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Russell, Antisemitism, IBS 8, October 1986

*
"Antisemitism" in the Gospel of St., Matthew

E.A. Russell

In 1975, an American Scholar, Dr Rgsemary Ruether, wrote
a book entitled "Faith and Fratricide". 1In it she insisted
that anti-Jewish trends were in the NT from the very begin-
ing. This, she claimed, was supremely true of two Gospels,
Matthew and John. The book was influential in a number of
significant areas eg Dr Gregory Baum ten years previously
had argued that anti-Jewish trends were always peripheral
in the NT, accidental anrd not grounded in the NT ("Is the
NT anti-semitic? 1965) writes in the foreword to Dr Ruether's
work that he has abandoned his previous stance ard that
now he sees these anti-Jewish trends as more basic ard
central. It was this kind of claim that initially prompted
an enquiry into the Gospel of St Matthew to see how far such
an interpretation was justified or otherwise.

Another preliminary remark should perhaps be made by way
of clarification of the description "Antisemitism". Anti-
semitism had however hardly emerged at the time of the writ-
ing of the Gospel ie the fourth quarter of the first century
of the Christian era. /2 Far from speaking of "Antisemitism"
in Mt's Gospel, it could be insisted that the church of St.
Matthew's day was still linked with Judaism /3 ie it is a
dispute within Judaism,. Hostile attitudes are there but they
belong to both sections of Judaism, that which insists Jesus
is Messiah and that section which denies such identification.
Not that the church remained a mere appendage ©of Judaism.
Rather it was becoming more and more conscious of its separate
identity over against Judaism and thus we are, to some
extent, justified in speaking of "Antijudaism". Yet such a
charge of "Antijudaism" could apply both ways. If the claim
of the Jewish-Christian is correct that the only true Jew is
the one who acknowledges Jesus tc be the Christ, then the new
form of Judaism is embodied in Christianity and all opposition
to it from this point of view could presumably be called "Anti-
Jjudaism". The basic point at issue could be: what is it that
constitutes the true Jew. /4

The theme however is not "Antijudaism" but "Antisemitism".
Such a description is a recognition of the historic fact that
elements of the Gospel of Matthew hLave, over the centuries,
contributed to an extension and intensification of antisemitic
prejudice. Such elements are not always properly understood
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or properly used if they are. A prejudice that exists is
not always scrupulous in the way it uses material trat may
suit its purpose. Yet throughout the history of the
church misunderstanding of what Matthew has to say has
again and again given rise to distortions and it is in
relation to such possible misuncerstandings - if such
indeed they are - that this paper is offered.

From the moment of writing, it has to be stressed that
Matthew's Gospel was a very influential document. Associ-
ated with its writing may well have been an important
school of early church thinkers /5 and an important
church. /6 It could cater for the catechetical and
liturgical needs in a way that the cther gospels could
not. /7 Unlike Mark and Luke it was associated directly
with an apostle and contained the promise of Jesus to found
his church. No other Gospel links the OT so closely with
the details of the life of Jesus by the formula, "that it
might be fulfilled". /8 Again, while Matthew has emphas-
es relating to the mission to Judaism (Mt 10.5; 15.24), it
was also concerned with the Gertile mission (Mt 12. 1-12;
Mt 28.18-20). There can be no doubt that this Gospel
was well-equipped to play ar important role in the 1life
and witness of the church.

Further, Matthew develops in history into one of the
authoritative books.of the church. It became, in other
words, "canonical" , one of the twenty-seven books of
the NT accepted as the rule of faith for the Western church
and this withcut difficulty frcm a very early stage. Others
of the twenty-seven had great difficulty in getting
accepted but this was never true of Matthew. It stood
on the highest level of authority and not unrelated to this
was the persistent tradition that it was the earliest Gos-
., pel. The authority of the Gospel was extended of
course to infallibility, to plenary inspiration, and to the
belief that it expressed the divine will for mankind. Not
all will accept such a view even within the Christian
church tut for most churchmen that Gospel of Matthew must
still be authoritative to a high degree.

