systematic theology.  I think the reason is that theology was seen to be so closely related to the pastoral context that the structure of theology then was seen to follow the structure of pastoral ministry in the parish.  So, the Puritans wrote many catechisms.  The great exponent of catechizing is Richard Baxter in The Reformed Pastor.  He gives many reasons for catechizing.  The catechisms provide the framework for their greatest summaries of theology.  Thomas Watson's Body of Divinity is the greatest theological summary of this sort.  The Puritans' writings were always tailored for the pastoral context, and they were not primarily university men.


Why was the practical emphasis so strong in English Puritanism?  Why is English Puritanism exceptional, except for a few exceptions?  I can't explain the similarity with Dutch Protestantism.  But I think one of the reasons is the peculiar history of the church in England.  The church had very good theology on paper.  But the church was divided down the middle over theology.  In that context, I think the question arose that if you cannot distinguish each other by doctrine, you must try to find another means of distinguishing one another in spirit; the means chosen was in matters of practical morality.  Sabbatarianism became a means of distinguishing the more faithful section of the church from a less faithful section. All of this feeds into the kind of work Owen did on the Mortification of Sin.  This marks him more as a Puritan than other parts of his writings.  It is a classic Protestant response to the contemporary situation.  Had Owen been a lecturer in theology, we might have seen a different emphasis in his writings.  The context required more of a practical focus to some of his writings.  It is at this later time that we begin to hear about conversionism, conversion experiences become more important.  During the Reformation you do not hear about this.  People like Thomas Goodwin can recount a conversion experience.  Owen goes to hear a man preach, and an unknown guy preaches in his place, and Owen is converted.  Conversion experiences are another practical matter that distinguishes those who are the faithful Christians from those who are not. Theology is "the art of living well" for some at the time.


This also fits with Owen's great dependence upon Augustine's Confessions.  In his book on the Holy Spirit, he uses the Confessions as the paradigm of conversion.  He at least sees the tradition as validating his position.  The influence of Augustine is not only on issues of doctrine and especially the priority of grace, the nature of the human will, etc.  Augustine's influence also goes to the terms and structures of how to express personal experience as a believer for Owen.  Krister Stendhall is helpful where he says that Augustine provides a self-understanding for much of the Western tradition.  Owen's emphasis on the Holy Spirit also fits well with his practical concern; the work of the Holy Spirit is much related to practical theology and experience.  Richard Baxter's A Christian Directory is a great resource for seeing the practical emphasis of the Puritans and the 17th C.
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The Trinity and Controversy.  The Reformed Orthodox struggle a bit when they deal with the Socinians on the doctrine of scripture, because the Socinians were very much like the Reformed Orthodox early on.  The number of people converting to Catholicism could be curtailed to some extent if we were to recognize more fully our dependence upon the Western Catholic tradition, and the value in studying and appropriating parts of it.  We will also treat the importance of the trinity for Christianity and theology.  I hope the course will help you to read Owen with a deeper appreciation, as one with something serious to say to add to the Reformed tradition.


