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charges. In the S, these egan have LNOTC them still er ftrom those in theır DCWS. 1t1onally,
specifically diocesan focus Sumner’s Hirst charge the dıocesan revival, ın effect. took AWAV much of the

the diocese of Llandaff, tor example, W as completelv n  9 Darticıpation and involvement ın the [1Nan-

NCW in that It presented and analysed diocesan statıst1cs agement oft affaırs at the local eve
an suggested NECCESSALV UTSCS of actıon. BV the early 'Thıs book, which AT O: from the author’s doctoral
S: bishops egan VISIT theır dioceses wiıith greater research, 15 A4SE| VCLIY wıde reading of primary

SOU It 15 essentıal tfor all who understandfrequency and people egan DUY and read theır
charges. Ihe essential NMATTrE Of ep1sSCOpaCy iın the eol the development of the Church of England in the nıne-

of Hıgh churchmen underpinne thıs revival SINCE teenth CCNLUTF V, It 15 also, DV the SAaIllc token, the key
bishops central ItSs operation. understandıng the PresCcnt dılemma in which the Church

Although the visıtation of the bıshop W dAS the Hirst of England currently herself cumbersome, dıs-
maJor diocesan institution undergo reform, 1t did NOT CanL, bureaucratıic episcopally controlled machıne ın A

of itself succeed In creating dıiocesan CONSCIOUS- dASC when MUC secular gOoVErNMECNLT 1S returnıng the
Thıs emerged bıshops egan FeVIVe Inst1tu- local [OWN aM COMMUNItTtY level

MONS AaTt lower levels wıthın theıir dioceses. The 119e cotland, Cheltenham, England
wıitnessed revıival of the ofhice an MINIStFY of arch-
deacons. Not only did thev work alongside theıir
dio0cesans, thev egan VISIT wıthın rtheır archdeacon-
res and became the CVCS nd TI11S5 of theır bıshop. After Perfect eing Theology (Reason an Relıgıon)
1838, tor example, archdeacons egan investigate Katherin ogers
pluralıities. Ou the ume; bishops Iso began Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000, 166
revıive the ofhce of rural dean despite the fact that SOMC

clergy SUSPICIOUS that they becomıing epIS- pPD.; ISBN 05 7486-:10125X

UMMARYcopal agCNLIS. Nevertheless, rural deans WEeEeIC instructed
inıtlate diıscussıion ONn the OCa! clergy and thıs This IS orough introduction t / and robust efence

nabled bishops Cap nNto opınıon at the paris eve of, the God of classical theism. The book se{is Out SyS-
Burns cshows clearly that the revival of rural deans ematıc doctrine of God, IC begins from the claim
central aSpCCL of groW1INng “diocesan CONSCIOUSNESS)’. that God IS ‘that than IC nothing greater Carn be

ongside these developments, the mid-nineteenth conceived/. Such God must he simple, EXIS es-

CCENTUFrY wıitnessed the SrOW! of specifically diocesan sarily, he immutable, Impassıve, timeless, omntscient,
socletles. ese ncluded church ulldıng, M1IsSsSION and omnıpotent, creator an goodness itself. Kogers has
educatıon soclet1es, which all resulted ın proliferation provided superb Overview of the classical doctrine
of local dıocesan boards and parıs. auxılharıes. Signifi- and the cCurrent debate AaSs wel|l Aas r1gOrous defence
cantlvy, when Sumner instituted hıs Chester Church of his tradition In Christian eOl0gy. This IS brilliant
ulldıng Socıety, he SA W It of unıtıng the introduction, which takes the reader beyond the A b
whole d1i0cese. It Was network of these soclet1ies, which tficıal leve|! of the debate
DaVe the diocese IMOTC angible. Ihe ound-

ZUSAMMENFASSUNGIng of theological and teacher traınıng, inst1tutions also
enhanced the OWCTI of the bishop because IT brought 1 Das Buch ıst eıne gründliche Einleitung In die
these under hıs control. Sımilarlvy, the uıldıng of Gottesvorstellung des klassischen eIsmus un eIne

churches sponsored by diocesan uilding socletlies robuste Verteidigung derselben Fiıne systematische
DaVC the Ppatronage, ın CAaS!  „ the bishop. Gotteslehre ird entwortfen, die auf der Behauptung
of these developments culminated in the 1ın the basiert, ott sEe| „ das über das hinaus nichts vorstellbar

