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ABSTRACT i 

The study of Christology in the N.T. documents can be approached from a number of 

different directions; dogmatic, historical-critical; in terms of biblical theology' or with a 

hermeneutical priority. To avoid a projection of a Christology into the N.T. it is important 

that Christology should be grounded on a thorough exegesis of the text. Two recent critical 

methods which have helped to foster such a basis are redaction-criticism and structural 

analysis. While both methods have certain weaknesses a combination of these with the more 

traditional methods can produce a comprehensive 'systems' approach to the text. Such an 

approach is most likely to attain to the ideals which the biblical interpreter seeks to reach. 

In our case a particular section of the N.T. has been chosen, namely the infancy narratives in 

Matthew and in Luke. The first requirement is an examination of the work that has already 

been done. This requirement is due to the absence of a comprehensive survey on the subject 

and the fact that different schools of thought have developed which often ignore each 

other. There is therefore a need for an exposure to the full spectrum of research. 

The origins of research into these narratives may be traced to the enlightenment and the 

period of rationalism. This led to a reaction from conservative theologians. A fierce debate 

was provoked by these two schools of thought which had the positive result of raising all the 

critical issues. The study of the infancy narratives has unfortunately been somewhat blurred 

by a preoccupation with the doctrine of the virgin birth. Another area of preoccupation has 

been the linguistic origins of the Lucan infancy narrative. In more recent times the theory 

of midrashic creation has become popular. Redaction-criticism has brought the first step 

towards an exegesis of the infancy narratives which allows them to speak for themselves. 

The historical survey of the investigation of the infancy narratives raises the issue of pre

suppositions, and in particular the question of historical method. No examination of these 

narratives is likely- to be successful without a clear understanding of proper historical 

method. Broadly speaking there have been three main approaches. 

The first was expressed in the period of the 'Quest for the historical Jesus'. An examination 

of two crucial exponents of this approach, namely Ernst Troeltsch and Francis Herbert 

Bradley reveals that the difficulties encountered by this period are not those which are 

often mentioned. The principle of analogy and the principle of correlation as defined by 

this approach are grounded on certain philosophical presuppositions, and the historical 

method which results will never be able to deal ii!-dequately with the N.T.documents. 

The second was initiated by Martin Kahler, whose views became influential in the dialecti-
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cal movement. Kiihler made a real attempt to face the problems, but his essentially pastoral 

concern has been misunderstood and his technical definition of history in the two categories 

of Historie and Geschichte has produced an escapist and dualistic historiography which 

presents as many problems as the 'Quest': 

The third approach is still in the process of formulation. Three of its most able exponents 

are Richard Niebuhr, Wolfhart Pannenberg and John Montgomery. The re-definition of 

the historical method which is common to these scholars is one which places the resur

rection in a central position as the criterion for proper historical method. Once a proper 

historical method has been formulated, a historical--critical examination of the infancy 

narratives is possible. The major issues in such a study are the use of the traditio-historical 

. principle (whether positive or negative), the evidence of midrashic techniques iri the narra

tives~ the accentuation of the 'miraculous', the relationship between the narratives, histori· 

cal analogies with the early Palestinian environment ( before A.D.70), the status of Matt

hean and Lucan theology and historiography, and their authorship and date. Such a study 

leads to the conclusion that while a. positive historiographical verdict is not possible a nega

tive verdict is equally excluded. This rather unsatisfactory conclusion indicates that the 

historical-critical approach is not enough. The question of meanirtg is left unanswered by 

most treatments of the narratives, including the most recent work by Raymond Brown. An ' 

approach is needed which can take the interpreter beyond the point which has been reached 

so far. 

This is ~here redaction-critieism and structural analysis are able to make a real contribution. 

A structural analysis of the infancy narratives reveals that there are three fundamental 

motifs which run through each part of both narratives. These do not include the virgin 

birth, which has been the traditional perspective of study. 

Firstly the narratives are thoroughly eschatological. By this we ref er not to the immanent 

expectation of the parousia but to the arrival of the new age as the time of Messianic ful

filment. This motif is deeply embedded in every section. The narratives are inevitably 

misunderstood if this is not appreciated. 

Secondly the narratives are Christological, but here it is vital to understand that the Christ

ology of the narratives is grounded upon eschatology and proceeds from eschatology. It is 

not ontological. This is why the perspective of the virgin birth as an article of the creeds 

has been so unfruitful. 

Thirdly the narratives are prophetic. The coming of the new age, primarily in the Messianic 

figure himself, produces a crisis of challenge and response in the semic personages of the 

narratives. Their responses to this crisis are presented in a manner which indicates that the 
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tradition was initially shaped and moulded by early Christian prophets who were primarily 

concerned with a ministry of exhortation to the believing community. 

The narratives may be regarded as prophetic in a number of ways. Prophetic utterances 

appear in Lk.1-2. The-midrashic method was probably associated with the prophets_of the 

early church. The view of redemptive history is prophetic. The emphasis on existential res

ponse and exhortation is prophetic. These elements point to a prophetic transmissional Sitz 

im Leben for both narratives." 

The eschatology of the narratives is viewed from a prophetic perspective. This has implica

tion for any understanding of eschatology. This particular type holds a careful balance be

tween realised and consistent eschatology which supports the synthetic view of N.T. escha

tology in general. 

The approach to the person of Christ from the perspective of both the prophetic and the 

eschatological has important lessons. for Christological study in. general.This approach may 

be fruitful in other areas of N.T. study. It may in fact be indispensable for a proper under

standing of Christology. 

Once this structural and redactional treatment of the narratives has been completed, and the 

prophetic, eschatological and Christological nature of the narratives has been discovered, a 

rather different estimation of their historicity becomes possible. Not only does the thorough .. 
exegesis and understanding of the narratives give grounds foi" a positive estimation of their 

historicity, but their perspective challenges the interpreter to a fresh approach to history, 

a personal confrontation with the age to come, and a new understanding of existence. 
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PREFACE v 

My first interest in the infancy narratives arose during my undergraduate work at Rhodes 

University. The minister of our local congregation, Noel Cromhout once used the principal 

figures in the narratives as 'typys' of how men in general respond to the proclamation of the 

Gospel. I was struck by this use of the narratives in contrast to the usual homiletic which 

celebrates the birth of Christ. The development of my own preaching activity merely streng

ened the conviction that these narratives were very often misused or misunderst~od. An 

examination of the various commentaries merely accentuated this feeling. A further moti

vating factor towards my fascination with these chapters has been the emphasis on worship 

in the current renewal movement throughout the church in South Africa. This has given a 

contemporary background to the study of chapters whose Sitz im Loben Paul Minear has 

described as the 'holy of holies' of the early church. 

