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INTRODUCTION

Matthew 23 presents the New Testament scholar with many problems.
Not the least of these is the unequivocal affirmation of scribal-Pharisaic
authority found in vv. 2 and 3: 'The scribes and the Pharisees sit on
Moses' seat,' Matthew's Jesus says, 'so practice and observe whatever
they tell you'. Similarly, v. 23 evinces a concern that both the Torah
and halakhah should be obeyed; it is proper for mint, dill and cummin to
be tithed, even though these particular herbs are not specifically mentioned in the written words of Moses. 1 This apparent confirmation of the
authority of the teaching of the scribes and Pharisees is somewhat strange,
coming as it does in the book of Matthew;2 for, as many commentators
have pointed out, the struggle between Jesus and the Jewish leaders is
one of the most readily identifiable leitmotifs of Matthew's gospel.3
The general historical situation presupposed by several of the individual
sayings in Matthew 23 has also led to a certain amount of confusion.
Beare, for example, thinks that it is 'surprising' that the details mentioned
in vv. 16-22—the temple and its decorations, the altar and the sacrifices—
meant anything at all to those to whom Matthew was writing.4 Other
commentators, however, have not been so 'surprised', since they have
recognized that the chapter contains some of the oldest tradition in the
Gospels. Schweizer for one thinks that the voice of Jesus himself can still

1. See further below, pp. 102-103
2. Note for example B.T. Viviano 'Social World and Community Leadership:
The Case of Matthew 23.1-12, 34', JSNT 39 (1990), pp. 3-21, who thinks that
Mt. 23.2 are 'perhaps the most puzzling verses to explain in the Gospel of Matthew'
(p. 3).
3. See for example J.D. Kingsbury, Matthew as Story (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1986), pp. 17-23; idem, 'The Developing Conflict between Jesus and the
Jewish Leaders in Matthew's Gospel: A Literary-Critical Study', CBQ 49 (1987),
pp. 57-73; S. van Tilborg, The Jewish Leaders in Matthew (Leiden: Brill, 1972).
4. F.W. Beare, The Gospel according to Matthew (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1981), p. 454.
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be heard in Mt. 23.16-22, 1 and Bultmann too suggests that some of
Matthew 23 goes back to the preaching of Jesus.2 Despite these early
elements, however, many scholars claim that the chapter as a whole
bears the hallmarks of a redactional creation, and witnesses Matthew's
own life situation.
If the problem of identifying the Sitz im Leben of Matthew 23 is a
difficult one, the identification of sources is perhaps even worse. Almost
certainly there are sources, for much of the material found in the chapter
seems so out of tune with the general thrust of Matthew's gospel that it
is highly unlikely that the evangelist has written it himself. It is quite
possible, as David Hill has suggested, that Matthew included traditional
material with which he did not necessarily agree;3 but it is much less
likely that the evangelist would have created it. The links with Mark are
not great, and at best the Marcan priority hypothesis can explain only a
few of the total number of verses. Neither is the Q theory of very great
help, for comparison with Luke reveals remarkable divergence. There is
little verbal overlap, and the order of the material in the two gospels is
vastly dissimilar. Multiple source theories such as that of Boismard 4
seem unable to account for the essential unity of the chapter as a whole.
This study seeks to present an understanding of Matthew 23 which is
both realistic and historically viable. It argues that the bulk of the chapter
is derived from one source, namely an early Jewish-Christian polemical
tract (now Mt. 23.2-31). The possible Sitz im Leben of this early tract is
sketched in and contrasted with the use to which the same material has
been put by Matthew. Mention is made of other passages in Matthew's
Gospel which seem dependent upon material of the same traditional
extraction, most notably the Sermon on the Mount.
This study has six chapters. Chapter 1 examines the most prominent
source-critical hypotheses in the context of Matthew 23 and concludes
that none is able to account adequately for the material found in that
chapter. Chapter 2 then takes up the question of the Sitz im Leben of
1. E. Schweizer, The Good News according to Matthew (trans. D.E. Green;
London: SPCK, 1975), p. 433.
2. R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (trans. J. Marsh; Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1963), p. 147.
3. D. Hill, The Gospel of Matthew (NCB; London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott,
1972), p. 71.