This is where I think Owen makes a singular contribution.  Trinitarianism is central to orthodox doctrine, but is less reflected-upon than other areas in American and British theology.  Friedrich Schleiermacher placed the trinity at the end of his system.  I think that partly has to do with the context out of which Schleiermacher emerges:  pietism.  I think the tradition taught him that the trinity was not all that important.  I think there is a similar tendency today.  My impression of American reformed circles is not that ignorance of Biblical Theology is not its problem today; rather, not everyone is familiar with traditional dogmatic theology.  We need to understand the dogmatic tradition better, especially as it is expressed in the Westminster Confession. In Britain, at least, the biblical theological line has become the establishment rather than the angry young men over the last 20-25 years; they have missed the point that this battle need not be fought anymore.  It's great when you're good at it; when you're not good at it your sermons can get very boring.  I think the time has come to reassess traditional dogmatics.  The idea that traditional dogmatics exerts an iron grip over the church is nonsense today.  Schleiermacher is a product of a tradition of theological reflection that downplays the importance of the trinity.  But the discussion of the trinity runs all the way back to the Patristics.  It is not an issue of whether the trinity is relevant to your ministry, but of whether your ministry is in line with the trinity.  Your ministry must be relevant to the church, and the trinity has always been relevant to the church.  One of the things Owen is consistently doing is reflecting on how theological history, God's action in the created realm, relates to who God is in eternity, in Himself.  What is it that links God in Himself to God in creation?  It is the decrees, of course, and it is the decrees which need to be worked out in a thoroughly trinitarian manner.  The doctrine of the trinity is not an abstract doctrine, but reflects on God Himself.  The best reflection comes from some of the more intelligent (conservative right-wing) Barthian writers.  Colin Gunton, The One, the Three, and the Many is significant.  You need not agree with his Barthianism; he doesn't stand where we stand, but he fires his bullets at some of the same targets.  He appreciates the trinitarian dimension of Owen's thinking.  There are two things that are central to his understanding of Christ and of the trinity:  the cry, Jesus is Lord, and the baptismal formula.  Basil Studer, Trinity and Incarnation is excellent here.  It is published by T&T Clark, the single best volume on how trinitarian and incarnational doctrine developed in the early church.  The origin of the trinitarian doctrine are in the liturgical language and praise of the church.  The arguments are rooted in worship.  The real motivation that lies behind the arguments is massively existential; it is the nature of Christian worship, and the nature of God, that is in view.  The whole of the gospel, the whole of the church's worship, depends upon it.  An overarching emphasis on the economy of salvation, biblical theology, can lead to an undermining of the ontological basis of all of Christian doctrine.  You need both sides in order to preserve orthodoxy.  If you only emphasize the economic aspect, you will end in modalism.  Without a trinitarian God, you cannot make sense of the biblical text, anyway; it demands the doctrine of the trinity.  It derives, then, from the context of worship and salvation.  It is not a speculative doctrine; what do you mean when you baptize in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit?  What do you mean when you say "Jesus is Lord?"  It continues throughout the Middle Ages.  The most significant name for Western theological reflection is Boethius.  Boethius is from the early 6th C.  He is sometimes called the last of the fathers, first of the schoolmen.  Of course, there were no schools yet.  But he marks the transition.  He wrestles with the relationship between philosophy and theology.  He was framed for treason and executed by the Romans.  He wrote the Consolation of Philosophy when he was waiting to be executed.  Lady philosophy says to him that the price for freewill is that bad things can happen to people.  He wrote 5 tractates.  He started to translate Aristotle into Latin, did not get around to the Metaphysics.  Had he translated it, the shape of Medieval thought would have taken a very different direction.  The 5 theological tractates.  The most famous of which is On the Trinity.  Here Boethius takes Nicea, and the Chalcedonian formula, and brings to bear on it linguistic analysis.  God is one and three; how do we resolve these things?  He makes the trinity a logical problem.  How is the language being used?  The importance of Boethius for the Middle Ages is that he becomes the standard for teaching on the trinity.  To teach in the Middle Ages you have to comment on the bible, study and comment on Lombard's Sentences, and write an essay on On the Trinity by Boethius.  This is because Medieval theological education saw the trinity as fundamental to knowing God and His identity.  I've given you all this because what I want to suggest is that in Owen and the Reformed Orthodox you have an effort to continue the ongoing trinitarianism of the West and take the Reformed insights and integrate them into the wider trinitarianism which we know is so important for theology.  Reformed Orthodoxy is continuous with the wider, catholic tradition of the west, but it is also distinctively Protestant, because it tries to do so in a Reformed way.  Take his covenant structure, the covenant of Redemption.  He is taking the Augustinian view that all acts ad extra involve all persons of the trinity (Owen's work on the trinity is one of the best statements of the incarnation up to his date).  All of these acts have to be rooted in the trinitarian nature of God.  His covenant of Redemption is one way of doing that.  All parties give their assent to the covenant.  You have an attempt to take seriously 1500 years of reflection on the identity of God as the trinity, and to work out the implications of that for the system of Reformed theology.  You have it incipiently in Calvin, and in fine detail in Owen.  Another way I would suggest reading Owen, then, is that this is a man that is a representative of the ongoing Western trinitarian and anti-Pelagian tradition.  It ties him in with the Patristic tradition, and sets him over against much of what is going on today.  Otherwise, you are really no different from predestinarian Muslims.  I don't like Lorraine Boettner's way of likening the Christian view of predestination to the Muslim view of predestination.  When you draw that comparison, you are denying the distinctiveness of Christian trinitarianism.  Owen is reflecting on the relation of time and eternity in connection with the trinity.  Remember that Calvin is primus inter pares, first among equals, but he is among a group of leaders.  It is better to think of the period as defined by confessional, Reformed Orthodoxy, and not by Calvin.  The men of the time did not quote or reference Calvin so much as the Fathers, and the whole tradition.  Curiously Boethius does not feature very prominently in the written histories of Medieval theology, but his influence is of the greatest importance on the history of Medieval theology.  Boethius says that you cannot start with fundamental (philosophical) principles to understand the trinity; you have to start with believing in the teaching of the church, and then taking the tools provided by philosophy to help you work through what the doctrine means and what the correct doctrine is.


