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EuroJTh 999) 8  1, °9_10 Person und Werk Chrıstı. Laut Trueman ıst

Owens theologische Perspektive nıcht sehr
UVO arıstotelıschen Konzepten als vıelmehrT’he Claims ofTuth ohn Owen ’’s
vVO  S einem olıden (jlauben dıe TrınıilatTrinıtarıan Theology

Trueman gepragt.
Carlısle aternoster Press, 1998, X11 One of theeascholars 1n the HNeld of pOoSt-267 pb, ISBN 798 reformatıon studıes, uller, bserved

the Calvın Theologıcal Journal 1995 that

RESUME the study of Protestant rTthodoxy has
rece1ıved I1NOTeEe attention the last LWO dec-

lıvre de arl Trueman est UVLVE des than ıt. receıved 1ın the entire earher part
refutatıon des erıtıques couranites, partıcu- of the twentieth century Carl Trueman’s
lıer celles du professeur lan Clıfford, dırıgee book, The Cla1ıms of Truth, 18 the ates addı-
conftre la theologıe de ohn Owen, qu’on tıon tO the eTuUu: studıes that DOUTL forth
presentee etant ınfluencee l’exces DAr the subject, an ıt. 15 WO.: cCONtIrC1Dutlon.
les ıdees teleologıques arıstotelıcıennes. True- Irueman’s partıcular f1ıeld 1sS the work of
IN  « monltre econtraıre QUE la theologıe Jo  5 Owen, the ea urıtan theologıan,
d’Owen tıent compte de la theologıe patrıs- anı while the author has the posıtıve a1ım of
t1que, de la theologıe medıievale et de celle de presenting Owen’s work eıng, ınter alıa,
la reformatıon, UVec lesquelles elle entre natural theologıcal development of the eol-
dıialogue, et qu elle o1t etre AUSSsSL comprıse O; of the reformers of the ıxteenth CenturYy,
fonctıon du contexte des cConfroverses de So.  - andeeofall that W as best the patrıstıic
epoque—en partıculıer les ıdees de Grotius, de and medıieval church’s eology), hıs PTeSCIHL-
Baxter, des antınomıens el des SOCINLENS. tatıon has strong polemical note, Opposıng
Parmı les aspects de la theologıe d’Owen, ı1l those scholars interested urıtaAan
aborde les Prolegomenes, les attrıbuts de Dıeu theology accept the alIvın agaınst the
et, surtoult, la et l’oweuvure de OChrıst Calvınısts thesıs,’ (p notably or
Selon Irueman, la theologıe d’Owen est and LO lesser extent, Kendall (0) 4
constru:te fondamentalement partır d’une partıcular SEES Owen’s work the eExXTt
pensee frınıtaıre ınebranlable plutöt QUE
d’'ıdees arıstotelıcıennes.

of the atonement, T’he Death ofea ın the
Death of Chrıst being governed Dy Arısto-
tehan teleologıcal ıdeas rather than ScCr1p-
ture—'Owen’s early regard for Arıstotle

USAMMENFASSUNG perhaps explaıns hıs inabılıty be thor-
arl Trumans uch T’he Claıms of Truth oughly an exclusıvely scr1ıptural’ (quoted
ohn Owen s Trınıtarıan eology ıst eıne 34, Z an ıt. 1sS a argument that
entschıiedene Zurückweısung zeıtgenössıscher Irueman 15 endeavourıng TO refute All e
Krıtik (vor allem UVO. Prof. Ian Clıfford) that Trueman’s work 1sS tapestry wıth
ohn Owens T’heologıe. Owens TıiLlLLkRer sehen the eXpOos1Itory and polemical threads ınter-
dıese als sehr VO. aristotelisch-teleologı- urprisıngly, the combınatıon ofese

elements works well, an the resul 185 satıs-schen Konzepten beeinflußt. Trueman ıweist
Jedoch emgegenüber darauf hın, daß Owens exposıtıon of Owen’s theology, ogether
T’heologıe dıepatrıstısche, muittelalterliche un ıth stımulatıng iınteractıon ıth the
reformatorische eologıe durchaus Zur author’s opponents
Kenntnis nımmt und sıch mıt ın auseiInan- The preface LO the work 15 mportant,

because ıt. alerts LO the approac. adopteddersetzt, und daß Sıe zudem Uor dem Hınter-
grun: der Kontroversen seıner eıgenen Zeıt by the wrnter. ‘1 wrıte he SaVYys, as hıstorl1an
(insbesondere den Vorstellungen UO.  S Grotius, of 1deas, nOot. ystematiıc eologıan My
Baxter, den AntınomıLanern un Sozınıanern) interest 1sS not tO 1SCOver whether Owen W as

verstanden werden muß Trueman behandelt rıght but tOo SEE hat he sald, why
dıe olgenden Teıulbereiche UO Owens T'heolo he saıd ıt. how he fits ınto the theologı-

