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CXDOSEC hıs consıderable skill 1n philosophy, Dar- reluctant tLO reduce all metaphors to the same
eve of importance when, ın fact, ıntegration 18ticularly sympathetic but searching erıtic

of the Enliıghtenment. biblically viable around the covenant-law idea.
This book lays phiılosophical foundation but Perceptive closing chapters the Trinity and

then urns to reflection the doctrine of the the church round off book ıth much to teach
an ENCOUTALYE even ıf cannot apgree wiıithatonement. The first. part seeks, successfully 1n

vlieW, LO restore the valıdity of metaphor CVEI'Y assumptiıon.
tool of rational discovery from ıts condemna- KRoy Kearsley

tıon LO oblıyıon al the a of the Glasgow College‚ CcCotlan:
Enlightenment LO and including ege The
maın lesson for the theologıan 1S that metaphor,

prımary vehicle of rationalıty, 15 U FuroJIh 992) 11 924—96
prıate but iındirect mode of exploring realıty From Grave IO Glory Resurrection ınincluding God TmMme wıth that aX10MmM
Professor Gunton ackles three great atonemen the New esiamen (Including
metaphors: battlefield, Justice and sacrıfice. Response IO Norman Geisler)

The author does much to place the ‘battlefield’ Murray Harrıs
metaphor ın ıts 1D11cCa setting an LO pprecı1- TAan Rapıds; Academie 00 (Zondervan),
ate but sultably qualify Aulen celebrated 1990, 493 ISBN 310
Case for the prımary place of thıs iıdea ın atone-
ment theory ost evangelıcal readers waıll be
dissatıisfied ın thıs section maiıinly ıth the Ihis DOOK IS ine rul Of UNnTOrTunNGATe CONTrOVvVerSYauthor’s andlıng of the nature of the demonic. Defween iIne QUuThOT and [Dr Norman Geisler, CcCOoNncemiNgHe sSees the 1D1L11CcCa Janguage expressing the U HaTrrISs nellef n tIhe Dhysica resurreCTION Of Christ. | IS
helplessness of human agents before psychologi- defence Aand expianation Of Ihe CONTroOversy, W
cal. soc1ı1al and Cosmıc forces. It 1S ou if DOTN strange ANd SC TO Outsiders
such explanation Ca  — be squared wıth the

account of Christ’s mıinıstry whilst SET1L leav-
ıng the cred1ibility of ‚Jesus intact. This short-
comıng, cur10usly, 0€es not destroy the Man Y RESUMEhelpful insıghts 1n Professor Gunton’s ad- Ce Ivre resulle une MmaAalheureuse DOoleEMIQUE entre |’auteurthetic crıt1que. 7 Norman ‚eisler, DropOS des DOSMONS de Harris SUr ICOn the metaphor of ‘Justice’, ATe reated to resurrection ySigue U IN Harris Jusfifie ef SXDOSE les
ome fine exposıtıon of Anselm and

C(JUX Observateurs exterieurs.
eNJEeUX de IC CONTTOVETSE: le TOouT Dard blen Eirange e7T iriste

Forsyth, but the author 1sS convınced that the
Western tradıtion, though not when at ıts best,
has overdone the ega approach, adopting the
central motif of ‘demand’ 1n 1C the human
agen 1S expecte LO fulfil certaın obligations In ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
default of 1C there must be S®OTINE penalty Las Buch IST das Kesultat eIner unglücklichen useinanderset-
He concedes that In the Tramework of the ZU! zwischen OMMMNaN (Seisler UNd dem uTtor UNGd OM VOT)
Covenan the matter 1s nOot such problem but Harmıs GSlauben die leibliche Auferstehung hristi FS IST eINEe
does not then sCcECIMHN LO take account of the Darlegung und Verteldigung der KONTroverse, die den

Außenstehenden KauUm Interessiert.eiorme notıon of INnOTe general creatıon
cCovenan ramework for all umanıity. As
result the ‘punıtıve’ approac LO atonement
fares unduly 1n the book