On the critical level the stimulus for this study has come through the development of the 

recent methods of redaction-criticism and structural analysis. Both these methods are an 

attempt to go beyond the level which is usually attained through historical-critic~ and 

form-critical methods. The work of a number of scholars has also been a particular stimu

lus; the work of Howard Marshall in the area of Lucan studies, the work of Jack Kingsbury 

in Matthean studies, the analysis of the infancy narratives by Paul Minear, the work of 

Earle Ellis on prophecy and henneneutics in the early church, and the writings of George 

Ladd on the subject of eschatology. The recent monumental work on the infancy narra

tives by Raymond Brown has proved to be invaluable as a source material, although his 

particular approach to the subject has merely accentuated the feeling that these narra

tives have still not been properly understood. 

A few practical notes will be of assistance to the reader. A study of this nature inevitably 

involves a vast amount of detail. An attempt has been made to put most of this detail into 

the notes. However the following notes may be regarded as more significant than most:

chapter two, 71, 75, 78, 88, 89, 122; chapter three, 32, 87, 88, 110, 132, 135; 

chapter four, 81, 86, 103, 135, 171, 239, 258, 263, 267·, 375, 378, 403, 433. 

The system of notation is as follows. Full bibliographical references are given in the bib

liography. In the notes the title is mentioned when a work is first quoted, and thereafter the 

authors name followed by op.cit., or if an author has more than one work referred to the 

name and an abbreviation of the title followed by op.cit. Titles of articles are written in . . 

italics throughout. The titles of books are written in bold. Quotations are in italics . .Words in 

other languages are in bold. Due to the limitations of type-setting no punctuation is given 

to Greek. 

Of the many who have helped in this study the following deserve special thanks. They are 
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mentioned in no particular order. I am firstly most grateful to the two congregations to 

whom I have ministered during my period of study ( Meadowridge assembly and Tygerberg 

assembly). Their understanding and support for an often absent and very often absent

minded minister has been much appreciated. The support of my colleagues in the ministry 

has been a great encouragement. Amongst them I have especially appreciated the backing 

given by John Bond and the assistance with proof reading given by Peter Watt and 

Alexander Venter. Others who have assisted in proof reading are John Hilman (All Saints, 

Durbanville) and Bill van der Merwe • This has been most helpful. Of the many typists who 

have helped at various stages I am particularly grateful to Lorraine Mitchell, Marzanne le 
' Roux, Audrey Treurnich , Deirdre Trieloff, and Lorraine van der M"erwe The gathering of 

~ 

source material for a study of this nature is not easy. Here my thanks go to ·the staff at 

the .University of Cape Town library and the staff at the Theological Seminary (Kweek

skool) in Stellenbosch. In addition I must thank my aunt, Trudy Lauber, for procuring 

various works in German from the library of Zilrich, Peter Twycross, for procuring literature 

from the library at Oxford (U.K.), Dr.Paul Watney, for finding various articles for me while 

at Fuller Theological Seminary, and Vern Poythress for furnishing me with various articles 

from Westminster Theological Seminary. I must also thank Basil Lloyd-Yeo for the use of 

his typing and printing facilities. I am grateful to those who have guided me during my 

research; Prof. John Painter (then UCT) in the initial stages, Dr. John de Gruchy (UCT) as 

my main counsellor, and Prof. Bernard Lategan (Stellenbosch University) for his guidance 
on the subject of structuralism. 

Finally my gratitude must be expressed to my family; my ·parents, who have supported me 

throughout my academic career, and my wife, Karin, for her unselfish support and en
couragement. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Traditionally the study of Christology in the N .T. documents has been pursued along the 

lines of the dogmatic formulations of the church. Each article of the Nicean or Apostles' 

Creed has been examined in turn. This approach still has its place in modern research. 1 

Developing out of this we find the classical dogmatic approach which examines the state 

of Humiliation, the state of Exaltation, the Prophetic, Priestly and Kingly offices of Christ 

and the Atonement.2 It is now recognised that this approach is in danger of projecting a 

system into the N.T. documents. Accordingly it has become customary to make a study of 

each of the titles of Christ. 3 Such a study can go to some lengths, so that each title is 

studied in the Palestinian environment, the environment of Hellenistic Judaism and the 

environment of the Hellenistic Gentile Church.4 Even this cannot be regarded as being 

entirely satisfactory. There is the danger that the particular title will be understood in 

abstraction from the actual fabric of the N.T. documents. This has led to the attempt at 

constructing a Christology on the basis of fundamental biblical theological themes. In this 

method a particular biblical principle is used as a key to the understanding of the theology 

of the N .T. Thus for instance D.M. Baillie has approached the subject from the perspective 

of the Incarnation, the Barthian school has constructed its Christology on the principle 

of revelation, and Oscar Cullman has explored the idea of.Heilsgechichte. 5 

These approaches continue to be fruitful. However, once again, we are not able to entirely 

escape the oossibility of imposing some principle of our own upon the documents. Further, 

those who have adopted these methods of Christological study have ~ot always taken suffi

cient note of the monumental work of Johannes Weiss, confirmed and consolidated by 

Albert Schweitzer.6 If any single principle is to unveil the N.T. understanding ofChristology 

then it is the Jewish concept of eschatology. In addition no Christology can afford to 

neglect the central place of the resurrection in the development of N.T. Christology. In this 

regard the work of Wolfhart Pannenberg has made a real contribution to N.T. research because 

it approaches the subject from the perspective of the resurrection as an eschatological event. 7 

All the approaches which we have mentioned fall, in some measure, under the category of 

systematic Christology. In distinctio11 from this there has been the development of N.T. 

study along the lines of source-criticism, form-criticism, redaction-criticism, and now struc

tural criticism. In the source-critical analysis of the N .T. each iiource.is examined in turn and 

its basic theological motifs are analysed. These conclusions are then used for the formula

tion of Christological models. A typical study along these lines is the recent work of 
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G .E. Ladd. 8 The advantage of this approach is that it needs to follow the text more .closely. 