Thus the more influence attributed to Matthew
within the church, the greater the force of any latent or
open anti-Jewish prejudice it may contain. Yet if our

quest is for possible antisemitic elements, we must keep
in mind the: total perspective of the Gospel. A section,
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for example, that is found most difficult for readers is
that where Jesus delivers a concerted attack on Pharisees and
scribes ie ch.23 in terms that recall the OT prophets:

"Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites...". Some
try to alter the translation "Woe" to "Alas for you, scribes
and Pharisees, hypocrites" but would retain "Woe" for the
prophets without being fully aware of a certain inconsistency.
One cannot escape the emphasis where the solemn phrase, "Woe

to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites" is rereated no less
than on seven occasions. Yet this is only a section which
makes ugp perkaps a mere two per cent of the total material of
Matthew. To make it a basis of Jjudgment without keeping in
mind its relation with the rest of the Gospel material is to
invite a distortion of the kind we are tryingto avoid. /9 It
isnot a fragment isolated from the rest of the synoptic
gospels but is firmly rocted in the Q source tradition. It
appears to be a section constructed from Q and Matthew's

own sources. This appears to have taken place elsewhere in the
Gospel eg in the Beatitudes, the Lord's Prayer and in the
Parables. /10
The main conflict emerges in relation to Jesus as might be

expected. It has its basis firmly in the tradition and there
are few who weuld dcubt its authenticity. /11 It was in-
evitable that if there were those who ccnfessed that Jesus was
"the Christ, the Son of the living God" (16.16), such confess-
ion would run up against the authoritative interpreters of the
law for "orthodox" Judaism, the Pharisaic scribes. /12 The
opening sentence expressed in titular form announces the theme
of the Gospel, "The book of the history of Jesus Christ, son
of David, son of Abraham." So the theme of the Gospel is also
a confession of faith. This is Jesus, the Messial of the
Davidic line and firmly within the traditions of Judaism.

/1%he nature of the faith which forms the background of the
Gospel is a fully articulated one. Such a faith would have
been nurtured, over scme fifty years or so, within the services
of worship, in acts of prayer and devotion to Jesus or in acts
of witness for mutual edification or in missionary activity to
the whole world. Such a self-conscious faith is hardly what
we expect to find in the early years of the disciples' fellow-
ship with Jesus. There the disciples are pictured, sometimes
in faith, and sometimes out of it, sometimes confessing and
sometimes denying. They are never quite certain who Jesus is
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and even their most profound insights seem too fleeting to
support them in mcments of testing. /14

In emphasizing the self-conscious and firm nature of
this faith, we are suggesting that over against this the
way of non-faith is more clearly understood. The church
is on its guard against all those forces that destroy the
faith of the community and we must be prepared to see in
any attitudes of life or conduct that it attacks something
which it discerns as a danger to its own survival. Thus
the lines of contrast between those who rerresent the way
of non-faith-and who may constitute such a danger and
those who are in the way of faith are much more sharply
drawn than they might have been in the days of Jesus.

There is little doubt that the way of non-faith for Mt
is best represented by the scribes and Pharisees, though
of course not exclusively by them. The better righteous-
ness 1s set over against the righteousness of the scribes
and Pharisees and must be greater.(5.20) It is a claim
for inner reality in the matter of human relationsand persona’
piety. It is not the characteristic of true religion
to advertize its piety to men. This is no real heart
religion. At various points we find Mt introducing the
word "Pharisees" where it is absent from parallel accounts
in the tradition. /15 %It is done almost mechanically,
unthinkingly at times. It even becomes representative of
a way of life that is hostile to Jesus. It could perhaps
be done by someone who knew the Pharisees only at a dis-
tance in time or space and for whom the term had become
a stylized way of speaking of conduct that the disciple
must not follow. , )