4. P. Benoit and M-E. Boismard, Synopse des Quatre Evangiles en Frangais
(2 vols.; Paris: Cerf, 1972), II, pp. 17-59. All following references are to vol. II of this
work.
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ch. 23 and argues that there is much in this passage that presupposes a
Sitz im Leben that is intra muros vis-a-vis Judaism. This contrasts with
the Sitz im Leben of the evangelist which is manifestly extra muros. In
Chapter 3 it is noted that there is nothing in 23.2-31 which would
demand a post-70 CE context: all references to religious practice and
halakhic discussion found in this section are explicable in terms of pre-70
CE Palestinian Judaism. Indeed a pre-70 CE Sitz im Leben would seem
far better able to explain the origin of much of the material in this
section than a post-70 one; 23.32-39, on the other hand, seems better
explained as later redaction of the earlier source. Chapter 4 contains a
verse by verse exegesis of Matthew 23, which puts into exegetical
practice the theory regarding the sources and Sitz im Leben of the
material that has emerged from Chapters 1 and 2. Chapter 5 examines
the links between ch. 23 and other parts of the Gospel, attempting to
sort out the various layers of tradition and redaction in Matthew, and
suggesting other passages within Matthew that may have arisen in a
different Sitz im Leben from that of the gospel as a whole. Chapter 6
draws the preceding chapters together and offers specific conclusions.

Chapter 1
COMPOSITIONAL THEORIES

The emergence of redaction criticism has doubtless been one of the most
significant events in the history of biblical studies. Gospel redaction
criticism, and indeed redaction criticism as a whole, is based upon one
fundamental assumption: that it is possible to distinguish between original
source and later redaction. As a reading of almost any fairly recent
commentary on Matthew will show, most Matthean scholars are convinced that such a distinction is possible in the case of the first Gospel.
This current optimism concerning the possibility of tracing the first
evangelist's hand, and thus his theological concerns and interests, rests
largely, though not exclusively, upon the validity of the two-document
hypothesis. Of course, if Matthew really has used Mark and Q, then a
comparison of Matthew with Mark and Luke will indeed doubtless
reveal the changes to Mark and Q which the evangelist has made.
Further, by noting the actual words used to change these sections, an
insight into Matthew's own vocabulary may be gained.1 In the same
way, by noting the theological implication of these changes, some rough
outline of the evangelist's own theological interests may be drawn up.
Once the silhouette of the evangelist is seen in the light of these
redaction-critical procedures, his figure may be brought into sharper
relief by looking at those passages where the source is not so obvious.
Thus the theory of Matthean redaction criticism is born, and thus it is
practiced by a large number of modern Matthean scholars.
If the theory of Marcan priority is rejected, however, then the validity
of this kind of redaction-critical approach to Matthew loses much of its
force. In the same way, if the existence of Q is doubted, or even if the
possibility of reconstructing its pre-Matthean form seriously questioned,
1. So, for example, M.D. Goulder, Midrash and Lection in Matthew (London:
SPCK, 1974), p. 476. Goulder does not accept the Q theory, but classifies as
'Matthean' the words that have been 'inserted redactionally by Matthew into an
agreed Marcan context or OT citation'.
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then the outlook for the Bornkamm-Barth-Held type of redaction
criticism is gloomy indeed.1
It is not the purpose of this study to challenge directly the Marcanpriority hypothesis (though neither is it assumed). With respect to Q,
however, this study is more ambitious. In this and later chapters we shall
see that for Matthew 23/Luke 11 at least, the hypothesis which suggests
that Matthew and Luke drew on a common written source is far from
totally convincing. The substantial unity of the chapter suggests that it is
not made up of numerous individual pericopae (i.e. drawn from Q, M
and Mark) which have been stitched together by Matthew. Neither can
the chapter be explained in terms of its being an ex nihilo creation of the
Evangelist,2 for the Sitz im Leben of much of the material seems not to
be that of Matthew himself. Matthew was writing extra muros vis-a-vis
Judaism; much of ch. 23, on the other hand, seems to stem from an
intra muros debate. The chapter is not a mosaic and not from Matthew;
thus we must take seriously the possibility that in Matthew 23 we have
an extensive pre-Matthean source.