Reformed Trinitarianism.


No Analogies.  There are no natural analogies.  This is a point of continuity with Calvin, and a break with the Medievals.  Augustine is one of the most famous for seeking to find natural analogies.  Calvin is against allowing earthly pictures to take the place of the biblical doctrine of the trinity. The Trinity transcends reason.  It is not unreasonable, or absurd, but goes beyond what the human mind is capable of explaining.  The exception in the tradition to this is that individuals start to argue that there are analogies in nature, in the face of sustained attack against the doctrine of the trinity.  Richard Baxter is a good example of this.  Baxter develops an understanding of the world that clearly points in that direction.  Baxter reads a guy named Campanella, and says that he was never satisfied with bifurcating, and that we should rather divide things into 3.  Everything relates to power, wisdom, and love, three metaphysical categories.  Also, Campanella says that wisdom proceeds from power, but love proceeds from them both; paralleling the trinity.  Baxter uses this to show that the trinity does make sense, and that there are analogies out there.  But as soon as the metaphysics of Campanella is outmoded, you begin to look silly.  But Owen has no natural analogies.  Augustine is a good chap, but that doesn't mean that we take everything from him.


The Importance of the Filioque clause.  The Spirit proceeds from both the Father AND the Son.  Everything is coordinated with the activity of the Son and the Father as well, even the activity of the Spirit.  This allows them to emphasize the centrality of the bible.  The word written gives you access to the word unwritten.  If you are to have any knowledge of God at all you have to go through the scriptures.  For Owen all knowledge of God is wrapped up with the second person of the trinity.  All knowledge of God is Christological.


The relationship between the Ontological and Economic trinity.  He attempts to understand the economy of salvation--the activity of God in time--in relation to the being of God in eternity.  He does this through the decree.  The decree comes below an understanding of the trinity.  The decree comes by a voluntary, not an ontological, arrangement in the trinity.  The Father proposes to send Christ as the Mediator, and the Son voluntarily subordinates Himself to the Father.  Christ's role as the mediator does not involve any incipient ontological subordination to the Father. This goes back to the Augustinian idea that the trinity as seen in God's exterior acts is founded in the ontological trinity.


