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iıck adds LO thıs argument chapters T’he Provıdence of God
atonement, salvatiıon/lıberatıon and observa- aul Helm
tıons er relig10ns. Traditional theories of Leıicester: Inter-Varsıty Press, 1993 246
the atonemen do not. work. Salvatıon 1S,
the words of chapter 1  e, ‘Human Trans- pb ISBN 0—-85111-892-—53

satısfactıonformation’, not 00D)ective
ffered to the Father by the second DersSoN of RESUMthe Irmity. SO understood, salvatıon 15 pOSSI1- Dans cet OUUTaßge raLisonNNne de acon serree,ble along different pa ollLowe 1n eren aul Helm faıt ’avocat une UU de larel1g10us tradıtions. ıck thınks that the chal- provıdence qu ı consıdere etantenge 1K0) the churches reated Dy such WaY of
ıng Oou: rel1ig10us pluralısm, 1S analo- depouruvue de rısques”. Il du cote des

phılosophes quL maıntıennent qQUE le determı-
DQOUS LO the challenge that biologıical evolutıon nısme est compatıble VDVec le Ilıbre-arbitre. Ilpresented the nıneteenth CenturYy. It 15 reconnait qQUE Ce opınıon est contestee. Maıspainful ancu but face ıt, honestly,
ıt. al contribute LO the humanızatıon of OUT DULSQUE Son OUUTAaßSEe, et peut-etre meme la ULE,
world SOoNnt Lrop courts DOUT proceder Q PpXaMmMen

complet des problemes, A est sSsouvent oblıgeHıck’s lıterature 15 Ways marked ıts ındıquer commMment le raısonnement devrasurface by clarıty plausibility. The chal-
lenges he offers seldom appCcar to be shadow developper partır des dıvers carrefours CerL-

boxing. Here 1S5 thinker wh:' 1S nOoLt playıng t1ques. Il desıre O0OUS convaıncre; MAaLSs ı17
herche auUSSL, meme S1 OUS sSOomMmmMmes DasS A”C-Orthodox theolog1ans wiıll 1sagree al cord UVec [ut, OUS ontrer celaırement 0OUalmost CVEeTIYVY s1ignıfiıcan: poın aprec that

the disagreements ATe SEr10US. It LO sıtuent les problemes quL dotiwent etre resolus.
INOTE mportant LO erıticıze hıs historical
reconstruction of the New Testament data

USAMMENFASSUNGthan LO Te the philosophical arguments.
'T’he latter do matter, but the Con  Tra In eınem Buch, das vVOoOr Argumenten strotzt,
analytıc debates, the prıze D0CS LO the clev- verteidıigt aul Helm, WasSs als „risıkolose“

Auffassung 919}  > Vorhersehung bezeichnet. Ereres logıcıan the debates get LO pomınt
where resolution 1S5 barely possible e1r gesellt sıch somıt der Gruppe vVvO  > Phıloso
erms I, the er hand, sustaın phen („Kompatıibilisten“), dıe der Meınung
the rehabiılıty of the Gospel accounts of Jesus, sınd, daß Determiniısmus und freıer

mıteinander vereinbar sSınd. Zwar ıst sıch1SCOver the srounds which LO speak of
lLiıteral incarnatıon. er that > dessen bewußt, daß 1es umstrıtten LSt, doch
workable oncept of the ıincarnatıon should da das Buch, und wahrscheinlıich das Leben

selbst, urz ıst, als das eıne vollständıgebegın LO emerTrSC, ıts meanıngfulness ecredi-
Behandlung dıeser Problematık möglıch ware,bilıty STOWINg together.

Meanwhile, John ıck believes that lıteral annn Helm bezüglıch der vıelen strıttıgen Fra-
incarnatıon 15 not only actually unıintelligıble gen oft FEL andeuten, welche Rıchtung dıe
but (to the exten that ıt. has intellig1ble welıtere Dıskussıon einzuschlagen hat Er

würde Uuns natürlıch gern vUO  « seıner Posıtıonelements) ıt. contaıns ideas that ‚Jesus ould
probably ave regarded lasphemous (p überzeugen, doch darüber hAiInaus verfolgt
21) On thıs aCCount, Christianıty 15 of a ]] das ıel aufzuzeıgen, welche Fragen behandelt
reliıg10ns the most miserable, for ıts earlier werden mMmUSSsSeN, uch wenn wır anderer Me ı-

Eeven nung sınd als OT,wıtnesses drastically misunderstood,
perverted, the TU of ‚Jesus. wonder Just In thıs argument-packed book, Paul elm
how redıble such relıg1on be LO the
adherents of other relıg10us tradıtıons whose (Professor of the Hıstory an Philosophy of

Relıg1on at Kıing’s College, London) advocatesnO qu  ıtles ıck 1s aNX10US keep 1n hat he calls ‘“nNo-risk’ V1IECW of provıdence.mınd According LO 1lt, (G0d knowingly ordaıns the
ole hiıstory of the WOT. everythıng

