
The volume is insightful, informative, and intriguing, but it exposes the

limits of well-intentioned human work by failing to adequately address the

present moment. In its neglect of key theological contexts that should have

been represented among its authors, namely Black and Latinx theologians,

the book disregards its own arguments. There is also surprisingly scant re-

presentation of women and laity among its writers, a vestige of a church/

scholarly structure that resists change. Because the book maintains that

there is dynamic development in the theological enterprise, one can only

hope that such lapses will become the stuff of history. Theological projects

must better exemplify the diversity of scholarship and its trustworthiness

precisely because it is embodied and particular, something the book does

not represent but cogently argues.
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Kampen effectively argues that Matthew’s Gospel is a sectarian Jewish

composition addressed to other Jews. Matthew is neither a Christian text,

nor a Jewish-Christian or Christian-Jewish text. The Gospel does not reflect

a “parting of the ways” between the nascent church and Judaism. Indeed,

“the designation ‘Jewish Christian’ is not a meaningful category” ().

Kampen thus avoids common concerns (law versus Gospel, validity of

Torah, status of Gentiles) that arise from reading the Gospel anachronistically

through the lens of subsequent church history. Reading it as a Jewish compo-

sition avoids equally anachronistic questions about whether portions of

Matthew are anti-Jewish or anti-Semitic.

Utilizing insights from sociology and scholars of new religious move-

ments, Kampen considers Matthew a “voluntary association of protest” that

“utilizes boundary marking mechanisms” reflecting the “high level of

tension with surrounding Jewish co-religionists” (–). In most chapters

he seeks to show that portions of Matthew reflect three elements typical of

sectarian movements: difference, antagonism, and separation.

The sectarian texts among the Dead Sea Scrolls are Kampen’s primary

conversation partners for reading Matthew. The many similarities between

Matthew and the Qumran scrolls (focus on sectarian wisdom, communal

organization, and discipline; attitudes toward law, authority, and communal

legislation; critique of temple leadership; apocalyptic context) show that
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Matthew functions in a similar manner and shares the same type of sectarian

outlook that appears in these texts.

Viewing Matthew as sectarian helps explain the Gospel’s anti-Pharisaic and

anti-Sadducee polemic, the interest—more than any other Gospel—in “other

identified Jewish groups” (), why it is both the most Jewish Gospel and

the most critical of other Jewish sects, why other Jewish sects receive more

blame for Jesus’ death than the Romans, and why it is preferable to translate

ekkles̄ia as “assembly” rather than “church.” As a sectarian Jewish text, the

Gospel reflects a community that sees itself as marginalized and persecuted.

Kampen focuses on uniquely Matthean material (that which does not

appear in Mark or Luke). The Sermon on the Mount (“the best example of

a sectarian Jewish text found in the NT gospels,” ) is mainly a polemic

directed against other Jewish sects. The Beatitudes describe and distinguish

Jesus’ followers from other Jews, and the Antitheses critique Jewish sectarian

opponents such as the Essenes. The Sermon views Jesus as the authoritative

interpreter of Torah, and Matthew  equates Jesus with wisdom. It is unclear,

however, if Matthew’s community claims “Jesus alone as their source of

wisdom” and sees him as “the only place where true wisdom is to be

found” (). Regardless, this view of Jesus distinguishes Matthew’s commu-

nity from most other Jewish sects. Like Qumran’s Rule Texts, Matthew :–

 outlines communal policies for reproving fellow sect members.

Kampen does not analyze the infancy narrative, and I wonder how he would

view, vis-à-vis other Jewish sects, the function of dreams and a star as vehicles of

divine revelation. Because Matthew’s unique material is the most sectarian in

his Gospel, does this suggest that the authors/communities that produced

Mark, Q, and Luke were less sectarian, and if so, what might account for this?

Kampen’s most provocative claim, which I find unconvincing, is that

Matthew considers its sect to be “uniquely legitimate within the Jewish com-

munity” (). “For Matthew,” he writes, “there is no other group that under-

stands what God wants from and for the Jewish people at the end of the first

century” (). Again: “No other group within the Jewish community ade-

quately or correctly understands the will of God” (). These claims lack suf-

ficient evidence. Would the author of Matthew feel similarly about

communities that produced Mark or Q? Matthew’s use of these texts seems

to reflect an implicit imprimatur of these communities’ practices and

beliefs. Would Matthew reject Paul’s communities? The overlap between

views in Matthew and other Jewish sects (including Qumran) suggests a

more nuanced manner of engagement than wholesale repudiation. Rather

than rejecting all other Jewish sects, it may be more helpful to think of

Matthew participating in contested Second Temple Jewish conversations,
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and on any single issue displaying varying degrees of alignment with, or

departure from, a broad spectrum of Jewish perspectives.

Too advanced for undergraduates, the book is ideal for doctoral students,

professors, and scholars interested in Matthew specifically or Second Temple

Judaism more generally.
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Theologians and philosophers who discuss the doctrine of natural knowl-

edge of God in a classroom setting will sometimes conflate the different ver-

sions of the cosmological argument without realizing that, although some

versions of the argument are sound, others are susceptible to criticisms.

With this realization in mind, John Knasas emphasizes the importance of dis-

tinguishing the various God proofs, favoring Aquinas’ natural theology over

Leibniz’s contingency argument for the existence of God: “Leibniz’s thinking

about existence in these proofs is … remarkably shallow. Hence, Kant and

others could easily raise objections to the proofs. The remedy to that shallow-

ness brings me to Thomistic Existentialism” (). Privileging the act of being as

central to Aquinas’ metaphysics, Thomistic existentialism was a dominant

school of Thomism in the middle of the twentieth century. Etienne Gilson,

Jacques Maritain, and Joseph Owens were some of the major pioneers of

Thomistic existentialism.

One of the major themes of Knasas’ book is that Aquinas’ earlier and influ-

ential tract, De Ente et Essentia, provides the hermeneutical key for appropri-

ately understanding the various God proofs in the Thomistic corpus. For

instance, a naive reading of the Five Ways (as represented in the Summa theo-

logiae) may not be convincing to modern readers, but a grasp of the metaphys-

ical schema that informs the Ways will help them to be seen as convincing.

Time and again, Knasas presses home the importance of De Ente reasoning

for demonstrating how the proofs were understood by Aquinas and his con-

temporaries. This metaphysical vision was neglected by Leibniz and other

modern proponents of the cosmological argument. Thus, teaching the Five

Ways in the classroom cannot be reduced to exposing students to one part

of the Summa theologiae (which is commonly found in anthologies in the phi-

losophy of religion) without a previous presentation of De Ente reasoning.
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