Anti-Trinitarianism.  Servetus is the man who really launches the attack on the Trinity.  He says that we need to get back behind the tradition.  He mirrors later Socinian thinking on the grounds of saying that he is restoring the ancient non-trinitarian doctrine of the church.  Servetus reminds me very much of the perennial concerns that Greek thinking has controlled the whole history of theology.  This sounds like the critiques given by the openness of God movement.  It will be interesting to see how long they can sustain trinitarianism.  It seems that throughout history whenever there has been a revolt against metaphysics and ontology in theology you end in a rejection of the ontological trinity.  After Servetus we have the Sozzinis.  Laelio and Fausto his nephew.  Laelio is a radical heretic.  These are the ones who started Socinianism, and what transmutes into Unitarianism.  The Socinian works were reprinted by the Unitarians in the 19th and 20th Centuries.  The Unitarians look back to the Socinians and the Anabaptists of the Reformation.  The Baptists are inheritors of the Reformed and Arminian movements, but not so much of the Anabaptists.  Laelio corresponds with Calvin, Fausto produces De Jesu Christo Servatore, the first major attack on penal substitution.  Fausto, by far the more brilliant of the two, put together the reformulation of the Racovian Catechism.  The unitarians, and the Socinians were particularly successful in Poland, perhaps because of the Anabaptists' success there, or the radical elements there.  The Racovian Catechism is the one to deal with to combat Socinianism in the 17th C.  John Biddle had recently published two catechisms, the Greater and Lesser Catechisms, and had translated the Racovian Catechism.  Owen is trying to combat these, and this is what you have in the Vindiciae Evangelicae.  Owen is trying to engage other writings, though, the broader front of Socinianism.  The structure of these catechisms often reflects the structure of the Reformed catechisms; structure is no guarantee of the orthodoxy of the content.  The Reformed emphasize the priesthood of Christ (Justification), and the Socinians the prophethood of Christ (teacher/moral example), but both the prophet-priest-king structure.  Why is Owen hired to combat this heresy?  First, if you get rid of the trinity, you get rid of Christianity and salvation.  The Unitarian church does not have a Christian confession.  Protestants and Catholics are all agreed on that.  It is interesting that if you look at the relation of the Reformed and Catholics; how close you are to the Turks influences whether or not the Pope is the antichrist.  The Reformed always had a slightly more nuanced view of the RC church, though, if only because they had to preserve the integrity and validity of RC baptism; they had to remain distinct from the Anabaptists.  One of the big arguments for that is the trinitarian formula of baptism.  If the formula is performed, then it is a real baptism. Protestants would accept on the whole the trinitarian good faith of the RC church.  Biddle's text is a series of leading questions, followed by simple texts of scripture.  He is a biblicist.  Some of the questions are on the order of "Have you stopped beating your wife yet?"  (Unfair!!)  Note the attitude toward the scriptures here, and how to use it.  Note chapter 2:  It shows the way the Reformed Orthodox had to struggle with the Socinians on how to use scripture; they both wanted to use it the same way, as proving their points simply, without much argument.  Biddle's method of simply quoting scripture does not faithfully and honestly disclose his views of scripture, that it contains contradictions, that some of it is not authoritative, etc.  Britain is probably more tolerant of religious diversity at this time, but you must be a Catholic and must be a trinitarian.  Cromwell was not as tight on these things, though, as Owen certainly would have been.  One thing that is interesting is the whole idea of God as material in some way, with dimensive presence in location; this requires in Owen's estimation that God must be material.  That of course is an extremely radical claim to make, not only because it is a strange thought, but also because it has implications for certain attributes of God.  For example, immutability and impassibility, change, there is a sense in which God is immutable and impassive because passion and change are qualities of material things.  The way that passions in the bible must be understood for the Reformed Orthodox is in a non-material, non-bodily way.  When God is angry, the material parts of anger do not occur within Him.  In the incarnation, the divinity participates in the material qualities only insofar as there is a communication of the qualities via the Person; the participation is indirect, and not direct.  (Mine:  God does not change, but the second Person of the Trinity does, and God participates in that change, without changing.)  Why is Owen hired to do this job?  Heresy is still seen as a moral problem.  The Presbyterians wanted the monarchy limited in some way.  What the Presbyterians wanted was more than what the Puritans bargained for.  How to govern three nations with one monarch? The Stuarts thought you must have one religion as well, the Presbyterians wanted to protect their religion.  In the 1650's then we also have a feeling among Reformed forces that things have gone in too radical a direction.  Owen occupies the position of being an independent.  One of the things that saddens me about myself is that I disagree with Owen on independency.  There is a myth that Owen made a switch back to Presbyterianism at the end of the day.  Owen's independency is rooted in John Cotton.  For Owen independency means that a church is self-governing, that the keys of the kingdom are held by the local church.  My experience with independency was in congregational churches.  That is not Owen's independency; he holds to a stronger eldership, where the elders govern by God's word.  Leadership from the front, not so much democratic input.  He also allows for extra congregational synods, but it is crucial that they be in an advisory role, for giving the congregation a formal voice in communicating to the elders.  This is also perhaps a bit more stable than what you see in independency today.  It does tie Owen in with all the groups that move in a more radical direction, however.  There is a wonderful novel, The Instance of the Fingerpost, a whodunit.  It gives you a sense for what was going on at the time, the ethos of the time.  I like that it captures nicely the religious turmoil of the time, the Quaker sect, the other groups circulating, many of whom were seen as a danger to society.  George Fox petitioned ___ to invade Rome and overthrow the antichrist.  The Name of the Rose also does the same thing for the Medieval period, it is by Umberto of Bologna.  It has been made into a good film, too.  This also allows Owen to distinguish himself from the more radical elements of the time.


