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In discussing the evidence for the authorship of the books of the New Testament, one must also deal with the issue of canonicity since apostolic authority was one of the primary conditions for a book to be accepted into the biblical canon of the early church. However, the question is, does the first Gospel name its author? The universal testimony of the early church is that the apostle Matthew wrote it, and our earliest textual witnesses attribute it to him (KATA MATTHAION).
Modern literary criticism offers many reasons for rejecting Mt's authorship. They argue that, if the two-source hypothesis is correct, then it is unlikely that the eyewitness and apostle Matthew would depend so heavily on a document written either by Mark, who was neither an apostle or (for most events)by an eyewitness. Moreover the reconstructions of canonical Matthew's life-setting, fostered by redaction criticism, converge on A.D. 80--100 in some kind of savage Jewish-Christian conflict. This is probably a trifle late to assume Matthew's authorship; and the details of the reconstructed settings discourage the notion. Scholars like Kiimmel argue further than "the systematic and therefore nonbiographical form of the structure of Mt, the late-apostolic theological position and the Greek language of Mt make this proposal completely impossible." He concludes that the identity of the first evangelist is unknown to us but that he must have been a Greek-speaking Jewish Christian with some rabbinic knowledge, who depended on "a form of the Jesus tradition which potently accommodated the sayings of Jesus to Jewish viewpoints". These reasons for rejecting Matthew's authorship are widely accepted today.
Nevertheless, alternate proposals have sprung up. Kilpatrick suggests that the early patristic tradition connecting the first Gospel with Matthew arose as a conscious community pseudonym by the church that wrote the Gospel, in order to gain acceptance and authority for it. Abel argues that Matthew's extra material is so confused and contradictory that we must assume it represents the efforts of two separate individuals working independently of each other. Several redaction-critical studies have denied that the author was a Jew, feeling that the antipathy exhibited toward Jesus in this Gospel and the ignorance of Jewish life are so deep that the writer must have been a Gentile Christian. But according to Hill, Matthew, those who think Papias was referring to Q or to some other source used by Matthew are often prepared to say that the apostle composed the source if not the Gospel.
On contrary, there are several other theories which posited that, if Matthew thought Mark's account reliable and generally suited to his purposes (and he may also have known that Peter stood behind it), there can be no objection to the view that an apostle depended on a nonapostolic document. Hence Kiimmel's rejection of Matthew's authorship on the grounds that this Gospel is "systematic and therefore nonbiographical" is a non sequitur because (1) a topically ordered account can yield biographical facts as easily as a strictly chronological account, and (2) Kiimmel wrongly supposes that apostolicity is for some reason incapable of choosing anything other than a chronological form.
The alleged lateness of the theological position may be disputed at every point. Those who argue that the author could not have been a Jew, let alone an apostle, allege serious ignorance of Jewish life, including inability to distinguish between the doctrines of the Pharisees and the Sadducees (16:12) or, worse, thinking that the Sadducees were still an active force after 70 (22:23). But the second of these A.D. two passages has synoptic parallels (Mark 12:18; Luke 20:27; here Matthew has interpreted Mark's verb as a historical present); and neither Matthean passage denies that there are differences separating Pharisees and Sadducees. This is scarcely surprising: after all, both groups sat in the same Sanhedrin. In view of this, Kilpatrick's suggestion of a conscious community pseudonym cannot offer any parallel. 
Finally, Moule's argument suggests that the link between this first Gospel and the apostle Matthew cannot be dismissed as easily as some have thought. He further said that, none of the arguments for Matthew's authorship is conclusive. Thus we cannot be entirely certain who the author of the first Gospel is. But there are solid reasons in support of the early church's unanimous ascription of this book to the apostle Matthew, and on close inspection the objections do not appear substantial. Though Matthew's authorship remains the most defensible position, very little in this commentary depends on it. Where it may have a bearing on the discussion, a cautionary notice is inserted.
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