Mt does not attempt to soften the image of the Phar-
isees as he might on reflection easily have done. After
all, it is never true to declare a whole party evil or
good and it could be that the story of Nicedemus repres-
ents a qualification of such a point of view (John 3.1ff)
There are elements of good and bad of course in every
group and the final redactor (or his source) must surely
have been aware =f this. Parts of the other Gospels can
tell us of sympathetic Pharisees eg inviting Jesus for a
meal /16 or cf Joseph of Arimathea ( Mk 15.43) /17
This however is never the case in Matthew. In every case
tha Pharisees are presented in a hostile context. In
Mt's Gospel alone are the Baptist and Jesus brought
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together in their description of the Pharisees as "generation
of vipers." (3.7;12.34;23.33) In Luke, the only other gospel
writer to have the phrase, the description is only to be found
on the lips of the Baptist (3.7) but addressed to the crowds
and not the "Pharisees and Sadducees." The phrase may have
developed within the tradition from its usage by the Baptist
to its expression on the lips of Jesus or perhaps it was a
common phrase of both if Jesus was greatly influenced by the
Baptist as he appears to have beer.

Again, we have no hint in the other Gospels that the Phar-
isees have anything to do with the charge that Jesus carried
out his exorcisms in league with Satan. Mark has "scribes";
Lk prefers the vague "some of them" (14.15) /18 Yet on
two occasions Mt records the charge on the lips of the
Pharisees and this serves to make emphatic the conflict
between Jesus and the Pharisees in Mt. If the phrase "scribes
and Pharisees", repeated in the sevenfold woes, means "Phar-
isaic scribes"™ then it is the learned representatives of
the Pharisees who are charged.

It may be that this situation of opposition to the Phar-
isees reflects, to some extert, the situation of Mt's day., 19
After the fall of Jerusalem the Pharisees became dominant
and their hostility to the church more pronounced (No inst-
itutional authority cares to have its authority flouted).

It is possible that steps were being taken to exclude Jewish
Christians from active participation in the synagogue worship
though the terms of excommunication may not yet have been
formulated. It is claimed that, at the time of the final
redaction of the Gospel, Jewish measures against Christians
included controversy, propaganda, exclusion from the syn-
agogue, persecution and even death. Such active oppos-
ition would naturally constitute a real threat to the church
- Jesus himself, in a saying peculiar to Mt in the NT,

can refer to the extraordinary zeal of the Pharisees in
compassing sea and land to make e convert (23.15) /20
Such missionary zeal would not merely be concerned to
extend the boundaries of Judaism among non-Jews. It would
be concerned to win back those who had defected, in their
view, from Judaism. They may not have been as aggressive
as Paul in his attempt to arrest those who had given them-
selves over to Jesus as the Christ. /21 Yet the concern
was there Thus by his clear stand over against the
Pharisees Mt is repudiating these afforts as an act of
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protection for those Jewish Christians who felt drawn
back tc the old securities and to those who had exercized
such authority in former days. But the Pharisees need
not be divorced frcm the unbelieving Judaism which they
represent and which is seen as a unity. s 22 Jesus is
shown to have a primary concern for his own people, the
Jews and it is only rarely, and in exceptional circumstances,
that he is deflected from this. His words are "I have been
sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel" (15.24)
A striking example of his commitment to the Jewish mission
is especially brought out in the severely stringent account
of the interview with the Caraanite woman where the reluct-
ance c¢f Jesus to engage in any kind of Gentile mission is
brought out in a somewhat shocking way (Mt 15.25-28 and par.)
We have attempted, however inadequately, to explain in
various ways the opposition to the Pharisaic scribes in
Mt's Gospel and if they are seen as representing Judaism
as a whole then the indictment becomes unfair. It can be
eased by thinking of such scribes as those likely to be among
the most hostile to the church and most abtle to express it
effectively and therefore the opposition that is in mind.
Mt's Gospel can then be an attempt to win the Jewish people
while setting the authorities apart. Such scribes are,
however, not the only ones to be arraigned. Jesus does
not spare the Sadducees nor the chief priests as represent-
ative authorities. 1Is it because, given the privilege of
leadership and therefore the greater responsibility, they
inevitably must bear the burden of the indictment, especially
in the light of their failure. While there is an active
tendency in the tradition which continually strives to
present the opponents of Jesus as "scribes anc¢ Pharisees™
/23 there is also evident a tendency to group together
typical opponents of Jesus eg Sadducees are grouped rather
oddly with Pharisees. /21U The Sadducees appear on only
one occasion without the Pharisees and in connection with
a question to Jesus about the resurrection (Mt 22.23f)
Again, whereas the Sadducees are mentioned only on one
occasion in Mk (12.18) and Lk (20.27), Mt mentions them on
eight occasions, five of them in ch 16 ard all of them in
hostile contexts. The chief priests are mer.tioned in various

