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increase and “triumph” of monotheısm henotheism Dıiıvıne Freedom and the Doctrine of the
and polytheism ın Israel According the book, O- Immanent rım
theıism 15 unstable SINCE It G0od the author of In Diıalogue wıth Karl Aarth AAan Contemporaryevıl Thus, Satan W 4S developed ccto relhıeve God from
the duty of evıl.” Only after centurıes of relıeving GOod’ Theology
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NOW “presentable ın polıte Company. ” Thıs evelopment London TL C'lark L, 2002; N  57/
reached lımax durıng the per10d of Second Temple
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SUMMARYPDOWCIS from theır ne1ghbours. us, by the tiıme ON  C

reaches the God 15 exonerated SINCE vıl] 15 L1OW As the title suggesis, Molnar’s COMNCETTI In his work IS the
blamed solely the figure of Satan, who SULINS up the reedom of God, especially In relation the iımmanent
other wıcked POWCIS extracanonıcal lıterature. Ihe Irimnity. Molnar’s Hasıc Dremise IS uphold reedom
authors conclude MN that the Satan ın the bıble W d al DY revealing the need for properly conceived doctrine
ad hoc explanatıon for evıl They do NOT know whether of the ımmanent Irinity, and DY combating the frequently
he 15 real. only hat the ONC in the bıble 15 NOT hım; IICV- used starting pomt tor formulating SUCH doctrine, that of
ertheless, they ENCOUTASC the reader hold these human experlience. The works of Barth and Orrance

Al} parables 1C demonstrate hat although drIe extensively used In opposition roa of the-
ologians’ works the subject, and In particular, the woörkevıl NOVCS ın the WOT.| It 15 ‚Ways opposed by g0o0od
of Kar| Rahner. Rahner’s aXI10M that ‘the iımmanent Irın-SeveralCohould be made thıs

book. Hırst, the book Q1VvES the ımpress1o0n that the only Ity IS strict!y ıdentical with the ECONOMIC Iriniıty and VICEe
WaV the Jews COUu. tree God from evıl Was blame the versa,' (X1) IS questioned In regard whether (r nOT ıt Carn

devıl, and thus, there W as monolıthıc OVi aAM ON the truly respect reedom Molnar contends that Giod IS
Jews find A kven ıf, however, Jews telt free, Father, Son and Holy Spirıt, apart from creation,
need TeC God ftrom blame rather than embracıng the pre-creation and eternally.
MVYS TE IV ofGod the ınvention ofSatan W as NOT the only RESUMFE
WaY do thıs Instead, there AL which place
the ame wıcked people and C choı1ce. Second, ommMme SOM tıtre ’indique, lıvre porte SUT 1a question

de 1a IıHerte divine, Darticulier dans SOM rapport avVeC 1alıght of synecdoche, OC MUST question the valıdıty of
Irinıte ımmanente. Molnar Dart de 1a volonte de maıntenırthe conjecture that phrases such the hand of God and

sword of the Lord WCCIC early attempt:s dıstance God Ia ıberte divine Yyue ela necessite un doc-
TOM vıl Next, the dıscussıons of foreiıgn phılosophı- trıne de 19 Irinite iımmanente adequate. rejette DOUT ela

1E pomMmt de epa COuUuramment adopte DVOUT formuler un  Dcal ınfiuence the Jewısh ıdea of eviıl, the authors OVCI-
telle doctrine, celul de ’experience humalrne. alt large-emphasıse the simılarıtıies. In o1ng 5! they depict the

Jewısh beliıef contamıng orıgınal thought. Moreo- ent appe! ’ceuvre de Barth et celle de Orrance
DOUT s Opposer d’autres theologiens Qquı ONT 6crımit SUr e

VCL the conclusıon that Satan 15 longer agent of
sujet, particulier Kar/| Rahner. UU /axiomeGod iın the 15 NOT clear. For example, COr

12 Daul te how God used Satan for dıyvıne rahnerien selon leque! C a Iriniıte iımmanente EST stricte-
ment identique Ia Irınıte ECoNOMIUE et ICEe »}To be taır. the authors do admıt thıs iın ONC lıne; yeL, they SOItT meme de faıre reellement place la ıbertedıd NOT feel the need elaborate that whiıch muddles

theır thesıs other unaddressed 1ssue 15 the roblem divine. Molnar soutient UU Jeu Est libre, tant QUuUE
Pere, Fils et Sarlnt-Esprit, independamment de Ia creation,IC results in placıng blame ON Satan, namely, the
de Ia pre-creation et eternellement.