This study, then, seeks to open up once again the question of the
sources of Matthew's Gospel. Such an endeavour seems justified,
however, since the sources of that gospel may not be as clearly defined
as some have argued. Rather confusingly, this becomes apparent when a
study of commentaries on Matthew by some alleged two-documentarians is conducted, for it frequently becomes clear that their authors in
fact hold to quite complex multi-source theories.3 Such authors are not
prepared to explain the Gospel of Matthew solely in terms of Mark, a
single written Q, and the evangelist's own redactional activity and thus
are not, in a strict sense, two-documentarians at all, but rather holders of
multi-document (or multi-source since some allow for non-written oral
traditions) hypotheses. Commentators frequently allow for at least one,
and often several, additional sources other than Mark and Q. These
sources go by a number of different names such as 'M', 4 'N', 5 or
1. G. Bornkamm, G. Barth and HJ. Held, Tradition and Interpretation in
Matthew (trans. P. Scott; London: SCM Press, 1963).
2. Cf. Goulder who suggests that practically the whole of Mt. 23 is the creation
of Matthew himself. Goulder's theory is dealt with extensively below.
3. Detailed discussion on this point is found in K.G.C. Newport, The Sources
and Sitz im Leben of Matt 23' (DPhil thesis, University of Oxford, 1988), ch. 1.
4. E.g. G.D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel according to St Matthew
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1946), pp. 14-36.
5. So F.W. Green, St Matthew (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1936), p. 12. Green
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simply 'Matthew's special source' or Sondergut,1 but all refer to
basically the same thing, namely special sources used by Matthew for
some sections of his Gospel not paralleled either in Mark or Luke.
Of course, holders of the two-document hypothesis are at liberty to
propose sources other than Mark and Q when seeking to explain the
material in Matthew that has no synoptic parallel. What is telling,
however, is that even where part of Matthew 23 is paralleled in either
Mark or Luke, commentators often seek to explain divergence within
the parallels by recourse to something other than Matthean or Lucan
redactional activity. One such explanation is that there was an overlap
between M and Q at this point and that whereas Luke has used Q,
Matthew has used the form he found in M.2 We may note further that
several commentators have suggested that the version of Q known to
Matthew was not the same as that known to Luke. J.P. Brown argued
this case for Matthew generally and in so doing, suggested that M and Q
were combined before Matthew to give Mt. 23.1-39. On the other hand,
Luke had only the original Q form of the discourse with which to
work.3 Such suggestions highlight the difficulty that holders of the twodocument hypothesis face in seeking to explain the relationship between
Matthew 23 and Luke 11.
The case of ch. 23 is typical of Matthew as a whole, for in order to
explain the actual differences and similarities between Matthew, Mark
and Luke, scholars almost invariably resort to complex multi-source
theories. We have noted already that many propose 'special sources' or
two versions of Q when seeking to unravel the source history of the
gospels, and to these complications of the two-document hypothesis could
be added several more. Some, for example, propose an 'Ur-Marcus',4 or
a 'proto-Luke'5 or suggest that Luke knew Matthew and has been
allows also for some 'other non-Marcan sources' in addition to Q and N.
1. E.g. E. Haenchen, 'Matthaus 23', ZTKAZ (1951), p. 39.
2. Kilpatrick, Origins, p. 30.
3. J.P. Brown, The Form of Q Known to Matthew' NTS 8 (1961-62), p. 36.
4. X. Le*on-Dufour, 'The Synoptic Gospels', in A. Robert and A. Feuillet (eds.),
Introduction to the New Testament (trans. P.W. Skehan et al\ Paris: Desclee, 1965),
p. 272, gives a summary of the history of the Ur-Marcus theory. Beare, Matthew,
p. 394; T.A. Gill, 'The Woes to the Scribes and the Pharisees in Matthew 23' (MLitt
thesis, University of Oxford, 1983), p. 11. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic
Tradition, p. 6.
5. E.g. B.H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study in Origins (London:
Macmillan, 1926), pp. 201-22.
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influenced in his own redaction by his knowledge of Matthew's
redaction of Q and Mark.1 Others allow for the influence of oral
sources2 or a special quotations source3. The list of variations on the
two-document theme could easily be extended.