It is by nature more exegetically orientated. Form-criticism has emphasized the development 

of the different traditions. This method has become widely l'~ed. The aanger of both source

criticism and form-criticism is. that these methods have tended to fragment the documents, 

and th~ understanding of the original authors has been lost in the investigation of the 

theology of the sources. Redaction-criticism has been a healthy reaction to this approach. 

With this method the text is closely followed and the understanding of the original authors 

is carefully scrutinised. The Christological conclusions which follow from such a study are 

more likely to arise from the text itself. It therefore has advantages which none of the other 

methods have. Yet even with redaction-criticism there is the danger that the editorial 

activity becomes so important that the text itself is lost in .the details of redactional processes. 

Structural-criticism or structural analysis is a recent discipline which provides a healthy 

balance in this area. By focusing its attention on the text in itself as opposed to the situation 

or activity of the author, or even the vantage point of the modern reader, structural analysis 

makes a serious attempt to understand the text for its own sake. It asks not 'how did it 

appear?' (historicakriticism; source-criticism; form-criticism; redaction-criticism) or 'What 

is it about?' (hermeneutics) but 'how is it made?' The text is understood from the perspec

tive of its structural inter-relationships. This method therefore has advantages of its own 

which are not found in the other methods. However it has certain weaknesses which make it 

imperative for us to use this method in conjunction with the other, more traditional approa

ches to the text of the N.T.9 

For this reason we will adopt what has been termed a 'systems' approach to the interpreta

tion of the N.T. The underlying assumption behind- a systems approach is that meaning 

need not exist on only one level when it comes to the interpretation of texts. A text may 

have significant meanings on the level of historical-criticism, structural analysis, or existen.., 

tial hermeneutics. A comprehensive approach to the N.T., where all these methods are used 

together, will be most likely to come to a thorough grasp of the material under study. 10 

At the most basic level the N.T. scholar will be involved with the method of source-criticism. 

This study will then become· the basis of a biblical theological formulation involving redac

tional and structural methods, and this in turn will be used by the systematic theologian in 

the formulation of normative belief. This in turn, will ultimately relate to the various con

fessional formulations of the church. 

This thesis is an attempt to ground Christology on an exegisis of the text. It would of course 

be impossible to include the entire field of the N.T. Consequently one area has been chosen, 
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namely the infancy narratives of Matt. 1 - 2 and Lk. 1 - 2. The thesis attempts to be con

scious of proper methodology. The infancy narratives are a case in point where the entire 

process of scholarly investigation can be invoived. On the most basic level we will begin 
.. -

with the critical issues of textual and historical-criticism. This will then lead to the exegesis 

of the text. At this point we will be. involved with the methods of redaction-criticism and 

structural analysis. Finally the conclusions of the exegetical study will be related to the 

broader issue of systematic Christology. 

It is important that the study of Christo logy should give due weight to each of these stages. 

If one particular stage is emphasised to the partial exclusion of another then a distorted 

picture will emerge. For instance, if the critical-historical aspect of the work is emphasised 

then the resulting Christology will tend to be technical and lifeless. On the other hand if 

the dogmatic element is emphasised the possibility exists of the resulting Christology being 

unbalanced and not giving a true reflection of N.T. theology. A Christology may be read 

into the documents. The problem of subjective 'pictures' of Christ is not a new one. Enough 

weight must therefore be given to the exegesis of the text. This exegesis will be based upon 

a critical examination of the text and will produce the materials for a correct understanding 

of Christology. 

In order to bring the major issues into focus the second chapter deals with the history of the 

investigation of the infancy narratives. While others have covered the history of investiga

tion our analysis of the subject is from a particular perspective. Our purpose is to examine 

in particular the questions that have been put to the infancy narratives. Three basic 

approaches to the infancy narratives emerge, the dogmatic, the historical-critical and the 

henneneutical. Previous scholarship has laid great emphasis on the first two approaches. 

While they have their importance it is a striking fact that very little has been done to investi

gate the infancy narratives from their own perspective and to discover which particular 

questions are appropriate for this particular field of study. 

The survey reveals that an issue which is particularly relevant to the investigation of the 

infancy narratives is that of presuppositions. Estimations of these narratives vary widely 

amongst N.T. scholars. While some believe that they are part of the most primitive strata 

of the tradition and reflect the environment of the early Palestinian community, others are 

persuaded that they r~flect the speculative ability of the Hellenistic community to make use 

of the material of the Septuagint and various Hellenistfo myths to forge a synthetic narrative 

of meagre historical or theological value. The reason for such diverse views is not a lack of 

scholarship on the part of the various students of the infancy narratives. Scholars of great 

reputation can be found giving their weight to almost every position. Neither is it the lack of 

research into these particular narratives. The great wealth of literature on the subject is 
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sufficient to dispel such an i,Q.ea. The problem lies in the area of presuppositions and. methods .. 

Methods are often u:sed without clear definition and the differing use of the same methods 

usually reflects differing presuppositions. This thesis therefore attempts to be epistomolo

gically and methodologically self-conscious. Considerable attention is given to the definition 

of historical probability, since it has become evident that this is the vital presuppositional 

issue which has affected the investigation of the infancy narratives. 

In the third chapter attention is given to three basic approaches to the historical-critical 

method and its bearing on the N.T. documents. Firstly there are those who have unreservedly 

accepted the philosophy expressed in historicism. Their perspective is 'strictly historical'. 

In this case the infancy narratives must be approached for the primary purpose of ascer

taining the historical origins of the various traditions and any elements which do not fit 

into the assumptions of historical-critical research must be rejected as non-historical and 

legendary. Secondly there are those in the dialectical movement who have reacted to the 

negative results of historicism, especially in the sense that the theological meaning of the 

N. T. is lost when it is approached from a rigid historical-critical perspective. However this 

school of thought does not feel it can reject the assumptions of the historical-critical method 

because they are part of our modern 'scientific' world view. Consequently it has adopted a 

dualistic definition of history where strict historicity is discussed in the one area (Historie), 

and redemptive or meaningful history is discussed in the other (Geschicllte). Thirdly, more 

recently there are those who are unhappy with both previou::. approacnes: They reject a 

dualistic view of history as being untenable ar.d in~onsistent. Instead· of merely. accepting all · 

the assumptions of historicism they believe that the historicakritical method should be 

critically examined and re-defined from the perspective of the Christian faith, and parti

cularly from the perspective of the resurrection. ln our discussion we will give reasons 

for supporting the third view and will indicate that due to various connections between the 

resurrection narratives and the infancy narratives this redefinition of historical method is 

vital for the examination of the infancy narratives. 