contexts with the elders (16.21;21.23;26.3,47; 27.1,3,12
20,41) or the scribes (2.4;16.21;20.18;21.15;27.41) or the

Pharisees (21.45;27.62) or "the whcle Sanhedrin" (26.59) or
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on their own (27.6) - all of these are in hostile contexts,
representative of the authorities and yet united with unlikely
groups over against Jesus. It may be that the early tradition
as it developed was unconcerned with possible awkwardnesses
in the groupings. It was sufficient that they had a share
in Jesus' death. It would seem then that Mt may not. be

too concerned about the precise situation ia history. His
main concern is with the various groups responsible for

the decision to put Jesus to de=ath as handed down in tradition
His severest charges, however, are directed against the
Pharisaic scribes, and it would appear that Mt (or his
tradition) constructs ch.23 frca Q and his special sources,
making an unusually severe attack and high lighting where

he finds the real chzllenge to the church (vide supra)

Are we then to say that su:: leaders truly represent

Judaism, and that, in attacking them, we are meart to

cee a direct attack on Judaism? In Mt it does appear

that the church is more clearly set over against Judaism in
certain parts of the tradition eg "their synagogues" ,
occurring on only one occasion in Mk (1.39), a phrase Mt
develops extensively, thus emphasizing the church as a
separate entity over against the synagogue. /2% Yet there
remains the problem that, throughout the major and pre-
passion material, the crowds generally remain sympathetic to

Jesus. In this Mt is true to his Marcan source upon which
he largely depends. /26 When we come to Jerusalem, the
period dominated by the Trial and Crucifixion, we find the
crowd hostile and beccme the mouthpiece of the hostile
authcrities only at this point. Such a situation must qual-
ify the claim that in addressing the leaders Mt is addres-
sing the whole of Israel. It also modifies any claim that
there is a thoroughgoing anti-Judaism [if the author is a
Ger:itile (So S. Schulz, S. van Tilborg,) he might well have
brought his anti-semitism with him)}in Mt's Gospel. /27

The notorious cry "His blood be on us and on our children"
(27.25) belongs to sections on Pilate and his wife that have
been largely questioned as the construction of the final
redactor of the Gospel. It is sobering to reflect what suck
a construction has caused over centuries of great suffering
for the Jewish pecple by this Jewish act of self-cursing.
/%ge come now to the passage already mentioned which provides
the fiercest denunciations in Mt~ and without any attempt at
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mitigation rather after the style of Amos ie Mt ch.23

The Pharisees are described as "hypocrites" (in ch.b

those described as "hypocrites™" are not identified but

the descriptions fit in with what is said in ch.23 of the
Pharisees), oppressive and callous, vain and exhibitionist,
children of hell, blind, foolish, hair-splitting legalists,
extortionate and rapracious, iniquitous, serpents, broods of
vipers, ruthless murderers. The list reads like a catena

of sins, such as might be used to instruct new converts.

Yet all the commandments are not broken eg there is no
charge of idoiatry, Satbath-breaking ie there is a sense of
historic reality. A number of chzrges are based on tradit-
ion eg hypocrisy (Mk 7.6), orpressive and callous (Lk 11.46)
vain and exhibitionist (Mk 12.38,39); hair-splitting
legalists, extortionists and rapacious; brood of vipers,
ruthless murderers. Matthew, in expanding and organizing his
sources, gives an added sternness to whet is said eg "You
blind guides, straining out a gnat and swallowing a camel"
(Mt 23.24) on the matter of tithing.