EXTENT of dıvıne sovere1ignty: ıf Satan 15 NOT agcCht of
God, then why doesn’t G0d destroy hım? ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

It 15 unfortunate nat SUOIILLC have been abused by Wıe der Tite!l nahe legt, beschäftigt sich Molnar In diesem
manıpulatıve presentations of Satan; but, the goal Werk mMit der Freiheit Gottes, insbesondere In Beziehung

reheve the audıence of fears stemmıng from thıs E: iımmanenten Irınıtät Molnars grundlegende Praämıisse
abuse, why dısmıss the Satan of the There, he 15 esteht darin, es Freiheit Uurc die Offenbarung
NOT much be feared resisted and 15 OC who Hees des Bedürfnisses nach eiıner ANSCMESSCH konziplerten
before those who submıt God ıle counting hıs days L ehre über die iımmanente Irınıtät festzuhalten. Außerdem
before he 15 rushed beneath them er than focusıng bekämpft EF die menschliche ahrung als oft hbenutzten

the speculatıve bırth of Satan: It SCC1I115 better trat- Startpunkt eıner solchen | ehre DITS Arbeiten Barths und
WONUL have been fOocus hıs definıtıve defeat Vo  P Orrance werden ausführlic In Opposition

Despıite the above crıt1ques, thıs book would SCITIVC einer grolsen Bandbhreite Werken anderer Theologen
eNENC1N: introduction “Satan SUMUN: of works Zzu Thema Insbesondere ird das Werk Kar|

about hım, and catalyst for conversatıon. Rahners und dessen Axıom, “die iIımmanente Irımıität SE
J Dodson, The Unwversity of Tübıngen streng ıdentisch mMmıt der ökonomischen Irınıtät und UMSC-
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kehrt” Im inblic darauf In Frage gestellt, obh es nar’s argume: nt develops, Varıo0us pomints become clear
Freiheit wahrhaftig respektieren kann oder nıcht Molnar that he CS essent1a]| for understandıng the iIMmMaAaNent
behauptet, dass ( att als ater, ohn und Heiliger (elst rei Trinıty. 1 God 15 God apart from creation, and Was DE
ıSst, unabhängig VO|  —_ der Schöpfung, VOor der Schöpfung und remaın hımself ıf both creation anı salvatıon Ta VL

maternalızed. God dıd NOT become trinıtarıan in hıs GCICA-In wigkelt.
t1ve and redemptive works. IThe hıstory ofGod actıng
tor uSs SNhOUuUu NOT alone ne who God 15 ın hıs OWN

Thıs 15 A SCHhOlariIy work of depth and thorough Ous1a pre-creation. 'Thıs 15 avo1d doctrine of the
research, In complex and etaıle: subject. Molnar immanent T 1n1ty whıiıch 15 dependent uPOL the works
ralses COMCECTINS pressing 1SSUES regardıng the ımma- of G0od ad K  a  5 tor example, the Word Was the Word
nNeNnNT I'll'llty He always desıres uphold freedom, before the incarnatıon and resurrecti1on, the Word dıd
xwrhıle recognIısıng the lımıtatıons of (JUT finıteness, where NOT become the Word through Dy these vecn  s
from necessıity describe the eternal God wıth human A} Molnar SaVS, eternıty 15 NOT defined by 1fs
projections of earthly relatıons. At the VC beginnıng relatıon time. (S1) Both dıvıne and human
he asks the question, how n W know God in freedom 15 maılıntaıned when doctrine of the iımmaANenNnNt
accordance wıth hıs Hhatfure rather than creatıng G0d ın rm1ty establıshes that human eINSS and theır hıstory
(JUT OWN ımage?” (X) He Argucs that G0d 1$ NOT Just God do NOT condıtıon God reedom iın S revealed
tor u sımply because G0od W d God before us God 15 ern Son and Holvy Spirıt, 15 1CVCL dependent upOoNn
NOT only the belhever’s Creator, Redeemer and Mediator, human experience of taıth G0od 15 ındependent of the
iın relatıon hıs creation, but God WAS and 15 Ways WOT.| And, In Molnar’s CO W words, *in thıs book
er Son and Holy Spirıt. Ihe anger nat needs amn arguıng nat Barth dıd NOT SCpar atc collapse the
be avoıiıded Molnar  A  S opınıon 15 that of educıng G0od immaNnent Nto the eECONOMIC Trinity but dıstınguishedmerely what he has accomplıshed for u Molnar O11- and unıted them 1ın accordance wıth the fact that Cd-