In terms of hermeneutics the infancy narratives have been traditionally examined from two 

perspectives. On the one hand they have been examined from a predominantly dogmatic 

perspective. The overriding question has always been the doctrine of the virgin birth. On the 

other hand the .narratives have been examined from an· historical-critical perspective. Here 

the historicity of the narratives has been the overriding factor. The latter interest has arisen 

out of the former. These two approaches have been the result of two basic approaches to 

the N.T. documents. Before the rise of modern N.T. research the N.T. documents were 

studied as sources of doctrine. From this vantage point one basic question was addressed to 

the infancy narratives; What did they have to say about the virgin birth of Jesus? Did they 



5 

substantiate or did they deny the articles of the creeds? This is still essentially the question 

which Karl Barth addresses to the narratives. 11 With the development of N.T. research the 

N.T. documents were examined with a basically biographical interest. This was the great 

interest of the nineteenth century. Here the question of historicity became paramount. 

One question was addressed to the infancy narratives; how did they tell the story of Christ's 

birth? It is now generally acknowledged that neither of these two questions is entirely 

appropriate. The N.T. documents are not a text book of theological statements. Neither are 

the Gospels attempts to write a biography of Christ. More recently a third question has 

come to be regarded as appropriate to this area of enquiry; that is, what does the text have 

to offer in terms of the kerygmatic proclamation of the faith of the early church? Most 

sections of the N.T. have been examined from the vantage point of this question. Clearly the 

discovery of the correct question is fundamental. If the documents are not, for instance, 

primarily concerned with dogmatic formulations, or the narration of historical facts, then 

the dogmatic or biographical questions will lead to a meagre reply. Worse, the narratives 

may actually be misunderstood. In this regard it is particularly unfortunate that while the 

remainder of the Gospel material has been approached in great detail from the perspective 

of the third question (i.e. kerygmatic proclamation) the infancy narratives have cont{nued 

to be approached from the perspective of the first two questions. This is evident from the 

major works on the subject. 12 Sci far little attempt has been made to address the infancy 

narratives with the third question. It has always been presumed that the dogmatic and 

biographical questions are quite appropriate. What if they are not? What if the infancy 

narratives are really concerned with an entirely different question which is not even con

cerned with kerygmatic proclamation? It is our thesis that this is in fact the case. The 

correct question must be discovered in the narratives themselves. They must be exegeted 

from their own point of view. Such an exegesis will then lead to conclusions which may 

make a contribution to Christology. This alternative question will become evident in the 

fifth chapter. 

When the infancy narratives are analysed from a structural perspective it becomes obvious 

that their main thrust is not in th~ area of history, biography, lncarnationai doctrine or even 

traditional Christology. Their real concern is in three areas namely, eschatological fulfilment, 

Christology, and what we have termed prophetic exhortation. The Christology which we 

have discovered in these narratives differs from traditional theological conceptions in the 

sense that it is expressed in eschatological rather than ontological terms. The prophetic 

exhortation which is found in the infancy narratives reflects the particular type of prophetic 

activity associated with the prophets which were active in the early Christian commuPi.ties. 
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This does not mean that the infancy narratives are without an historical or biographical in

terest. The historical issue is certainly not central but neither is it totally disregarded. The 

question of historicity will not therefore be laid aside. Consequently the fourth chapter will 

be concerned with the historiographical question. In the last chapter the results of the his

torical-critical examination will be related to the results of the exegetical study. This com

bination will lead to the theological implications of the infancy narratives. These implica

tions will define the type of Christology that is found in the narratives. 
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THE DOGMATIC APPROACH TO THE INF ANCY NARRATIVES 

The issue over which the critieal investigation of the infancy narratives may be said to have 

arisen was the doctrine of the virgin birth. Prior to the Enlightenment, the dogmas of the 

Church were accepted without question. The Enlightenment however, brought with it a 

reaction to such dogmas, which were felt to have tyrannised the freedom of human reason. 

Consequently, almost as a matter of course, every established Church dogrna was brought 

under critical judgment. This may be said, in particular, for the virgin birth with its 'super

natural' connotations. 

The questioning of the doctrine of the virgin birth led to a detailed assessment of the infancy 

narratives. Most of the issues which developed later can be traced, in one way or another, to 

this period. Conservative apologists were immediately drawn in by way of reaction and the 

detailed negative assessment of the narratives was therefore complemented by the detailed 

positive defence of the narratives. Without directly aiding the process of biblical theology, 

the Enlightenment did supply the initial spark which became, in time, the source of construc

tive biblical criticism. 

The Enlightenment in Europe was closely associated with the Deistic period in Britain.1 

Albert Schweitzer's well known analysis of modern attempts to write the Life of Jesus begins 

with H.S. Reirnarus (1694-1768).2 The latter was one of the first to radically question the 

N.T. He believed Jesus, with John the Baptist, was bent on politic2..! revolution. When his 

plans did not materialise, the disciples created the doctrine of the resurrection and the second 

corning. 3 As fou,ndational to his views, Reirnarus denied the possibility of miracles, and 

believed the N.T. accounts of such claims to have been written long after. the events took 

place.4 

This general idea was extended to every 'miraculous' element in the N .T. The English Deist, 

Thomas Paine (1737-1809), for instance, associated the supernatural manner in which the 

N.T. writers had 'brought Him into the world' with the similar manner iii which they were 

obliged to 'take Him out again'. Both were to be equally rejected. 5 Once the N .T. stories 

were seriously questioned, other problems began to emerge. The genealogies in Matthew 

and Luke are hopelessly contradictory. The account of the virgin birth represents a 'direct 

incorporation' from 'heathen mythology'. Mark and John are silent about the virgin birth. 

In Matthew the angel appears to Joseph, in Luke to Mary.6 

Initially, the supernatural elements were regarded as exaggerations which had developed 

from historical material. Thus, for instance, H.E.G. Paulus (17 61-1851) soughf to explain 
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This chapter will examine three basic approaches to the infancy narratives, the dogmatic, 

historical and herrneneutical approaches. The first two are closely interrelated. Historically, 

the initial interest was dogmatic. This was because the Enlightenment led to a critical assess

ment of all the dogmas of the Church. The moment the dogma of the virgin birth was inves

tigated the infancy narratives came into view, and here historical-critical issues were para

mount. However, as the infancy narratives were critically examined, the historical-critical 

issues raised theological questions about the relationship between the virginal conception 

and other Christological formulas. Dogma and history were thus woven together. We will 

approach the dogmatic issue first, but will outline how the historical-critical interest gave 

rise to the particular dogmatic problems attached to the infancy narratives. 