The Text.  Vindicae Evangelicae.  1 John 5:7.  To what extent are the Reformed Orthodox aware of text critical issues?  Owen was most certainly aware that there was a textual history behind this passage, and that there was a question mark over this passage.  The Reformed Orthodox were very interested in text critical issues, because they had a high view of the text; they thought that the Greek and Hebrew were the very words of God, so they were interested in text criticism in order to determine the original text.  Owen was decidedly in favor of the Textus Receptus.  Owen criticizes John Walton on the dating of the Masoretic vowel pointing, but he draws on Walton at other points; he agrees with Walton, and is against the Textus Receptus, at those points.  The question of the Masoretic vowel points has always been dealt with in a more subtle way than the modern fundamentalist strains would think.  I have not worked out how well the Reformed Orthodox knew of Islamic theology; they knew something through Pococke.  Liber Turks dan Paps in Latin, is three works on Islam by 17th C writers.  One of the major criticisms of Islam, though, is its view of heaven as material; the Christian view has the beatific vision of Christ as the greatest joy; an intellectual thing rather than a carnal thing; the Mohammedans emphasize marital pleasure.  The relation of space to spiritual beings is discussed, particularly in relation to the sacraments.  The Catholics argued that presence of spiritual beings is not dimensive.  But presence requires dimension.  How can the whole Christ be present in each wafer, in each broken wafer?  The discussion of place in relation to dimensions is an ongoing discussion in the Medieval era.  The Lutherans settle on the absolute and relative attributes of God, and deny that any attributes are incommunicable.  The Reformed settle on the communicable and incommunicable distinction, but in the 17th C this was not yet settled.  P. 96.  Some say that divine simplicity collapses all of His attributes into one; but this is not the position of the Reformed Orthodox, who hold that we make distinctions in God that are not real distinctions, but have some reality to them, and are useful for us to understand who God is. Owen argues that to tinker with one attribute is to tinker with them all.  The analogy of being does seem to break down, to me, in that it cannot allow for the qualitative difference between the finite and the infinite.  It ends in equivocation, if it emphasizes that qualitative difference.  I do think that Rehnman is correct that Scotus has a great influence on the Reformed tradition.  But the emphasis on the univocity of being, William Twisse quotes Aquinas rejecting Scotus here, and emphasizing the distinction between existence and essence.  The Reformed tradition appropriates what it thinks is correct, and rejects what it thinks is not. That is what I like about the Reformed tradition.


Communion with God.  For a start, we should note that this comes from 1657.  It came at a point in Owen's career when his fortunes are about to change.  The trinity is under a lot of pressure, and other antitrinitarian movements are rising in influence.  The Quakers are rising.  Owen's real problem with people like the Quakers is their claim to a direct knowledge of God, such as the inner light.  Nuttel tends to present the Quakers as the natural product of Puritanism, and I don't like that.  A number of things that would tell against that kind of interpretation.  The Puritans themselves seem blissfully aware of this direction of their thought; they spend a great amount of effort saying the Quakers are wrong; although, this could mean that Quakerism was quite close to Puritanism in their views.  But what I think marks off the Quakers from the Puritans is the centrality of Christ to the knowledge of God; it is always mediated by the Logos, and saving knowledge is always mediated by the incarnate Christ, and the inscripturated word, for the orthodox Puritans.  There is no direct access; there is no inner light teaching, nothing that renders the scriptures useless.  You do have some like John Milton to which this argument doesn't apply.  But to the mainstream Puritans, there is no such inner light tendency.  There is a concern for religious experience, but this is only a superficial similarity with the Quakers.  If you read the polemic directed against the Quaker works, you get a feel for the perceived differences between the Quakers and the Puritans.  So here Owen is pastorally emphasizing what elsewhere in his doctrinal works, he is connecting his dogmatic understanding of the trinity to Christian life.  He is also trying to present the whole of Christian theology from the point of view of pneumatology; there remains little work in this area today.  What he is doing is making an original contribution to the tradition.  He follows up this treatise with several others, to reply to the criticisms he drew.  Sherlock's reply came in 1674, after Owen's work had been out for 17 years.  At this point he is a busted flush, a force to be reckoned with, but only in nonconformist circles.  So in this chapter he is simply trying to carry out the trinitarian project on a new level.  What does the economy of salvation mean for the nature of God?  Now, what does that economy mean for our understanding of the Christian life, and communion with God?  I think I am right in saying that this is a new and interesting contribution to the tradition.  An important one.  We must not think that Calvin was the only contributor to the tradition; Owen was developing and expanding it beyond Calvin.


Comments on the text.  The fall cuts you off from communion with God.  The Quakers, however, held that all men had the divine spark within them. On p. 7, an emphasis on the Christocentric nature of communion with God.  It is only by Christ's mediation that we have communion with God.  P. 8 talks about the kind of relationship you have with God outside of Christ.  The general relationship of those outside of Christ does not have the identity with communion with God to deserve the term.  Unbelievers only know God in His wrath.  Note that there is a strong personalism in Owen.  Modern theologians pick up on this and like it here.  Union with Christ is what allows him to bind together the personal and the ______ aspects of his thought. In the second chapter he discusses what particular acts we are to direct to particular members of the trinity.  He links this back to the economy of salvation.  As far as I know, Owen is the only of the Puritans who approaches things this way.  This highlights the necessity of teaching for the proper worship of the church.  That ties in with the Patristic tradition's concern for the worship of the church quite well, too.  


Treatises for tomorrow.