SE Fın solcher ott INUS$S infach seIn, notwendigampaıgn tor Diocesan Assemblıes Burns DOINtTS OuTt

naf these institutions ‘received SuppOort ftrom moderate existieren, unwandelbar, eidenschaftslos, zeitlos,
evangelıcals SUC. Charles Sumner, Joseph 1gram allwissend, allmächtig SOWIE chöpfer und das ute
an Ellicott? (Ellicott, 1T chould be ointed OULT, Was sich seın KOogers gibt eınen hervorragenden UÜberblick
described Dy Lord Shaftesbury moderate High über die klassische | ehre un die gegenwartige
hurchman Debatte. Außerdem bietet SIE eıne 1gorose Verteidigung

Burns concludes by indıcatıng the V in which dieser Tradition innerhal der christlichen Theologie. S
the dıocesan revival esulted In developıng ‘dio)  e andelt sich eıne brillante Einführung, die den eser
san CONSCIOUSNESS). It produce number of posıtıve über die oberflächliche Fbene der Debatte hinausführt.
results, enablıng greater lay particıpation in the ffaırs
of the church, aldıng the evelopment of the clerical RESUME

On | UunNne presentation solide Uune defenseprofession and helping reduce polarızatıon between
the Varıo0us ecclesiastıical parties. On the negatıve side, Vigoureuse de 1a doctrine theiste classique. auteur
however, It chould perhaps be ointed Out that the pro- elabore doctrine systematique de J1eu partır
fessionalıisatıon’ of the clergyv had the eftect ofdistancıng de Ia definition aisant de Jeu «„V’etre dont
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DEUT concevoaır de plus grand». Un te| | Dieu doit Being sımple, God be utterly unchanging and
etre cCaracterise Dar Ia simplicite de 018 etre, exıister eing utterly unchangıing, he MUST be timeless. Rogers
necessairement, etre immuable, impassible, dehors makes frequent USCc of the paralle] between God’s rela-
du m  / Oomnıscıent, omnıpotent, etre createur el etre HON SPaACC nd hıs relatıon time in her defence of
Ia bonte meme Katherin Kogers reussit admirablement timelessness. Just God 15 NOT patıal veL 15 present

donner un  (D Vu  (D d’ensemble de Ia doctrine cClassique ]] of space God 15 NOT temporal but 15 PrESCHNT all
alnsı UE du contemporain, el eiendadre oft time Although the doctrine of divine timelessness
tradition AVEC un grande rigueur. Elle [10US$ conduit requires d slightly counter-intultive B-theory of time
aınsı dans un  D reflexion profonde, QquIi the theory that the Past and the future AL real
DaAS d’une approche superticielle des poINtS debattus the present), Rogers maılntaılıns that “such A VIECW 15 NOT

y  * incoherent, 1OT does IT render time iıllusory NOTr destroy
nd causal connection’ (p 64) She LIOVCES ON

Ihıs 15 all accessible, CONLCMPOFAaT V reSLALEMENT and Ir V refute NS! of objections timelessness.
detence of the classıcal Christian understanding of God, perfect eing, MUST be OmnNıIsSCIENT. Hıs
God born OUuTt of the synthesis of bıblical theology knowledge 1S immediate, non-propositional AT identi-
nd the ree philosophical tradıtıon. perfect eing cal wıth hıs PDOWCTL. God knows what ATrC US) DaSt,theologıan 15 ANYV theologian who attcempts systematıc PFrEeSCNLt an future. He has direct knowledge oft the
analysıs of the divine attrıbutes eginning wıth the COllN- whole Span of time because he 15 eternal nd PresCNhNtLimıtless perfection’ (p 4 Pertect being all ot time Rogers maımintaıns that thıs VIEW of divine
theology eg1ins from the claım that God IMNUST DOSSCSS foreknowledge actually DTESCIVCS the lıbertarıan free-
though WC AT E NOT 1n ot God eXISUNG and having dom of created agCNLS.these properties hım) al] the properties that God 15 also the power eINng possible. Thıs
make ONC grcat (LE owledge, OWCT, goodness CI does NOT IMNCcAan he Ca  > do the ogically iımpossible, WC

unlımıted egree God 15 *that than which nothıng CAd  > Dass by questions lıke &.  can God make STONEC LOO
grcater Ga  > be conceiıved’. heavv tor hım be able do thıs but then