It is possible to see the charges, in a number of
instances, as the kind of thing we might expect. Legalism
eg can be ruthless and callous; it can pretend to be what
it is not - and not even be aware that it is pretence; it
can be cunning and deceitful; it can be vain and exhibition-
ist; it may be more difficult to see it express itself as
rapacious and extortionist - yet the charge of devouring
widows' houses lies far back in the tradition. The charge
c¢f murder seems unlikely, as a general rule, Jesus' cruci-
fixion being an extreme example Paul of course, the Phari-
see, is described as breathing out threatenings and slaught-
er against the disciples ¢f the Lord. Stoning, as we know,
was the legal sentence for certain infringements of the
law. We can however understand such murder as that of a
murderous spirit. Jesus as we know equated murder with
anger or hate. Rigid orthodoxy is often not distinguished
for its compassion and love.

The charges, it should be noted, are to be seen in the
light of Mt's main purpose. He is setting forth Jesus as
the Christ, the One who proclaims the nezrness of the
kingdom, the One who is to save his people from their sins
- a crucial verse, not always fully ccnsidered in its relat-
ion to the whole Gospel.(1.21) It is Jesus who gives to his
chyrch the authority to bind and loose (16.19) ard the
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cecisior. cf the church on earth will express the decision of
heaven: "I will give you the keys of the kingdcm of heaven
arrd whet you allow on earth will be allowed in heaven."

It is in relation to Jesus himself who takes on the features
cf the exalted Lord that pecple find the way of wisdcm or

the way of folly, the way of life or the way of destruction,
the way of forgiveness cr the way of judgment. In other wcrds
it car be argued thst what we are -seeing in this indictment

of the Pharisees is mcre a theclogical Jjudgment in the light
of the church's vuncerstanding of Jesus thar zrything else.

It is the Pharisees whc refuse to enter the kingdem. It is
they who forbid Jews to have arything to do with the kingdom
promised by Jesus. The pronouncement of the woes on the
Pharisaic scribes begins significantly with the fact that

they have rejected Jesus: "Alas for you, lawyers and Pharisees
hypocrites that you are! You shut the doccr of heaven in men's
faces; you dc not erter yourselves, and wher. others are entering
you stop them." (22.13) The missior. of the church is one

of the dominant concerns cf Matthew, and the Pharisees lack

of response, their strenuous efforts to resist the progress

of the Christiar church, call forth this indictment of Jesus.
We have nc¢ clear evidence that anry Fharisees came to follow
Jesus in his lifetime. It is probakle that in this highly
influential people Jesus found his greatest obstacle.

We can come at the problem from another direction. The
ministry of Jesus was concerned among other things with the
expulsion of demons. It is especially stressed by Mk who
sees in it ore aspect of the meaning of Christ's death -
triumph over evil spirits. Mt retained in a modified way
this interest of Mk. In Jesus the powers of the kingdcm were
let loose on the powers of evil and triumphed. Every aspect
of the ministry of Jesus tends to te seer in the context of
this struggle of good and evil. Jesus stands over against
the evil powers who make use of pecple for their malign purposes
It is possible to see here a "Verteufelung" cf the [
opposition. As the tradition develops, the opposition tends
to be stereotyped and qualifications within it obscured. The
"greys" that belong to the historical situation become obscured.
The Pharisees are, so to speak, "devilized".

