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Marrow also finds the fundamentalistic approach inadequate when it comes to textual, 
transmissional and canonical questions. A history of these issues shows that Jesus.' words 
were not remembered entirely or perfectly. Even a translation of the original languages in­
volves human explanation and interpretation. To be consistent, the author believes that 
this "descending view" must be willing to grant divine inspriation to textual critics, copy­
ists, translators and interpreters, as well as to the original prophet or apostle (p. 30). The 
fundamentalistic approach results in a docetic view of Scripture-i.e., it denies its human 
component. It is puzzling, states Marrow, why Christians who believe that God became 
man and was subject to all the limitations of human existence should feel the need to "ex­
empt the world of God from such limitations" (p. 31; cf. also pp. 135-136). 

Chaps. ·4-7 deal with the presentation of Jesus as found in the four gospels. Here the 
author draws on recent scholarly insights and presents what he believes to be the unique­
ness of each evangelist. While there is not anything particularily new about his conclusions, 
it is important that his methodology illustrates and exemplifies his approach that the Bible 
came to be regarded as the Word of God in an ascending and not descending order. 

The Words. of Jesus in Our Gospels is a volume worthy of commendation and is very 
timely, considering the recent debates on inerrancy, etc. On some issues Marrow speaks not 
only for Catholics but for a significant number of evangelical Protestants who have similar 
problems with fundamentalism (cf. James Barr's Fundamentalism). However, the author 
is guilty of many· generalizations, assumptions and misrepresentations. By stressing the 
"human" process he tends to forget the "divine." If fundamentalism can be charged with a 
docetic view of Scripture, could it be that Marrow's alternative leads to a heresy of another 
kind? 

In spite of some obvious weaknesses it is not difficult to agree with the imprint on the 
back cover, which states: "This is a very valuable book for college students, teachers ofreli­
gion, bible study groups, theology students, adult education courses, and the intelligent 
Christians who know that the unexamined faith, like the unexamined life, is not worth liv­
ing. " 

Arthur G. Patzia 
Bethel Theological Seminary, St. Paul, MN 

The Vision of Matthew: Christ, Church a_nd Morality in the First Gospel. By John P. Meier. 
New York: Paulist, 1979, pp. vii + 270, $5.95 paper. A Commentary on the Gospel of 
Matthew. By Robert E. Obach and Albert Kirk. New York: Paulist, 1978, pp. iv + 296, 
$4.95 paper. 

These two publications both deal with Matthew, but their concerns and emphases are 
rather different. The Commentary by Obach and Kirk is a study guide to Matthew, de­
signed for the Roman Catholic diocese of Memphis. The lay orientation is amply attested 
by the simple prose, attractive line drawings taken from the GoodNews Bible (as is the text 
of Scripture) and the brief glossary at the end of the volume. It is quite uncluttered with 
footnotes. Designed to be used over an eight-week course of studies, the book is a welcome 
sign that there is an increasing interest in lay Bible study among modern Roman Catholics. 

There is a mild use of modem critical orthodoxy. For example on 16:17, where Jesus tells 
Peter that his insight into who Jesus is came by revelation from the Father, the authors 
comment: "From every indication of the Christian Scriptures, the recognition of the com­
plete identity of Jesus did not come until after His death and resurrection. What we have 
here, then, is an instance in which Matthew reads the post-resurrection belief of the Church 
back into the ministry ·of Jesus" (p. 175). Some readers of Matthew may think of another 
possibility. 

The other book, Meier's Vision of Matthew, is an intriguing attempt to link modem eth­
ical questions with a critical study of Matthew. At the technical level Meier disputes the 
thesis of J. D. Kingsbury to the effect that the crucial title in Matthew's Christology is 
"Son of God." Meier thinks "Son of Man" is no less central and that the heart of this gospel 
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is not Christology per se but the bond between Christ and his Church. 
The second pole of the book is generated by concerns springing from Human Sexuality, 

a report (1977) submitted to the Catholic Theological Society of America. Meier is upset 
that there is not more solid exegesis and theological reflection in the report, and his book is 
in part an attempt to meet this need. 

The book is divided into three parts. Part 1 introduces Matthew and his gospel. The 
stance taken accepts the moderate conclusions of contemporary critical orthodoxy. "Re­
modeling" is the term Meier uses for the changes Matthew had apparently made on his 
sources, and redaction criticism is the means of retrieving them. Part 2 is a running com­
mentary on the gospel with the express purpose of showing the nexus between Christ and 
the Church. Part 3 then turns to crucial moral questions, focusing first on Matt 5: 17 -20 and 
then on 5:21-48. 

The book deals with fairly technical questions at a level the proverbial well-read clergy­
man can grasp. But this, of course, means that some things are seriously oversimplified. 
One of the biggest weaknesses of the book, I think, is that it is really two books: It does not 
hang together very well. But perhaps we should not complain about getting two for the price 
of one. 

D.A.C. 

Jesus, Politics, and Society: A Study of Luke's Gospel. By Richard J. Cassidy. Orbis, 1978. 

Despite the title, this is not strictly a study in Lukan redaction criticism. While the first 
chapter introduces the reader to Luke both as theologian and as historian, Cassidy seems 
merely to wish to establish that Luke is a relatively reliable historian even when he is han­
dling theological themes: He particularly emphasizes that Luke's geographical and socio­
political material is well handled and sometimes more precise than that of his sources (e.g., 
Luke's correction of "king" to "tetrarch" in describing Herod: Mark 6:14; cf. Luke 9:7). 

In the chapters that follow, Cassidy is usually careful to say that he is concerned with 
Luke's portrait of Jesus and that he is not specifically claiming to speak of the historical 
Jesus. This would suggest that he is interested in the distinctively Lukan cast of mind and 
in what can be deduced (from Luke's handling of the socio-political material) about the 
Sitz im Leben of the third gospel. In practice, however, Cassidy shows little or no concern 
for such issues: His work evinces little interest in Luke's redactional activity (outside the 
footnotes) and he does not try to relate what he says to Luke's historical setting, nor does he 
interreact extensively with scholarship on the third evangelist. 

So what is the purpose of his enquiry into Luke's picture of Jesus' socio-political stance? 
It is, I suspect, that he believes (as does the reviewer) that Luke's Jesus is the real Jesus, 
even though he is aware that many do not share this belief and that he cannot prove it to 
them (cf. pp. 85-86)-and he wants, above all, to tell us something about the real Jesus' 
socio-political stance without having to write a burdensome tradition-critical monograph 
raising all the hoary questions of authenticity with respect to each pericope. 

Cassidy covers his subject in four chapters. In chap. 2 he first analyzes Jesus' concern for 
the poor and the socially oppressed, and then he turns to Jesus' attitude toward riches. He 
remakes the widely accepted point that Luke portrays Jesus as critical of hoarded wealth 
and as encouraging the sale of "surplus possessions" for the benefit of the poor. In chap. 3 
he ranges more widely to demonstrate that Jesus called for a pattern of social relationships 
based on humility and on service of others and that Jesus strongly opposed physical vio­
lence while nevertheless being aggressively assertive on political and social issues. 

Cassidy's fourth chapter explores Jesus' relationship to his political rulers: Jesus was 
clearly openly critical of Herod (13:31-33) and of the chief priests (cf. 19:47; 20:9-20). 
Further, the material in chap. 3 shows that he would have opposed the Roman pattern of 
life, particularly in its policy of military domination and its self-enrichment at the expense 
of subject peoples. Jesus' answer on the question of tribute (20:23-25) Cassidy takes to 
mean that all things belong to God (even Caesar's affairs), and so Caesar's rule may be crit-
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