The aim of the chapter is two-fold. Firstly, we wish to raise the major issues that are involved 

in the critical investigation of the infancy narratives. The criterion of selection will be to deal 

with works that specialise in a particular subject, or give a good indication of views held by 

a particular school or approach or period. It will be found that some issues have more or 

less exhausted themselves. In such a case it will not be necessary to do more tb'ill assume 

the end result in later chapters. In other cases it will be found that ·a scholarly consensus 

has been reached. This can be used as the basis of our subsequent investigation. Many issues 

are still very much alive and will need to be dealt with in the ensuing chapters. Our own 

views will largely be left until the fourth chapter where more recent scholarship will be taken 

into account aswell. The reader should assume therefore that the views of other writers 

are being reflected in this chapter unless our own comments are obviously expressed. 

Secondly, the aim of this chapter is to indicate why a fresh approach is required. Despite 

the relative importance of the dogmatic and historical approaches, the herrneneutical approach 

remains a primary concern, and the history of the investigation of the infancy narratives 

reveals that this appoach has not been fully explored. 

The period covered will be roughly from the Enlightenment to the present. The major com.; 

mentaries and journal articles of the last decade or so will be dealt with in the fourth chapter' 

where a critical examination of each pericope will be ~ade. 
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how some of the stories of the miraculous arose from the superstitious reactions of primitive 

people. Zechariah had an ecstatic vision in the temple and his dumbness could be explained 

as a psychosomatic condition. Mary was built up to a pitch of excitement by Elizabeth. 

This caused her womb to contract· - and Simeon had a dream about the coming of the 

Messiah.7 

However, D.F. Strauss (1808-1874) felt it was a half measure to take such an approach. 

The legendary, or mythical, elements were not simply to be found here and there. No such 

distinction between original facts and later exaggerations was possible. The supernatural 

formed the very substance of the narratives. The ancient documents were thoroughly mythi

cal. 8 The virgin birth presented two problems for Strauss, the physio-theological and the 

exegetical-historical. By the former he meant that the exclusion of Joseph as a parent still 

left Mary as a human parent-to Jesus. How could this be the basis of his sinlessness, if his 

sinlessness was to be physiologically grounded? 9 Thus, while the original doubts which 

were raised about the virgin birth were on the historical level, questions on the theological 

level arose as well. Was the virgin birth, as an article of the creed, 'really indispensable for 

a proper Christology which adhered to Christ's sinlessness, divinity and atonement?' 1 0 This 

question, raised by Paul Lobstein (1890), well expresses the issue on the theological front. 

In essence, the problem raised and discussed by numerous scholars up to our time, revolves 

around the connection between the virginal conception and other Christological doctrines 

which are normally regarded as being essential; the pre-existence of Christ, the Incarnation, . ~ 

his sinlessness, and his divinity. 

According to the Augustinian theory, the virgin birth extablishes Christ's sinlessness in terms 

of original sin. Lobstein gives five reasons to question such an assumption.-

1. The connection between Christ's sinfossness and the virginal conception is unsupported 

by the text. The Holy Spirit is merely mentioned as the creative power of God, as in 

Old Testament terminology. The holiness of the child is not based upon the holiness 

of the Spirit. 11 

2. No other N.T. passage connects the virgin birth with Christ's sinlessness. 

3. The exclusion of the sinful human father still leaves the presence of the sinful human 

mother. 

4. What is actually required is a line of descent from Eve to Mary where sin is excluded. 

S. The Augustinian doctrine of original sin casts a slur upon sex and natural procreation. 
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The connection between the virgin birth and the Incarnation must be equally questioned, 

for the simple fact that the infancy narratives never mention the Incarnation or the pre

existence of Christ, and those passages in the N.'.1.'. which are concerned with such doctrines 

never mention the virgin birth.12 The physiological pre-occupation of the infancy narratives 

tends to lower the moral quality of Christ's divinity, and tends to lead to the unfortunate 

scholastic doctrine of the two natures. Worst of all, it tends to undermine Christ's real human

ity. Surely, to be fully human, Christ must be born as we are. The 'official doctrine' makes 

him a 'stranger to our race'. 1 3 

The writers we have mentioned so far provided the thesis, as it were, in regard to the critical 

investigation of the N .T. documents. They were part of what Thomas Boslooper had described 

as 'naturalistic philosophical interpretation'. Others who could be mentioned would be K.F. 

Bcihrdt and K.H. Venturini as contemporaries of Paulus, and the influence of Immanual Kant, 

G.W.F. Hegel and F.E.D. Schleiermacher should be remembered as background to the new 

departure of Strauss.14 The antithesis in reaction to the rationalistic approach came in two 

waves. Firstly, various continental scholars sought to counter rationalistic interpretation, 

such as H. Olshausen (1796-1839), J .A.W. Neander (1789-1850, or Mendel), H.A. Ebrard 

(1818-1888) and J.P. Lange (1802-1882).15 The reaction in the English speaking world came 

slightly later, for instance from the Anglo-Catholic Charles Gore (1895), from the American 

scholar C.A. Briggs (1908), and from the conservative apologist James Orr (1907).16 At the 

tum of the century and for the next few decades a spate of works on the virgin birth appeared 

from various approaches.1 7 Interest .in the doctrine of the virgin birth then tended to diverge 

into ·various specialised approaches during the 1920's and 1930's, with Gresham Machen 

representing the high water mark of conservative apologetics, Emil Brunner and Karl Barth 

continuing the thesis and antithesis of the earlier period within the Neo-orthodox movement, 

and scholars such as Rudolf Bultmann, Martin Dibelius and Adolf Harnack taking the study 

of the infancy narratives into the various critical methods of N .T. investigation. 1 8 

The apologetic arguments did tend to narrow down the number of theological questions 

about the virgin birth. The thought that the doctrine undermines the true humanity of Christ 

has however remairied a live issue, as evidenced by the views of Brunner. As with Lobstein, 

he makes it clear that he has no intention of raising questions about the Incarnation. This 

is an indispensable doctrine as it expresses the movement of grace from God to man. The 

same cannot be said for the idea of the virgin birth, which tends to obscure the meaning of 

'this amazingly glorious message'. 19 If the Son of God assumed our 'whole humanity', he 

would have needed to take to himself, 'all that is human, and all that lies within the sphere 

of space and time. Procreation through the sexes froms part of human life '. 2 0 To deny this 

is to support a Docetic approach. The connection between the virgin birth and Christ's sin

lessness has perhaps more justification for Brunner, but he questions why it should be difficult 
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for God to create a sinless God-man through the natural process of human procreation. 