Owen on the Holy Spirit.  He says himself he thinks he is the only person to produce a comprehensive synopsis of the whole of Christian doctrine from the perspective of the Holy Spirit.  If you are a trinitarian theologian, you should be able to take a starting point at any of the three persons. Why does he choose the Holy Spirit?  One reason is that the Puritans were very interested in the experience of the believer.  Thomas Goodwin also has a treatise on the Holy Spirit, published posthumously.  The major emphasis derives from the experimental level, of the Holy Spirit being intimately related to Christian experience.  The second thing is that the Spirit is the agent of the divine activity in the created realm.  The direct agent in all of this is the Holy Spirit.  This makes the HS the natural starting point for systematic reflection on creation, the incarnation, the _______.  If communion with God in the trinity is one of the major contributions to devotional material, his treatise on the HS is his major contribution to systematic theology.  What classic Christology gave to the church was a series of problems.  The formula of Chalcedon does not solve Christological problems; it only allows for new ones.  The personhood of Christ--does He also possess human personhood in the humanity itself? Are there two persons, then?  The instinct then is to say that yes, it does, but then are there two persons?  That would be Nestorianism.  Owen draws on Leontius of Byzantium to solve that problem.  The other problem is the knowledge of Christ; if Christ is the God-man, divine and human, and if they are one person, then how come does Christ seem to grow in knowledge?  The Spirit is important here, providing a fairly satisfying solution.  If Christ grows in knowledge as He grows older, as He seems to, how do we correlate that with the reality that He was fully incarnate in the womb of Mary?  How does His growth fit with His incarnation?  His divinity?  He deals with issues from the person of the HS to how we know the mind of God.  He was outside of the areas of influence he once operated in when he wrote these books and treatises.


Reappropriating our tradition in the present:  How to do it.  Most people probably get their theology from what is sung, rather than from what is preached.  Those of you who have the liberty to think carefully about what you sing have the responsibility to make sure that the doctrine of what is sung is good.  I would like to see a return of creeds and catechisms in the church.  They provide a good overview of theology and they supplement what is preached.  If the Westminster shorter catechism is inadequate, then find something that is adequate.  I don't like liturgies so much, but one thing that liturgies and creeds can do is to connect you with the past; I think that a connection with the past is an important thing in the church today. Hymnbooks change in 2-3 years in many churches.  (Mine:  !!)  I am a dyed in the wool reactionary traditionalist in worship.  But I hold no aesthetic preference up as the correct one.  It is an aesthetic thing.  I think it is important and valuable to bring in the past if you can.  The more I think about the ancient creeds and confessions, I think that it is particularly the neglect of the creeds that has brought about the divorce between academics and the church.
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Christology.  Mueller is the Lutheran Berkhof.  Aquinas is an example of the question and answer method of writing of the Scholastics.  Classic Christological formulations throw up a number of questions.


The personhood of Christ.  Is the Person a third element, or are there two persons? Somehow Christ must remain one person, with a human will and a divine will.  The debate with the Socinians about the personhood of Christ takes on a peculiar urgency for people like Owen.  They go back and mine the tradition to see if there are things in the tradition that can be of help to them.  Owen and Turretin discover the concept of anhypostatic human nature, associated with Leontius of Byzantium (6th or 7th C, I think).  He addresses precisely this question.  Leontius says that Christ's human nature is identical to ours in every way but for two.  One, that He lacks sin.  And secondly, it has no personal subsistence on its own.  It is anhypostatic.  It only has personality in its enhypostatic form in union with the Word of God; it is therefore only as the human nature of Christ is combined with the divinity that personality is possessed by the human nature.  This is a difficult idea, and did not go unchallenged in the Middle Ages.  But for the Reformed it is very useful at this time, for it allows them to argue for the reality of the incarnation without having to acknowledge the force of the Socinian question:  are there not two persons, because of the two natures?  This also emphasizes the anti-Pelagian nature of the gospel; that the incarnation is solely an act of God.  This indicates the theological sophistication on which these men were operating.


The humiliation-exaltation motif.  There are two patterns by which the Reformed express the work of Christ.  One is the threefold office, and the other one is the humiliation-exaltation motif.  The terminology derives from Lutheranism.  Lutheranism faced a problem in Christology that the Reformed did not.  That is that if the communication of properties occurs directly between the two natures, then how do you deal with the historical development in Christ's ministry as expressed in the gospels.  The question does not interest the Medievals so much.  Lutherans and the Reformed, with greater attention to the subtleties of the biblical text, want to work on the development in Christ's ministry.  They see in Christ's ministry a self-emptying in the beginning of Christ's ministry, and a fulfilling in the later part of His ministry.