Rogers begins her exploratıon of God wıth detfence alll NOT the ator all BA ılhnılo For God, hecause
of the contentious doctrine of divine sımplıcıty, accord- of hıs Omnıpotence, It 15 logically iımpossible do thıs
Ing which al] the properties WC attrıbute God TIhe tftundamental dıivine aı 15 the immediate holding In
(wısdom, OWCTI, love CIc.) UTE ıdentical NE another the eing oft creation. Rogers maılntaıns that divine
and God hımself. TIhus, God does NOT DOSSCSS the omnıpotence 1$ compatible both wıth determiniıst
PrOpCerLYV of love he 15 love. { hıs hard understand VIEWS of treedom Augustine and wiıth lıbertarıan ONCS
claım has been subjected much criticısm In PECEHNT Anselm) Unusually tor perfect eIng theologian,but Rogers believes that ‘“almost all partıcıpants she detfends lıbertarian freedom tor aAgCNTS. But God 1s
mısunderstand the classıc doctrine of simplicity” (p 27) another MmMarTttfer and she SCS value ın supposing that
According Aquinas, God does NOT POSSCSS properties God hımself has 1ıbertarıan reedom though che 15 NOT
11OT 15 He ProperLeYV. God 25 hıs QACF of knowing, O1INg dogmatic here ): God eing DeErfEGT, MUSE do what 15
an eing perfectly z0o0d and these AT all ONC AT the best that rather lımıiıts hıs cho1ices!
full realısatıon oft the dıyıne afHre Perhaps the MOST interesting chapter 15 the discussıon

TIThe discussion then defend divine CCcCcS- God and creation. Created things AIC LNOTC than
SILY, ımmutabılıty and 1IMpassıVvItYy. Metaphysıcally (as the objects of God’s thoughts (she refers thıs VIEW
opposed ogically empirically) NCCCSSATV exIistence “theistic iıdealısm)’ though trongly distancing 1t trom the
15 WAVY of eXISUNG: AITre 1s EXIST and emMPIMCISt versions of ıdealism). Wıiıthout hınkiıngdo 1ın SUC V that IT 15 impossible for God faıl them thev S nothıing. But does creation then ad  X

eXIST. God, nlıke everything eise; requıres nothing God? No Hamlet INaYy CSS something about
outsıde of hıs eiINg explain hıs exIistence. God SPCAaATC, nd It INAaV be A valuable aCtIVItYy tor Shakespeare
15 also utterly unchanging. 71Ss tollows from the claım thıink about Hamlet, but VOUu CAaNNOT re add Ham:-
that God 1S DUIC AaCT and that ın hım there 15 11O M et’s eing Shakespeare’s and COI u wıth INOTC
tial {’hıs claım has COM under consıderable attack trom exIistence’ (p 1:15) because Hamlet and Shakespeare
reCEeENT Chrıistian thinkers aMn Rogers defends 1t agalnst eX1ST OIl dıfferent ontological levels Ihe SAaMIC SCS tor
the CTIt1ICS. Most content10us otf ll 1S the claım that God God and creation. Rogers extends thıs notion ot difter:
eN]JOVS complete happiness nd eXperienNCEs NONC of the CeNT ontological evels detend helpful understanding
emotıions that AIC falling i from perfection (€ ot secondary Causatıon (concurrentism). She USCSs the
sadness, paın God, according the perfect eing the- analogy of the relatıon between authors nd the extual
ologıan, 18 perfectly appY and nothing WC Can do Call worlds theyv (TE iın f1  ction What caused Dorothy’s
infect nd dımınısh perfection. Thıs VIEW 1$ both house blow O7 ın The 1zard The primaryattractıve nd repellent. 'IThe erfect eing theologıan Cau Was Frank aum The secondary CauU: Was the
has 1T OÖn for INANOCUVTC here and ONC MUST either tornado. Baum COUuU have determined that different
reieEt the whole SYSTCM bite the bullet CauU. led the house’s relocation. However, Aat the
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ontological level of the the tornado 15 the Cau: What Is Rhetorical Theology? Textual Practıce
N1Ss analogy, eing superi0r Occasıonalısm (the VIEW an Publıc Discourse
that there ArCc causal DOWCIS in the world but that Don Compiereverything 15 directly caused by God) an COIN-

servatıonısm (the VICW that God sımplvy eeps ings ın Harrısburg, TMNIty Press International, 1999,
existence and that they produce effects theır OWN), 100 pb., SBN 1-56338-290-53
provides runtful WaY 1n about dıvıne acti1on. SUMMARY

God 15 goodness. IThere 15 NOT SOINC Platonıic stand-
ard of goodness external God which he IMUST I11Cads-

In What Is Rhetorical Theology?®, Complier calls tor
theologica| approac conceived A the practice of rhe-