Confirmation of this way of interpreting the severe terms
in which the Pharisees are described car be paralleled by
other phenomena which become clear in Mt's Gospel. Take eg
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the portrait of Jesus. How human is the picture presented
here? It must be confessed that what we find kere is nct
primarily the portrait of an obscure Jew of uncertain
orthodoxy with very human features. Such features are presert
but dc not dominate thetpicture.' Rather we are aware of
the Lord of the Church who derands obedience: "Not everyore
who says to me, 'Lord, Lord' will enter the kingdcm of
heaven but he who does the will of my Father in heaven" (7.21)
Jesus proclaims the rew law cf the kingdom with the authority
of a second Moses. In the regal "But I say unto you..", we
are conscious of the exalted Lcrd addressing the church.
The human aspects of Jesus recede and are taken over by the
divine. Again, while Mk preserves harsher features cf the
disciples'-witness and character, Mt sometimes softens such
features. (It is possible, on the other hand, that Mk
highlights the disciples' weaknesses to challenge the church
to ccstly discipleship). We may give one example: where Mk
in the account of Jesus' walking on the water stresses the
disciples lack of understanding, that they have forgotten the
miracle of the loaves, that their hearts were hardened, Mt
inserts a confession of wcnder ard worship: "They worshipped
him, saying: "Truly you are the Son of God" (14.33) [Mt
does not however always igrore the shabby aspects of the
disciples' faith (ef 14.30-33; 16,8 and par; 16.23 and par.)]
But if the portrait of the disciples does exhibit some
inconsistencies, it is generally true that the portrait tends
to be enhanced. The mcre remote the period of the disciples,
the greater the reverer.ce shown. Contrariwise, the
image of the hostile authorities becomes all the more sombre.
Another questior. that is scmetimes overlooked is this:
"How far was it intended that the Pherisees would read this
Gospel?" Was this not an internal affair of the church,
undergcing severe testing at the hands of the authorities?
By placing the powerful authorities whc are constantly
hcstile to Jesus arnd his followers or. the oppcsition, it
may be that Mt is encouraging the church to endure eg
"He who erdures to the end, will be =aved" (Mt 24.13 and
par.). In this ccnnection we may refer to the so-called
"beatitudes" in Mt. At the start, they are giver in the
third perscn eg "Blessed are the poor in spirit.." (Mt 5.
3-10). Then they charge to the seccrd perscn, after the
teatitude: "Blessed are those who are persecuted for
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righteousness' sake, for to them belongs the kingdom of heaven."
They become words addressed directly to the church: '"Blessed
are you when people revile you ard persecute you ard utter all
kinds of evil against you falsely on my acccunt." Have we a
description here c¢f what the Pharisaic authorities were dcing

to the church of Mt's day? We ask the question because it is
certainly difficult to fit into the period of Jesus.

If then the circumstances of the church are those of perse-
cution, of defamztior, outrage and misrerrecsertatior and these fror
the sc¢ribal experts, ther. the Gospel car. be seen as a message
of ercouragemert tc stand fast. Similarly, in the indictment
of the Phzrisaic scribes, the situation of Mt's day helps to
cshape and expard the polemic which in cther circunstances
right not have been ccnstructed. If Mt keeps inserting the
description "Pharisees" into his Gcspel, such ar action only
makes sense if it has relevance for the peorle to whom he is
writing

The Gospel was never meart to be an absolute judgment on
the Judaism of that time, thcugh sadly the church may have
taken it this way. Jesus in Mt never ceases to ke the Jesus
who insists on mercy, on forgiveness without limit,who suns ugp
the essence of the whole law in the command to love, to love
Gocd and to love our fellows, who fulfils the purpose erchrined
in his name - "to save his pecple frcm their sins" Mt dces
not charge the whole c¢f Judaism for the crowds in Galilee were
generally sympathetic to his ministry. They are thcse who
lister. to what he has to say ard are depicted as forming an
eager and responsive audierce. Rather Mt chkarges only a
powerful, energtic and ckasidic group within Judaism.