Stephen Wiıilliams ıt, such WaY that CVCIY even wiıll
Belfast, Northern Ireland exactly A4as he ordaıns ıt. Consequently one of
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creatures wıll ave such undetermine OVerTr the accountabilıty an respons1bilıty of
TeEe-W1. ould OPDCN 6  Trisk’ that hat agents, human divıne, for hat happens,
happens 15 not of ordaınıng Paul elm especlally for the manıfold evıls of the
s1ıdes ıth that body of distinguished phiıloso- world hat SOTT, of accountabilıty, ıf an yY, Ca  »

phers, compatıbilısts, who hold that determin- uman eings Eever have, an! 1L, ASs 1t.
1S5SM 1S compatıble wıth free-choice; such plausıble LO assert, they ave NONe, how, SINCEe
phiılosophers ave usually thought of the Tee-wiıll defence 15 ruled Out, 1S evıl LO be
etermınatıon question as physıca. an accounted for? Over fifty Aare, properly,
psychological, but elm contends that fur- devoted LO these problems, before the final
ther dıfficulty arlses pr10r ordaınıng chapter sets out the ‘distinctive operatıonal
SUDEIVCNECS, OUT CoONncelving of the actors consequences’ of the realıty of divine PrOVI-1C determine OUT: cho1ces. dence, for the behever an the church

elm recogn1ıses that thıs no-rıisk V1IeW, the (Hven the great number of complex and
compatıbılism 1C. accompanıes 1t, much-debat: questions ıtha the book
INa y others of the arge range of 1sSsues 1C deals, Helm’s aım of Convıncıng the reader
he 15 requıred LO discuss, AaTre controvers1]al. OUu: hıs verall Case 15 unlıkely LO succeed
Whıle he sShoOows us agaın and agaın, an ıth where he has orme reader who has had
telling CCONOMY, how he thinks the en hıs doubts OU' theologıcal determıin1ısms.
shoul O, why, he readıly acknowledges Most readers would wısh, sometimes, hıle
that others wıll wısh LO dıffer from hım at. an Yy accepting that the scale of the book rules ıt.all of range of er1ıtical partıngs of the Out, to SEE thıs 1SSue pursued that argument
WaYyYs 'The book, an poss1ıbly lıfe itself, 15 elaborated 'To bıt INOTeEe the relationlıkely LO be LOO short LO Jow cComplete Teat- between foreknowledge Teedom 15 ca
ment of ese 1SsSsues LO enable unanımıty for; the ınterpretatıon of SsSOTINE ıgnıficant bıb-LO be achıleved. So, often, Paul eiIm Ca  - only
ndıcate how the argument will ave LO DO,

hcal texts 1S not always obvıously hat
elIm SaysS 1t, 1S that the cavıller 1S stiller; an

0)8{ TAC another from ese places of the aCCount of not eing the ofeterminative divergence. He ould n LO
CONVINCEe us, but ıt 15 Iso his a1m LO help us

evil, EeVEenNn though God 15 the of the
creaturely ıng which makes evıl LO be eviıl,(no matter OUT V1eW, an! Even ınclıne LO ould benefit from er explıcation. OoOmedıffer from hım) LO SsSCcec hat ave to be

saıd anı reckoned wıth whatever WaY
tudent readers MaYy not perspiıcuous the

take distinction between heorles models, ıt.
15 employe order tOo Cla He methodHe has y00d s UCCESS introducıng O,

©  enging us about, the essenti1al of relatıng doctrine LO scrıpture.
The writings of Augustine, selm, Calvın,MOST. of the theologıcal phiılosophical Edwards AaTrTre referred LO But eliIm 155 notdisputes which shoul: atter LO anyone who

1S attempting LO do Justice LO scr1ptur data unecriıtical ollower of an y of ese, st1l] less
provıdence, 1n systematıc consıstent of the modern philosophers whose VIEeWS COINMN-

rıbute to hıs discussiıon. The PUurposSe 15 notWAY.
What ıt INeans for doctrine of provıdence princıpally merely 1STOT1C. comparatıve

to TESUPDPPOSE antheısm, De1ism the ThB: eXpOosIıtorYy, but argumentatıve, that
such WaYy LO TAW the reader ınto argu-15SmM which elm affırms, 1S argue through.

KRedemption, ıts pr1o0r condıtions of CIEAa- ment for himself, the LO reach hıs OW:

tıon fall, AaTe held to be best understood as conclusıons. hıs Sort of eNncCouragemen an!
incıtemen LO CNSASC theologıical argumentmanıtestng no-rısk provıdence. 'The

individual’s destiny hiıs practiıce of peti1- wiıll be of VerYy great alue LO theological
tıonary Prayver relate to 1V1Ne provıdence students
problematic WaYyYsS 1C are ell investigated spotted miı1sprints 3 AL 49, 110,

122, 20that aAare helped LO STasSp hat INaYy be
saıd about fate chance, tragedy, anı TEeASONS
for prayıng

eim’s favoured nNO-r1Sk, compatiıbilist ouston
thinking confronts ıts moOost obvious C  enge Glasgow, CotLLlaAan!
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