As we have already noted, with these writers the infancy narratives were approached with 

prior theological questions in mind rather than with fundamentally exegetical interests. The 

reaction to and defence of ecclesiastical dogmas was the overriding concern, expecially in the 

earlier period. Augustine's doctrine of original sin, the Chalcedonian doctrine of the two 

natures and the articles of the Apostles and Nicean creeds were all more or less associated with 

the infancy narratives as equally problematic. 

Those who defended these beliefs made similar equations. Gore pointed out that the first 

to deny the virgin birth was Cerinthus, who had gnostic views.2 1 Briggs pointed out that 

those who wanted to dissociate the physiological aspect of the Incarnation from the ethical 

reality of the Incarnation were repeating, in essence, the doctrine propounded by Paul of 

Samosata, according to which the divine Son of God inhabited the man Jesus, causing a 

merely ethical union between the two.22 For Briggs the rejection of the Chalcedonian for

mulation on the grounds of scholastic philosophy was not well motivated. Modern philosophy 

is as much a factor in the thinking of biblical scholars who question the virgin birth, and 

philosophy is ever changing. Why reject the philosophical basis to Chalcedon only to replace 

it with another set of non-biblical philosophical assumptions?2 3 

While those who questioned the virgin birth asked why it had to be connected with other, 

more essential Christological doctrines, those w!lo defended the doctrine argued exactly 

in reverse. Once one has accepted the essential Chtistological doctrines of his divinity, sin

lessness and Incarnation, why need one reject the virgin birt.h? In fact, given these doctrines, 

the virginal conception becomes a necessity. Gore argued that the coming of the sinless 

Christ to save a sinful humanity demanded a completely new moral departure. This argument 

Gore felt, was grounded upon a proper approach to anthropology. If one has a true under;. 

standing of the relation of spirit and body, one is led to the belief that 'the miracle of the 

new moral creation' must mean the miracle of a new physical creation.24 Briggs agreed that 

the avoidance of the transmission of sin from human parents need not require a virgin birth. 

God could have done it otherwise, but if God is sovereign, why may he not have chosen to 

avoid the transmission of sin by avoiding the human father?2 5 

Perhaps clearest of all in his apologetic reversal of the critical argument was Orr. Instead of 

asking, 'Does the virgin birth create his sinlessness?', he asks, 'Does the sinlessness imply a 

virgin birth?' The former question must be answered negatively, the latter positively. This 

is supported by J ohannine and Pauline theology. According to John, human nature needs 

regeneration. Jesus is without sin, and yet John never conceives of him as requiring regenera

tion. This requires a miraculous birth, or generation for Jesus. Similarly, Paul's concept of 

the sinfulness of the first Adam requires a radically new beginning for the second Adam. 2 6 
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Orr also denied that there was no textual basis for a connection between the virgin birth 

and Christ's pre-existence or sinlessness. The force of the 'therefore' (ow) in Luke 1.35 

connects the conception by the Holy Spirit with Christ's unique sonship. Further, he is 

said to be 'great' and the 'Son of the Most High: This terminology lacks explicit reference 

to pre-existence because it is found in documents that were written prior to the full. realisa

tion of the person of Christ, but it nevertheless forms a basis for subsequent Christological 

formulation. 2 7 

The argument that the virgin birth undermines Christ's true humanity was also reversed. 

Douglas Edwards based him argument on the presuppositions which would have applied in 

a Jewish monotheistic environment. In such an environment, he argued, given the solidarity 

of the human race in sin and the sinlessness of Christ, the absence.of the virgin birth would 

lead to a denial of Christ's true humanity. 2 8 

Enough has been said to show how the argument could continue without really being resolved. 

When one turns to Barth one finds what, in our view, is the most balanced and sophisticated 

approach to the subject. Here a real attempt is made to grasp the theological heart of the 

infancy narratives. Although, like so many, he approaches them with dogmatic interests, 

his conslusions have a genuine relationship with the text. 

The virgin birth should not be placed on the same level as other Christological formulas. 

It 'denotes not so much the Christolcgical reality of revelation as the mystery of that revela

tion: 2 9 He uses as an analogy the relationship between the sign of the empty tomb and the 

fact of the resurrection. It may be possible to believe in the fact, without believing in the sign, 

but the first witnesses came to know the fact through the sign. So too, the fact of the Incarna

tion is known through the sign of the virginal conception. God has seen fit to give this sign, 

as with the sign of the empty tomb. It is only God's sign, and yet it is also God's sign. The· 

Church is therefore not at liberty to make it an optional doctrine. In a sense those who 

attack the virgin birth also attack the resurrecdon. The two signs go together as the beginning 

and the end. 'The mystery at the beginning is the basis of the mystery at the end and by the 

mystery of the end, the mystery of the beginning becomes active and knowable'. 3 0 

Brunner criticises the doctrine because instead of being satisfied with the that of the Incar· 

nation it seeks a biological explanation of the how. But Barth points out that in' the narratives, 

'The sign itself was always left as free of explanation as possible'. 3 1 

The credal formula has two statements, 'Concieved by the Holy Spirit' and 'Born of the virgin 

Mary'. Instead of the apologetic reversal of previous writers, Barth uses a dialectical concept. 

The fact and the sign contribute to each other. The conception is not the foundation of the 
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Incarnation - the Incarnation is the foundation of the conception. Yet, the 'miracle bears 

witness to the mystery, and the mystery is attested by the miracle'. 3 2 Similarly, Jesus was not 

the new Adam because he was tom of a virgin. God could have become sinless man in another 

way. Because he was the new Adam he was born of a virgin. Yet he was born of a virgin, 

'that ye may know'_(Mk.2.10) that he was the second Adam.33 

, 
The conception by the Holy Spirit is a reference to God in His freedom to act as the Sovereign 

One, the Lord or Lords. This sets it apart from pagan mythology and all ideas of partheno

genesis. The virginal conception, within certain limits, states the true humanity of Jesus. 