There is something else that is worth bearing in nind. The
prophets of the 0T still remrain for the Jewish-Christiar comm-
unity ar: ideal. Their writings often include severe indict-
ments of the pecple of God which were intended to elicit a
response in repentance. They proclaimed Jjudgmert and made no
apology for it.- Mt, mcre than ary other Gospel, allows us
to see the stern side of Jesus. While the mzin thrust is
directed to the scribal experts, Jesus alsc addresses those who
Were gullty of lawlessness ie charismatic groups who appear to
have claimed that moral demands did rot matter. Such professed
believers work "lawlessness" (7.23) The judgrert to which
they are liable is expressed in stern terms reriniscent of
Judgement eg "furnace cf fire", "weeping ard gnashing of teeth."
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If Jesus like the prorhets proclaims judgement, he also
emphatically prcclaims mercy whether it be to disciples or
to Pharisees. 1Indeed it wculd be possible to substitute
"disciples™ for "Pharisees" throughout Mt. "Disciples"
equally with the Pharisees are required to procuce the
fruits of rightecus living. The emrhasis throughout Mt
is on practical, dowr. to earth religior.

We have ccntinually to ask the questior as to why Mt
wrote his Gecspel. Mt wrote it to cater for catechetical
ard rastoral needs. He uses polemic as a sdfeguard for
the faithful over against what would distort the way of
Jesus and chscure the real Christ. If the Gcspel has
Leen nisused cr misrepresented in churc h history, this
dces nct imply or suggest necessarily that it is arnti-
semitic.

Notes

* Lecture delivered at the Cpening Putlic Meeting of
Union Theological Ccllege, Belfast cn 6th Octoter 1986

1. Sezrch Fress, Londcn

2. Writing on rrejudice in John's Gospel, R. Leistner prefers the

description "antijudaism"( Antijudaismus im Jokarresevangelium,

Bern/Frankfurt 1974), claiming that the idea "antisemitism"

wes first mocted in its centemporary sersse by W. Marr in 1879,

op.cit. N.24, 15k

D. Hill, "Some recent trerds in Matthaean Studies" (IBS, 1,1979

1W1f) writes: "I find it difficult to say that he (Mt) has severed

all links with emerging Judaism to the extent of derying that the

Jews have ary longer hcpe of being part of .the true or new Israel

of God." , 5

b, Cf W.G. Kitmel, (Introduction to the NI 19737, 115f) suggests that
Mt's pcsition is n¢c nc way particularistic and what he is saying is
not that church is the "new" Israel but the "true" Israel

5. Cf. K. Stendahl, The Schecl of St Matthew, Philadelphia 19687, x
where in the revised edition he still holds cn to the "schccl"
idea, not of Jesus, but of Mt.

6. B.H. Streeter's contentior. (The Four Gospels, Lordcr. 1930, 150)
is still a possibility; also [.Hi1ll (The Cospel of Matthew Lerdorn
1972, 50-52 ) for a discussior. c¢n the rlace of origin; alsc IBS
op.cit 141

1. The catechetical mctif hardly ccvers all the Mt meterial cf Kumrel

op.cit 118; cf also G.D. Kilpatrick(QOrigins of the gosrel

w
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of St Matthew, Oxford 19U6, T2-10C) for the liturgical motif ard evaluat-
ion ty L. Guthrie (New Testament Introductior:, Lendar. 1963 ) ad loc.

8. For the tradition cf eg W. Borclay, The First Three Ccspels, London
1966,19

9. This is almost inevitable in a NT scholarship deminated bty R. Bultmern
(The History of the Syncptic Tradition, EI Lorden 1963) who declares
(147) that in Ch 23. 16~19,23f, ard 25f inter alia that "this is the first
time thst we hsve ary right to talk of sayings of Jesus".

10. For the Beatitudes see Hons-Thec Wrege (Die Uberlieferungsgeschichte der
Bergpredigt, Tbinger: 19€8); for the Lord's Prayer cf J. Jeremias,[ NI
Theclogy (ET) 1971, 193ff ]

1. Ceriflict belongs to ezch part of the traditior, Q, Merk zrd special
sources.

12. Official stardards of orthcpraxis were in arciert Judaism laid dewr: by the:
religious party (or parties) in power; this in Jesus' time: was nede up
predeminartly by the Pharisaic party. (Cf M. Black, (The: Scrolls arc
and (hristiar: origins, Londen 1960, 6)