Mueller.  Picks up the humiliation-exaltation motif.  Evidences some subtle differences of the Lutherans from the Reformed.  For the Lutherans, communication of the attributes is direct between the natures.  In practice this means that the divine attributes are communicated to the human, not the other way around.  For the Reformed, the attributes are communicated indirectly; the two natures are in one person.  We say, then, that the one person died on the cross, with reference to his human nature.  The Reformed pick up on the Lutheran humiliation-exaltation motif, to explain ________.  The humiliation of Christ focuses not so much on the attributes side of things, but on His subjection to the Law; not an ontological so much as a status issue.  The final stage of His humiliation is His death on the cross; the Reformed reject the notion of the harrowing of hell.  Calvin sees the clause as referring to the abandonment on the cross, not while Christ is in the grave.  Exaltation begins with the resurrection, and continues in glorification.  You don't get the language of humiliation and exaltation in Calvin, but soon after you do.  William Perkins uses it.  Owen doesn't use the language directly, but the concepts are certainly undergirding what he says.  I think Luther's emphasis has to do much with his own biography; you need the human nature of Christ in order for ______.  It is just not a hang-up that the Reformed have; you don't need the humanity in the same way.


The knowledge of Christ.  Owen finds many problems here.  Did Joseph teach Christ carpentry?  How could he?  What about the passages of scripture that seem to indicate that Christ has a limited knowledge?  There is a desire to preserve the humanity of Christ, and to treat certain issues that bring up the implications of the incarnation for Christ's knowledge.  The problem is not new to the Reformers.  It goes right back through human history. One of the great attempted solutions is by Thomas Aquinas.


Aquinas.  The Summa Theologica is unfinished at Aquinas' death.  He claimed to have had a vision of a sort soon before his death, and then said that his earlier work seemed to be so much chaff to him.  Because Christ has a soul, this requires him to have knowledge.  It is a blank sheet.  It is like a tray of Play-Doh, which receives imprints of the external world.  He says Christ has divine knowledge, the beatific vision of the possessor, the infused knowledge by virtue of the union with the divinity, and acquired knowledge, in that He does go around the world learning things; if He were to lack these kinds of knowledge, He would lack a perfection that others have.


Owen.  Owen is not influenced so much by Aquinas.  Rather, he takes the Reformed tradition and develops it in an interesting way.  There is an historical emphasis in the Reformed (development of Christ's knowledge as a human) which is not in Aquinas; Aquinas' concern is the perfection of Christ's knowledge.  Aquinas is a great theologian, but is a very mixed bag.  Owen is quite capable of breaking with previous answers in the tradition.


On the Holy Spirit.  Book 2, published in 1674, 12 years after he is ejected from the church of England.  This is some of the latest and greatest of Owen's theology.  This chapter you can almost pass over without spotting the significance of it.  Owen is trying to present the whole economy of theology from the perspective of the Holy Spirit.  The two works of the Spirit are in the incarnation and in the mystical body of the church.  P. 160 has two of the most important sentences in all of Owen's writings.  Under the surface lies the doctrine of the anhypostatic union of the natures in the Person.  Here lies the solution to a whole host of Christological problems.  The union of the human nature with the divine is the only thing that is the direct act of the Logos in the incarnation.  This correlates brilliantly with the Reformed Christology.  There is no direct communication between the Logos and Christ in terms of the attributes.  He is giving the indirect communication a further foundation.  Owen is deepening the tradition.  He is thinking very carefully about the trinitarian action in the incarnation, and the relation of the indirect communication of the attributes to that trinitarian action.  This is the climax of Owen's theological career, in some ways it seems to me.  Here is Owen's Spirit Christology.  The Christological question of the divinity of Christ is a pneumatological question as well; it is the question of the divinity of the trinity.  This allows him to go on and answer further questions which Aquinas did not answer in quite such a good, trinitarian way.  The fundamental issue here is that he is taking the doctrine of the trinity seriously, trying to be fully trinitarian in his doctrine of the incarnation, and in other issues related to it.  He can give a trinitarian explanation for why Christ's knowledge develops over time.  The Son assumed humanity into Himself, and the Spirit caused the conception of Christ.  These events happened at the same time, though, preserving the single person.  By virtue of His humanity, Christ was able to sin, and in regard to His Personhood as Mediator, He was unable to sin.  In this way He is more a human being, or more of a person, than if we speak merely in regard to humanity and divinity, without indirect communication of the attributes through the Person and the agency of the Spirit.  The Spirit is the immediate cause or agent in all of God's acts, including the incarnation, except in the assumption of the human nature by the second person of the trinity.  Owen solves the problem of Christ's knowledge by taking the indirect communication of the attributes, and saying that He did not have the divine knowledge communicated to Him in His personhood as the Mediator. Christ has the knowledge as the Mediator which the three persons decided the Mediator should have for the purposes of His task as Mediator. He needs some endowments that go beyond what is naturally human, and needs endowments that are naturally human.  p. 183  Owen's understanding of the Spirit ties in with the Reformation view of the Spirit, and with the filioque clause.  The Spirit serves as a spotlight in revelation, according to Packer; you don't see the spotlight, but you see what it reveals.