He did not pass through the body of Mary, as taught by the gnostics and docetists. The 

doctrine therefore denies, rather than affirms, docetic views.3 4 In this clause is also contained 

a 'ludgment upon man'. Man has lost his 'pure creativeness' not in the sense that human 

sexuality is sinful, but becuase it is a sign so often of man in his own willing, working, achiev

ing and creating. Masculinity in particular, seems to show forth human rebellion. Therefore 

Joseph had to be set aside. In the great act of redemption, man cannot assist God. He can 

only watch, and receive. Neither should Mary be glorified as something special. She too is 

a member of the fallen race. Her response of submission and praise is a sign of man's ina

bility to do anything for himself. 

A few comments on some of the issues raised will bring this section to a close. The question 

of the exegetical basis for a connection between the virgin birth and other Christological 

formulas will be discussed further in the fourth chapter. At this point we merely wish to 

-indicate that a denial of any such exegetical basis, as suggested by Lobstein is, in our view, 

an overstatement. On the other hand Edward's suggestion that the absence of the virgin 

birth would have led to a denial of Christ's humanity seems to be equally overstated. He 

argues from the Jewish theological environment, yet one of Machen 's arguments in support 

of the historicity of the tradition is that the idea of the virginal conceptjon could never have 

arisen spontaneously in a Jewish monotheistic environment. The idea of God Himself be

getting a child in the womb of a woman would have been abhorrent to first century Jews.35 

Who knows how the Jews would have conceived of the physiological aspect of the Incar

nation if no existing tradition had been forthcoming? 

In connection with the issue of Christ's true humanity, the question of a proper anthropo

logy, as mentioned by Orr, is important. A radical separation of the ethical and physiological 

aspects of the Incarnation runs the risk of being an expression of the separation of body and 

spirit, which is more Hellenistic than biblical. 

Our main observation with regards to the dogmatic discussion is to point out how so much 

of the argument revolved around and over the infancy narratives. So little seems to have 
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taken place in terms of the infancy narratives themselves. 

THE HISTORICAL APPROACH TO THE INFANCY NARRATIVES 

An interest in the dogma of the virgin birth initiated enquiry into the historical foundation 

of the virgin birth. We have noted how the approach to the N.T. brought about by the En· 

lightenment played its part in the initial stages. Once the historicity was open to debate, a 

number of areas of study began to open to enquiry. Were the two infancy narratives consis

tent with each other? Were they originally part of their respective gospels? Were they con

sistent with the remainder of the N.T.? What were the sources of the infancy narratives? 

With the Lucan infancy narrative, this question produced a vast field of research in the area 

of the linguistic sources, the presence or absence of an identifiable Baptist source, and the 

possible presence of various poetic and prose sources. The particular nature and structure 

of Matthew's infancy narrative raised the question of Jewish midrashic methods of exegesis. 

Once this had been raised in Matthew's narrative it was not long before a similar approach 
I 

was used with Luke. 

Behind these critical issues was always the prior thought of the Virginal conception. The 

historical-.critical enquiry needed to find some answer to the origin of this tradition. Did 

it arise from pagan mythology, or Jewish midrashic interpretations and folk lore? Wa: it 

perhaps created a5 a theologumenon by the primitive .Jewish or Hellenistic Church, or did 

it come from an historical tradition emanating from the f arnily of Jesus? 

These questions raised the whole subject of myth. How was myth to be defined? Was this 

really the correct literary description of the material? The question about myth tended 

gradually to develop into the question of midrash. If the infancy narratives were more cor

rectly defined as midrash, how was midrash to be defined? 

Most writers of course discussed most of these subjects together. For our purposes, it will 

be helpful to sub-divide the historical enquiry into its constituent parts - to save unnecessary 

repetition and to bring the different questions into focus. It must be borne in mind however 

that the various issues are often so interrelated that it is sometimes difficult to dissociate 

them. 

The. relationship between the two infancy narratives 
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We begin here because the first critics found problems in this area to be the most obvious. 

We have noted Pain's reference to the genealogies and the differences in the two nru.ratives. 

Strauss raised the major difficulties. The number of generations differ in the two genealogies 

between David and Jesus. In Luke, Heli is Joseph's father, in Matthew, it is Jacob. Luke 

traces his genealogy through Nathan, Matthew through Solomon.3 6 In Matthew the an

nouncer is called 'the angel of the Lord', in Luke he is 'Gabriel'. In Matthew he comes to 

Joseph, in Luke to Mary. Matthew experiences a dream, Mary is awake. In Matthew the 

annun~iation is after conception, in Luke it is before conception. Such 'contradictions' 
I 

are so 'great and essential' as to be insuperable.3 7 Then there is the chronological difficulty 

created by the flight to Egypt in relation to the presentation in Luke, and the different tradi

tions as to the permanent residence of the family of Jesus (Matthew - Bethlehem, Luke -

Nazareth). Despite often lengthy attempts to answer these difficulties, some of them remain 

as serious problems for recent scholars. For instance, Raymond Brown still feels the two 

narratives are virtually irreconcilable.3 8 

Other scholars would not agree. For many the only points which remain irreconcilable are 

the genealogies and the chronological-residential problem, but these are not regarded as being 

· significant for the historical validity of the narratives. The differences in the vantage point 

of the two narratives, the differences in details, and the two differences just mentioned indi

cate rather that the two writers were ignorant of each other and were transmitting different 

traditions. This makes the numerous agreements between them an indication of their his

toricity. Orr list~ some twelve points of agreement.3 9 

Machen's attempt to harmonise the genealogies has become the standard apologetic argument 

used by conservative scholars. His explanation relies on the Jewish practice of Levirite mar

riage and the possibility of a 'divergent collateral line' of royal descent. 4 0 Matthew's genealo~ 

represe~ts the legal descent to the throne of David, while Luke gives the naturitl descent for 

Joseph's particular family. The chronological-residential difficulty cannot be strictly reconci

led, but conservative scholars (Gore, Orr, Machen) point out that modern historiographical 

exactness need not be imposed upon ancient writers. This difficulty need not impugn the 

basis of the narratives themselves. 

Such conclusions are also shared by scholars who would not normally be considered parti

cularly conservative; For instance, Nellessen believes that despite Luke 2.39 there are no 

radical contraditions between the two narratives. The agreements between them are sig

nificant.4 1 Of the four exegetical difficulties treated by Barth, only the genealogies is men

tioned from the issues raised in this section. He denies that 'the questions raised are so hard 
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to answer that one is forced by exegesis to contest the dogma'. 4 2 

Our own conclusions on this issue will be left until the conclusion of the fourth chapter. 