13. M.D. Johnson (The Purpose of the Biblical Genealogies, Camrbridge 1969)
claims thet the genezlogy in Mt rerreserits @ deferce of the Lavidic
Messianic line over against the Levitical (177)

1. The ccmor. view that Mt scftens the portrait of the disciples in Mk has
notable exceptions (cf K¥mel, op.cit.10€)

15. cf for the Q scurce (3.7 ard par) ard for M¢ (9.34;12.2U ard par)

16. The three occasiore are T7.36;11.37; 14.1; it is nct necessary to see host-
ility bekind the invitatiors.

17.  On Joseft. cf Howard C. Kee, IDE ad loc.

18. If the identification of "some cf them" as "scribes" ard the: term "Fhar-
isees" is secordary, then Lk's phrase ccudd be original even if tis ex
is characteristic of his style; cf. I. Howard Mershall, (The Ccspel of Lk
Exeter 1976, U72) for the last point.

19. Some: schelars despair, however, of fincing a sitz im leben for M.'s
Gospel eg W. Trilling (Das Wakre Israel, Mmich 196L ,220): "So scheint
sich auch hier zu ergeten, dass eine allseits befriedigene Intwort auf die
Frage nach der 'Sitz im leter:' tis heute richt gefunden: ist"

0. Dr Mary Smllwcce (The Jews urder Romer: Rule, Leiden 1976) pcints out
the remarkst:le impact of Jewish proselytism in the Romer: Fpire ard
rotatly in Rore itself. It nzy have occurred zs early as the seccrd certury
EC (205) ard teer. the: reascn for the expulsion of the Jews in 139 AD. In
spite cf edicts frem various Fmpercrs forbidding preselytism, corverts con-
timed (472, 541)

21 (n this point there is nc Qifficulty in bringing Acts (8.3;9.1) ard Paul
(Phil 3.6) together .
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Cf Kdmmel, op.cit.117

Refs to phrase are fcund in Mt 3.7;16.1,6,11,12; cf.
also Acts 23.7 2

P. Bornard (L'Evangile selor: Saint Matthieu, Paris 1965.) points
the difficulty of attributing the prrase to Mt's time if after the
fall of Jeruszlem when the Sadducees disappeared. It is possible it
belorgs: to early tradition but a tradition which terded to bring
together the various authorities as those asscciated with the: trial
and death cf Jesus.

The ptrase cnly occurs one ore: cccasion in Lk ard apparently in
dererderce on Mc.; Mt however has the: prrase at 4.23;9.35;10.17;1
13.54; of. "your syragogues" (22.34) This weuld suggest the church
is serarated from Judaism but it cculd be a phrase btrovght back from
a later stage into the tradition. It is not found in the FG which
orly has the singular (6.59;18.20)

The exceptions to this friendliness are Jesus' own family (3.21;cf.
3.31 X! and his cwn home town (M 6.1-6). Ever: at the Cleansing
of the Temple, there is no mentiorn of crowd hostility (Mk 11.15-19)
finally it is orly at the Trial we are told that the chief priests
stir up the crowd tc ask for Baratbas and after this we find the
crowd hestile. The picture is much the same in Mt; any connflict
there is, is with the authorities

On this whole question see W.G. Kitmel, Intrcd., 114f who does

not find the argument for Gertile Christian authorship convincing
Cf J. Fitzmyer, "Antisemitism and M 27.25" TS XXVI:6€9, 1965;
also D.E. Garland, The Intention of the Woes of Mt 23, Leiden

1979, 81, 159

So W.G. Kinnel, "Die Weherufe #ber die Schriftlehrten u. Praris# er
(Mt 22.13-36)" in Antijudaismus im NT (ed. W.Eckert, N.P.Levinson
ard M. St8nr) Mnich 1967, 146 ; cf also S. Legasse, 'L "antijudaisme"
dans 1'Evangile selon Mt', in L'Evangile selon Mtthieu (ed M.
Didier) Gembloux 1971, 417
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