From Volume 1 of Owen's works, p. 85ff., Ch. VII, "Power and Efficacy Communicated unto the Office of Christ, for the Salvation of the Church, from his Person:  (Mine:  I don't have this text!!)  Christ had to be more than a man.  He takes the Prophet-Priest-King pattern again; taking the Anselmic patterns but massively expanding them in a Reformed way.  About the Prophetic role, Christ must have a divine nature to bring a true, full revelation of God the Father.  Arianism transformed into a radical form in Anomoeanism, making the Father utterly unknowable.  The implications of the incarnation are profoundly epistemological as well, and that knowledge of God is dependent upon Christ's having the same essence as God the Father.  Christ must be God manifested in the flesh if He is to be an adequate revelation of the Father, and must be equally God as the Father.  He places Christ more at the center of what he is doing here. 


Summary


A general point about theological development:  The nature of doctrinal movement.  I think we tend to think in a strict periodization of history, specifically, the history of the church.  The Patristic period, followed by the Middle Ages (mediocre), the Reformation (fundamental repudiation of the Middle Ages, and reappropriation of the Patristic era).  I want to suggest that in fact a more nuanced model should be used.  There are certain continuities that flow through the shift into the Reformation.  Anti-Pelagianism (the emphasis on the sovereignty of God's grace), and trinitarianism.  The Reformers are drawing on Medieval patterns and paradigms, and trying to use them in a Reformed way.  They don't simply buy wholesale into the Middle Ages; the issues of authority, the nature of justification, are fundamentally changed.  But there are continual threads that run throughout.  Calvin against the Calvinists, and other readings even we are susceptible to are problematic.  They are catholic with a small "c," drawing on the central strands of the Christian tradition up to that point.  Calvin refutes some Scholasticism, but is not opposed to all scholasticism.  He refers in the Latin to the theologians of the Sorbonne, those whom he had come into contact with personally, but the translation translates this as "scholasticees" (or something of the like.)  You can find the language and structures of Aristotle in Calvin.  So the Reformation is not completely a rebellion against scholasticism.  As for Calvin against the Calvinists, the tradition was larger than one man.  They understood themselves to be in the confessional strictures of the church; that is the way we should view them.  We need to get away from the simple categories of good guys and bad guys; it is a lot more complicated than that.


The sophistication of Reformed Orthodoxy.  As seen in Owen's thought.  There is a sense in which Owen and guys like him need to be saved from their friends as well as from their enemies.  Some do not see the level of theological sophistication there; they see rather his practical piety, and like that. But only part of Owen is a precursor of later pietism, the other part is a rigorous theologian.  One reason for that is that we are too unfamiliar with the terms and issues of the tradition.


The eclecticism of Reformed Orthodoxy.  We can't reduce the thought of a man like Owen to any single strand of the tradition.  They read and quoted anyone and everyone in the Christian tradition.  The Reformation and the Reformed Orthodox should not be reduced to one issue, such as predestination, or Scotism.  They drew on the whole tradition.


Thesis/project of Trueman's book.  1.  Writing for the constituency from which I came, pietistic and anti-intellectual.  Owen was learned as well as a pietist.  I was so outraged by Alan Clifford's book that I felt it had to be answered.  2.  The second agenda then was to set the record straight, that you can't blame Owen's view of limited atonement on a dependence upon Aristotle.  Love it or hate it, particular redemption or atonement is a trinitarian issue, and not limited to Aristotle's influence, or another strand of theology.  3.  The way I did that was to explore how men, women, according to Owen, could come to know God, and that involved Owen reflecting on the trinitarian nature of God, the anti-Pelagian understanding of grace.  Those were the 3 things going on when I wrote the book.


There wasn't just a break between the Middle Ages and the Reformation; the continuities extend into the Reformation, and through the 17th C. Richard Muller has made this argument; I extend it.


On the Mortification of Sin.


Read:  tomorrow:  Doctrine of God chapter.  Friday:  Chapter on Christ.