The author surpr1ises ıth defence of the brings good out of evıl ‘°C’est SON mäöetier’.
nıneteenth-century wrıter Edward rving the This book ustirates that. appy feature of the
1e substance of hıs chapter ‘sacrıfice”, but divine activity!
agaın the thrust of the sectiıon 18 LO jJustify such dıd NnOot realise, before receıving thıs book for
anguage despite modern LAasStes 'T’he book’’s the- revleW, that ıts author has een the victiım of
S1S verall both upholds the value today of these Ole of those tasteless Octrına. wıtch-hunts for
1D11cCa metaphors an curbs theır individual 1C certaın branches of American evangeli-influence. etaphors disclose only part of the calism show partıiıcular penchant. Apparentlytruth and do not necessarily integrate though hıs appoıntment 1n 1986 Professor of New
they expound 1n paralle the s$ame centra|l idea. Testament exegesı1s and eology at TrinityMany readers 111 be caut.ious ere anı rightly vangelıical 1vinıty School 1n Deerfield,
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the CONLFrOVerSY an! stands ıts OW: most1n01s, Wa not greeted ıth rejoıcıng by
Norman Geisler, influential member of helpful discussion of the subject. It 1S 1n ec
the Evangelical Tee Church of Amerıca, the popularısatıion an re-treatment of the materlal
parent body of T.E.D.S Geisler WAas convınced to 1ec he devoted hıs earlıer oo0ks, Raised
(a) that Harrıs believes that ‚Jesus TOSe from the Immeortal: Resurrection an Immeortalıity ın the
dead spiritually, and nOot physically, (b) that New Testament (1983), two three statements
T.E.D.S should therefore not ave appointed 1ın 1C. prompte Geisler’s opposıtıon.
hım, and (c) that campalıgn agaınst Harris Harris 15 first. and foremost exegete, eier-
an! hıs V1eW should be aunched 1n the Narmnle of mıned LO let the Scriptures spea for them-
1D11cCa. orthodoxy. selves without precondiıtions the imposıtion

Such campaıgn extraordinarıily odd of suppose orthodoxy to 1 they must
from thıs siıde of the antıc Just before hıs conform. The first effect of this approac 18

recognıtion of the sheer complexıty of the qu'appoıntment to A, ıle ST1 working in
Brıtain arden of Tyndale House, tıons raısed by the New Testament evidence
ambrıdge, Murray Harriıis had done British 1n particular about the nature of the LTESUTITEC-

evangelıcalısm noted SeEerVıce by verYy COMPDE- tion body of Christ, 10 appears to be both
materıal and non-material. urray Harrıstently opposıng the VIEW that ‚Jesus 1OSeEe from

the dead merely spirıtually, an not also physı- defends the V1IeW that 1ın hıs resurrected State
ca Thıs 1S, of COUTSE, the V1eW of avı ‚Jesus possessed “spirıtual body” 1C. COU.
Jenkins, the Anglıcan Bıshop of Durham, who be expressed ın immaterial material

mode (p 142) Ü, he puts ıt, later, ‘Hıs bodycaused stiır the British churches 1ın
1984 by propounding thıs VIEW loudly and pub- W as customarıly “mmaterı1al” “nonfleshly”
ıcly At that tıme, Murray Harrıs engaged 1n but W as capable of emporary materılalizatıion’
televısıon debate ıth the Bishop, an subse- (p 3175) In lıne ıth this he iınterprets the

ıUn Durham Ascension the visıble, earthly signal of thequently published Easter
(Paternoster, ın u he subjected the eavenly ıfe 1C ‚Jesus already had by virtue
Bıshop's VIEWS to miınute eriıtic1sm and argue of the resurrection.
powerfully for the physıca resurrection of He recogn1ıses that there ATe er evangelical
Christ interpretations of the evıdence, but iınsısts