Urc Nor 15 whart wıll be <x01010 and what wiıll be bad torical hermeneutics. He aAargu€es that eology should
sımply ecıded by arbıtrary Hat God 15 essentially g00d aım tor discourse that bridges the gap between the
and thus could OT al be good without failing be
God, which 1S impossible). It does NOTLT really make academy and soclety at large, eeking inspire DCI-

SONS actively CENSASC ith the 1ISSUES facing 'oday.then SUDPOSC that the language of obligatiıon applıes Some open questions and weaknesses notwithstand-
Goöod God 15 the SOUTCEC of the standard an he CANNOT ing, Complier’'s Cal tor rhetorical eology seekingll short of It Ihe rules tor human moralıty HE sımply

the natural aW tor how humans might best imıtate God change and inspire ıts audiences chould not 50
nheard

The 500 ends wiıth A Eess standard discussıon
of the problem of evil. ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Ihıs 15 superb introduction the classical Christian Complier befürwortet In What Is Rhetorical Theology?
Conception of God It 1$ grounded ın deep and wıde eınen theologischen Ansatz, der sich als msetzung
understanding of the scholastic philosophers (especlally eıner rhetorischen Hermeneutik versteht. Fr tordert
Augustine, seliIm nd Aquıinas well the NS of die Theologie auf, eınen Diskurs anzustreben, der den
Current philosophical ebates the doctrine of God Graben zwischen der akademischen Welt und der
Ihe STITUCLUTFrEe 15 clear and the style fAuent and CasSV Gesellschaft als SaNZET überbrücken bemüht ıst un
read, thus makıng the book eIp introduction tor dem zudem daran llegt, eute dazu bewegen, sich
undergraduate and post-graduate estudents ın heology aktiv miıt den Themen uUunsereTr eıt auseinanderzusetzen.

Einigen offenen T ragen un chwächen 7U rOLzphilosophy. At time when 1t 15 COINMOIMN reject
the God of classıcal theısm, thıs book makes OWCI- sollte ompiers Forderung nach eıner Theologie, die

for what remaıns compelling tradıtıon ihre Zuhörerschaft inspirieren und verändern sucht,
of reflection the being an ature of God RKogers nicht ungehört verhallen.
clearly MNNgS OutTL the beautitul ınner coherence of thıs RESUME
SYSteEm of thought, fNagging upD all IfSs advantages. She
helpfully introduces the reader wıde NS! of objec- ans livre, Compier ailt /AvyOCcat d’une approche
HONS perfect being theology and deal de Ia theologie CONCUE mMm UuNe pratique de

I’hermeneutique rhetorique. La theologie devrait avoIırwıth them seriously. dıd teel that the rCeSPONSCS varıecd
DOUT ut ’elaborer discours Qquıi de DONtT DOUTın their effectiveness. For instance, impassıbilıty remaıns

problem for Chrıistians, why God cshould be raised tor ranchnır E gouffre quIi separe les etudes academiques
morally g0o0d ACTS when he could NOT help but do them de Ia societe. Flle devrait alnsı DOUSSCT les SCS

preoccuper des problemes du monde d’aujourd’hui.still puzzles I: and remaın 1N1SUTC whether lıbertarıan Malgre certaınes questions |alssees SUSPENS el
freedom really 15 compatıble wıth perfect eing theol

also remaın unclear why Chrıistian philosophical certaınes taiblesses dans ’approche, cel appe! UTl  MD

theologie rhetorique cherchant changer el stimulerdefending divıine being theology SCCIN only C SOM audience merite d’etre entendu.
make assıng reterence the problem of the incarna-
105n Surely thıs 15 maJor 1Ssue tor the Christian dıvıne
being theologian an ought have entire chapter At time of fragmentatıon, the breakdown of theologı-
devoted It Nevertheless, rthıs 1$ fine book cal CONSCNSU. and theology’s wanıng a Aattract

Robıin Parry, Worcester, Engl)md the attention otf the public, Compıer theo-
ogical approac conceived the practice of rhetorical
hermeneutics. Buillding, ON pre-modern Christian 1n.
CIS and the classıcal tradıtiıon of rhetorıic, he argucs that
theology should a1m for Christian dıscourse character-
sed Dy identity, catholicıty an relevance and seeking

ridge the 2018 between the academy and sOCIlety at

arge
Ihe Hrst chapter introduces the rhetorical tradıtıon

and 1ts appropriation Dy Christian theologlans. Eschew-
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