Given this uncertainty concerning the sources of Matthew's Gospel,
the task of tracing the hand of the evangelist is clearly a highly speculative one, for if we cannot determine sources we cannot sieve out
redaction. Neither does the optimism of some scholars, most notably
perhaps Goulder, that the vocabulary of Matthew can be used as a guide
in sorting out redaction from source, seem warranted. Clearly, some
phrases and words are so common in Matthew that there is a clear
possibility that they stem from the evangelist's own hand.4 For the most
part, however, the situation is far less clear, and the distinction between
source and redaction is not hard and fast. Goulder's confidence that the
hand of Matthew can be traced and that it is clearly visible throughout
Matthew 23 seems unfounded.
In the pages to follow an attempt is made realistically to assess the
possibility of tracing Matthew's own hand in the gospel with special
reference to Matthew 23. We will note especially Goulder's work since
despite its obvious concern for detail and the clarity and determination
with which it is argued his hypothesis has not heretofore received the
kind of detailed critical assessment it most certainly deserves.
Suggestions concerning the origin of Matthew 23 range across the
1. R.H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary on his Literary and Theological Art
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), p. 5.
2. See for example Hill, Matthew, p. 32. According to Hill such oral sources
may lie behind some of the special narrative sections of Matthew such as the Petrine
stories (14.28-31; 16.17-19; 17.24-27; 18.15-22), the Passion and Resurrection
stories and others. It is worth noting also that Hill's Q is in fact extremely complex.
For him Q is only a loose term that can be applied to a collection of materials that
were common to Matthew and Luke. In fact according to Hill part of Q may not even
have been available to Matthew and Luke in the same language. He notes
It is our opinion then that the basic sources on which the writer of Matthew drew are
the Gospel of Mark and that layer of tradition, partly written partly oral, which is conveniently designated Q: the latter circulated in Aramaic, but may have been available in
a Greek version before its use by the author of the Gospel (p. 30).

3. See especially R.H. Gundry, The Use of the Old Testament in St Matthew's
Gospel with Special Reference to the Messianic Hope (NovTSup, 18; Leiden: Brill,
1967).
4. Below, Appendix l.C.
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entire source/redaction-critical spectrum. At one end stands Boismard,
who allows for at least four sources in addition to the creative activity of
the Tultime Redacteur mattheen' himself,1 while at the other is
Goulder, who argues for the essential unity of the chapter, and sees
almost all of the material as stemming from the evangelist's own hand.2
Between these two extremes comes the bulk of gospel scholarship.
Schweizer, 3 for example, sees Matthew 23 as an intricate web of traditional and redactional material. Matthew has expanded Mark, and in so
doing has made use of material from other sources. The evangelist has
drawn on Q, and this material itself has undergone redaction and expansion at his hand. Many scholars argue for a special 'M' source.4 In addition to Q and Mark, Matthew has worked this material into the chapter,
but in so doing, his redactional activity has played an important role. In
the present chapter these source-critical theories are examined in detail.
1. Michael D. Goulder
Goulder's views on the interrelationships between the Synoptic Gospels
are now well known. He suggests that Mark's Gospel was the first to be
written, and Matthew has used Mark, expanding the material using no
source other than the Old Testament. The overlap between Matthew and
Luke is explained in terms of Luke's direct dependence upon Matthew.
Consequent to this, Goulder argues for the almost completely Matthean
origin of Matthew 23. Matthew has simply expanded Mk 12.38-40. All
other material is Matthew's own, and is the result of his creative activity.
While on a general level many scholars have rejected the views of
Goulder, 5 none has attempted to deal thoroughly with his detailed
argumentation. As we shall see, Goulder's case is extremely well argued
and any attempt to counter it must be based upon the same meticulous
concern for the details of the text. Goulder has counted words, and his
critics need to do the same rather than attempting to dismiss his work
with generalities. In the pages which follow, such an attempt is made.
1. Boismard, Synopse, pp. 354-59.
2. Goulder, Midrash, pp. 419-30.
3. Schweizer, Matthew, pp. 12-13,427-47.
4. E.g. Streeter, The Four Gospels, pp. 253-54; Kilpatrick, Origins, pp. 30-32.
5. See for example the reviews of Midrash and Lection by A.E. Harvey, JTS 27
(1976), pp. 188-95; C.L. Mitton, ExpTim 86 (1975), pp. 97-99. D. Catchpole, EvQ 47
(1975), pp. 239-40.