Geisler, however, 1S5 clearly blessed ıth the that both hıs V1eW an the alternatıves ATe
cast of mınd illustrated by the wiıfe who protest- equally containable wıthın ‘orthodoxy’. He 15
ed LO her long-suffering husband, 1 Rnow I’m surely rig. a  oug Geisler’s VIeW, LO be

ran urther from the centre of ortho-rıght, ear an INeTe fact 111 persuade
otherwiıise!’ oug Harrıs’ appoıntment by doxXy than Harrıs’s. Geisler, apparently,
TIrimity an hıs VIEWS the resurrectjion ave believes that the resurrection simply restored
een overwhelmingly approve by the respons!ı- ‚Jesus to earthly exıstence 1ın precisely the SAaIlle

body, that ın the per10 before the Ascensjionhle body, the Conference of the Evangelical TrTee
Church of America, Ge1lisler has continued LO he did nNnot ‘appear’ to hiıs discıples from heaven,
publısh artıcles eritical of Harrıs and EVEeN but sımply mel them from tıme LO tıme. In the
book entitled Battle for the Resurrect:on hıstory of interpretatıon here, this mMust. be OMNE

of the er optıons.(Nashville; Nelson, e 1S particularly
1reCcie: al hım Harris’s defence of hıs V1eW 15 set wiıthin

Havıng maiıintained ignıfie silence for four wide-rangıng treatment 1n 1C he describes
this book 1S Harris’s It VIeWS of resurrectıion and ıimmortalıty ın

into LWO parts the second (pp 35-458) 15 hiıs Kgyptaıan, Tee an eW1s. cultures (including
specific reply LO Geisler, an picks and LO verYy useful discussion of the relevant
Ss®OINE extent repeats the first part, 1C 18 texts), contrasts these ıth the distinctive fea-
comprehensive and masterly study of ures of the New Testament perspective, dis-
‘Resurrection 1ın the New Testament). CuUusSses er 108 Tralsıngs’, defends ın

T’he second part 18 sad reading and rather detaiıls the historicıty of the resurrection of
puzzlıng tOo Christians outside the culture of Christ and the reliability of the resurrectjion
thıs particular strand of Amerıcan evangelical- aCCounts, debates the connect.on between the

resurrection of Christ an that of believers,15mMm Step Dy step Harris desecribes the contro-
9 sSshows that Geisler has had an Yy poınts the differences between resurrection
groun! for his SUSP1ICIONS and accusatıons, anı and immortality, and then focuses the
irenically emphasises theır COINIMNOIN groun nature of the resurrection body an elated

1SsSues. He discusses the intermediate state’,The first part, however, ıle motivated by
the eed to respond LO Geisler, o0es nOot refer LO the resurrection to judgment an the 1sSsSsue of
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annıhılationısm (which he rejects The are of Harrıs’ does far INOTe than merely V1IN-
hıs analysis an! the comprehensiveness of the dicate himself agaınst Norman Geisler’s erıiti-
treatment 1S impeccable and throughout the C1Sms. It provıdes the church ıth notable dis-
style 1S relaxed an the tone 15 WAarTIıInN an el - cussıon of the subject 1C should become
ent. for StTudents and pastors for MAany

T'he book 1Ss VeIrYy ulLy ndexed and contaıns God o0es Lurn OUuUr sillıness into his WI1S-
Appendix, ‘terms enoting resurrection ın dom Perhaps when urther editions ATe COIN-

the F 15 furnished ıth foreword by templated (as surely they mus ıt will be pOoss]1-
alter Kailser, the Academic Dean of Irıinıty, 1n ble LO publısh Part One Tee from the sad
1C. he emphasises that ‘orthodoxy’ must COINM- encumbrance of the ‘Response LO Norman
taın varıetjes of ınterpretation, ıle the 'unıty Geisler’”.
of the faıiıth’ (Eph 4:13) 1S STt1L future.

It 1Ss shame that such book should be OCCa- Steve otyer
s1ioned by ONe-INan witch-hunt But Murray London College, England
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