cludes, WwWe therefore end where WC began, that 1S, wıth tıon, reconcılatıiıon and redemption WeEeTC tactual 1LICCES-

recognıtiıon of reedom be and have been the sıt1es grounded only iın ree«e. Barth dıd NOT
eternal ather, Son nd Spirıt who exıiısted priıor nd allow being and aCT: be defined by hıs relatıons
3P'.1.[‘t from creatıon (316) ad ra

So how does Molnar reach thıs conclusıon? He begins Ihıs book wıll be of Qr at worth anıy reader wısh-
ın chapter OT  m by examınıng the role of experience 1ın Ing develop A richer understandıng of the U m1ty, NOT
determıinıng A doctrine of the iImMmMaAaNent Trmity, plus least because of Its depth of research and the ınteractıon
1SSUES raised by contemporary fem1inıst theology. Molnar wıth Barth and INalıy other theologıans. It hould make
examınes the theologıes of aufman, LaGugna, the reader question theır startıng point in formulatıngcFague, and Johnson, and cshows how al y theology theır OW) doctrine of the iImMmmMaAaNenNt TINItY, and hould
IC a1ls thınk from cenfre ın God DYy revelatıon, iınstıl the necessIity let God be God, rather than
wıll leave usSs MNCVCT truly OW1Ng God he 1S, and make OUr OWIL
wıl] only iımage God iın Wa that SCCIH1 appropriIi-
Atfe ourselves’ (25) He WAaNnTs STIrESS from the STart, Mackenzte, ulloden, COTLAN
nat Jesus Chrıiıst hould be the startıng pomnt and NOTIM
tor theology, NOT human experience, thıngs outsıde of

revelatıon of himselt. Habermas AAan Theology
In the remaınıng nıne chapters, Molnar’s Nıcholas dams

evelops, he ENCOMPDASSCS wıde rFansc of related sub- ambrıdge: Cambrıidge Universıity Press: 2006Jects for tacklıng the task of evealıng the necessity tfor A

ell conceıved doctrine of the immanent Trmıity, whıch O 267/ 1X
Zan otherwiıse ead number of unwanted ends, such UMMARY

dualısm, pantheısm panentheıism, in rıstol- This study IS welcome theological appreclation and -
OSYV, Docetic Ebıjonıite tendencıes. Hıs solutıon for tique Of the work of the influential (‚erman philosopheravoıdıng these conclusıons 15 tor theology t:  n  ake G0od
1mMmse the definıtion for hıs eterna|l eINg, rather than Jürgen Habermas examınıng his ‘commuUunNıCaAtıve actıon'

and ‘’discourse ethics’ theories. |t Iso addresses the Mar-
Just the CCONOLN V. he repeatedly hıghlıghts the need ratıves of intellectua|l and socı1al hnistory of the West IC
tor startıng trinıtarıan theology wıth Jesus CArist: the underwrite these iıdeas. The peculiar fOCUS throughout IS
self revelatıon of God, the eternal 0g0Ss UDON treatment of eOology and religion in connectlion wiıth

Ihe chapters explore God’” self-communıcatıon ın Habermas’ theorising ahbout the modern public sphere.Christ. wıth emphasıs the resurrection In the VIEWS
oft Rahner and Jlorrance, plus the function of the ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
rınıty ın Moltmann’s ecologıcal doctrine of creati1on, |Diese Studie ISst eıne willkommene theologische W ür-
and the doctrine of the immaAanent Irmity in the thoughts digung und Kritik des Werkes des einflussreichen deut-
of Jorrance, Jungel, and lastly Gunton. Maol- schen Philosophen ürgen Habermas. SIe untersucht seIıne
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