cal context ofhıs OW. tıiımes westerng1ie dıe Prolegomena, den Abschnuıtt ber dıe
Eıgenschaften (jottes sSowLie DVOr allem den ber tradıtiıon whole (p 1X) Inz revliewer'’s
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opınıon, Irueman has een aıthful to hiıs affırms, wıt. INOTeE than adequate upport
task from the prımary SUOUT'CC5S, 18 fIrue ofOwen’s

less happy ote the preface 1S the oecetrıne of God of hıs Princıples of Theology
aboured protestatıon of SINCeTrEe struggle for See ınter alıa, 08 —99 and 149)
objectiviıty, and the explanatory almost The erucı1al climaetic hapter 1s
apologetic otfe the apparently value laden "The ature of Satısfaction’ (p 99-226)
termınology of the work. One has tO ask TITrueman rıghtly poınts OU'  + ‘At the heart of
whether such explanations Are I'y_ Owen’s discussıon of Christ’s priestly office,
only faırness honesty Aare required, an al the heart of negatıve crıtiques of
they arc, thıs CasCc, clearly evıdent! The Owen’s hought, hes the problem of Christ’s
work ıtself begıns by placıng ‘Owen Con- satısfaction.’ (p 199) The value of Trueman’s
text’, anı e hapter 18 masterly intro- treatment 185 the WAaYV 1n hıch he carefully
ductory sectiıon outlines the relatıvely limiıted places Owen’s work the context of Grotius,
theological interest Owen, anwiıt. few Baxter, and seventeent enNntury antı-
ages, Irueman’s Sword 1S unsheathed, nomlans. Hıs assıveea of Death 1S made
wıelded agaınst both the fundamentalısts, INOTEe apposıte, by the recognıtıon that ıt. 185
whom the wrıter Sees interested Owen to inadequate, EeVEN heretical,

supporting theır partıcular brand of ortho- VIEeWS atonemen: CurrenN:Owen’s
doxy rather than wrıter LO hbe placed contemporarıes. It 18 thıs context, not COIMN-
hıs hıistorical context, anı the ‘“Calvın agaınst SCIOUS embrace of ı1stT0tellan teleologıcal
the Calvınists’ school mentioned above. As the princıples that explains Owen’s approac and
latter school 185 INOTeEe ımportant LO Trueman, emphasıs.
he 1S at. paıns tO show that attempt LO Perhaps the most controvers1ıal chapter 1S5
evaluate Owen relatıon to Calvın mMust take that entitled “"The Man Who Wasn’t There’,
ınto aCCount the Genevan reformer’s teachıng which Irueman castıgates ‘modern British

whole, and not Just ONe LWO 1solate neo-Calvınıists fundamentalıists whı show
of hıs thought 'Thıs ea hım to pomınt interest the patrıstıc medieval eol-

out further that the best seventeenth century O uDOoN_N hıch Owen hımself TEW posı1-
theolog1ans, includıng Owen, WEeTITC interacting tıvely.‘ (p 230) He 185 equally scathıng about
wıth the ole estern theological Tra  10N, ‘the scholarshıp |\which| remaıns preoccupled

indeed WeTE the reformers themselves
Trueman then discusses the influence of the

ıth Judgıing the seventeent Century by
standards er than those hıch WT set

eIormMme Orthodox mMoOovemen whole, ıthın ıts OWI) day ONne 1S lookıng for
an the context of heretical VIlews, whether Barth, Calvın, ON must look the Lwen-
KRoman, Armınılan Socınlan, Owen’s 1e€ the ıxteenth ce:  UTY, respectively; ıt.
theological approach Because Chfiord places 18 pomintless tO search for OIl seventeenth-
great emphasıs the Suppose influence of cCentury England, and even mMore pomitless LO
Arıstotle Owen, TIrueman devotes several CXDICSS diısmay at, EVEIN ars erıticısm of,

to showıng that the of Arısto- 0OSe theolog1ans OI! 0es find ere on the
tehan thought Owen’s work o0es not deter- grounds that they do nOot INecAasSUufTfe tO stand-
mıne whether he wWäas ındebted to Arıstotle for Trds hıch WeTe iırrelevant theır OWI) day
hıs theologıical system— UOwen’s Arıstotehan (1bıd.) Tough talk, but, thıs revıewer'sJanguage mMust beJudged by how the words aAare oOpınıon, jJustified by the evıdence carefully
sed by hım, not hat they meant LO Arıstotle adduced and collated by for all hıs protests!)

(p 44) E passıonate defender of ONnNe whom INanYy
'The maın body of Irueman’s work Sses the ave regarded England’s premı1er theolo-

tradıtional theologıcal locı of prolegomena, the gı1an of the Purıtan eTrTa. T’he aıms ofTU
doctrine of God, the PeETSoON work of 1S valuable corrective LO the recent facıle
Chriıst, as ese AaTe dealt wıth by Owen, dismiıssals ofthe Chfiords Kendalls of
the great Purıtan 1S quoted extensıvely tıme, and theır polarıse neo-Calvınists!
sShow that all these felds, he 18 indebted not
tO Arıstotle, but tOo hıs deep ommıtment LO
understanding ofheology that 15 governed by John Newbyprofound triınıtarıanısm. Thıs, Trueman Cape Town, South Afrıca
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