The relationship between the infancy narratives and the remainder of the N.T. -The argument 

from silence 

It is sometimes suggested that the idea of the virgin birth contradicts John's concept of Christ's 

pre-existence.43 Slightly more moderate would be the view that John's Logos Christology 

operates a a polemic against the infancy tradition.4 4 However, the common view would be 

that the infancy tradition expresses a different stage in the development of N.T. Christology.4 5 

More frequently, the infancy narratives are questioned on the grounds of the silence of the 

remainder of the N.T. as to the virgin birth. This argument has been widely and exhaustively 

debated and needs to be dealt with in this chapter~ Scholars who have given special attention 

to this subject are Vincent Taylor, Gresham Machen and Douglas Edwards i.,n the earlier 

period and Raymond Brown, Joseph Fitzmyer and Manual Migeuens in more recent research. 

The more detailed treatment of the issues is to be found in the works of Taylor and Edwards, 

the former in support of the use of the argument and the latter in criticism of the use of the 

argument. 

The ·main issues are as follows. Is the use of this kind of argument legitimate when it comes 

to the N.T.? Is there evidence of early knowledge of this doctrine outside the N.T.? Three 

passages in Paul's letters may be relevant, and one in particular, could refer to the virgin 

birth. However, if Paul is silent, what is the reason for this silence, and what is to be made of 

it? Does Mark 6.3 amount to a veiled reference to the virgin birth, or does ¥k. 3.21-35 

indicate Mary's ignorance of it? If Mark is silent, what is to be made of his silence? Is John 

1.13 in the original singular or plural, and do references to the man from Nazareth or Galilee 

· indicate a rejection of the virgin birth tradition. We will briefly state the opposing views. 

1. The use of the argument from silence. 

For Taylor the argument is legitimate at this point because the N.T. documents do speak 

often of the Incarnation. They are unanimously silent about this tradition. This is signifi

cant. Edwards points out that the N.T. is not a theological text book. It does not deal sys- · 

tematically with each doctrine. Further such a silence would need to be total, but this is 
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not the case. Hense it looses its force.4 6 

2. Other historical sources. 

This is a point made by von Campenhausen rather than Taylor. He refers to evidence of 

a proto-Lucan infancy source which knew nothing of the virgin birth. This together with the 

silence of Paul and Mark indicates that the idea was not original to the apostolic witness. 

Neither was it universally accepted in the sub-apostolic period. It does not appear in the 

letter of Barnabas or in the Shepherd of Hermas. The only ones who mentioned it were 

Ignatius and Justin, who both came from Palestinian-Syrian territory. The 1egend' was there

fore 'born and bred' in this restricted area.47 

Edwards emphasises the centrality of apostolic authority in the early Church. The evangelists 

were not free to create their own materials. They wrote under apostolic oversight. This 

means that the gospels depend upon earlier apostolically accepted tradition. The early Roman 

creed mentions the virgin birth. This reflects beliefs from the period prior to A.D. 100. Its 

source is therefore independent of the gospels. This is therefore an independent witness to 

the virgin birth. Further, Ignatius, who mentions the virgin birth, came from Antioch, the 

centre of the Pauline mission. Luke claims to have received his material from apostolic wit

nesses (Lk.1.1-4) and was a companion of Paul. It is difficult to believe that Paul could have 

been ignorant of this tradition.4 8 

3. Paul. 

Taylor examines Galatians 4.4; Rom. 5.12-17 and Phil. 2.5-11. As Edwards agrees with his 

conclusions except for Gal.4.4, we will only mention the latter, which remains a live issue. 

Normally -ye111111Toc; is used in the N.T. to refer to physical birth. Paul uses -yevoµevov usually 

meaning to 'come into being'. ·Taylor argues that Paul never uses -yeVVf11'0\ anywhere and that 

it is only found twice elsewhere in the N.T. (Matt.11.l l; Lk. 7.28). Further the papyri give 

· evidence of -yevoµevov being used for birth. Edwards replies that the use of these words in 

general is relevant to their usage in Paul. Further, the papyri do not give the evidence that 

Taylor maintains they do. The thirty-three cases of -yewaw found in the N.T. all refer to 

a child's birth, while the 666 cases of -ywoµai. all refer to 'coming in to being'. 4 .9 

Taylor maintains that Paul is silent /ust when his silence is most difficult to understand if he 

knew the tradition: 5 0 Edwards replies that Paul never actually seeks to prove the Incarna

tion. He rather assumes it. He argues not to it, but from it. Paul's silence is therefore under

standable. 5 1 
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4. Mark. 

In Mk.6.3, Jesus is referred to as 'the son of Mary' where in the synoptic parallels he is the 

'son of Joseph' or 'the carpenter', Why is Joseph not mentioned in Mark and why is Mary 

mentioned? Taylor suggests that Joseph may have been dead, and that both Matthew and 

Luke in their narrative 'have destroyed the reference'. 5 1 Edwards points out that 'son of 

Mary' is most unusual in the Jewish environment of the time, that Matthew and Luke do not 

need to allude to the virgin birth because of their infancy narratives, and that if their silence . 

. outside the infancy narratives does not mean their ignorance, then neither should Mark's 

relative silence. 

Taylor does not regard Mk.3 .31-35 as a particularly strong case either way. He is not im

pressed by the argument that Mark need not have mentioned the virgin birth because he was 

Peter's interpreter, while Edwards feels this has real force. 

5. John. 

Taylor feels John must have been aware of the tradition. Do references such as Jn. 1.13, 45; . 

6.42; 7.27, 41- 42, 52 amount to a veiled rejection of the tradition? He concludes that John 

indicates a weak, tacit acceptance of the tradition. 5 3 Edwards goes to some lengths to show 

that Jn.1.13 was originally singular and contends that John therefore clearly mentions the 

virgin birth. 5 4 He then supports this view· using the f!l"St epistle of John, where a distinct 

parallel is drawn between Jesus as the One born of God and the believer as born of God 

(I Jn. 5.18).55 

By way of comment, we would like to suggest that Edwards' remarks about the use of the 

argument from silence and the general acceptance of the tradition in the early Church carry 

more weight. That Gal. 4.4 can be used to support Paul's knowledge of the doctrine is less 

likely, simply because it introduces an issue which is not really in context with Paul's thought 

· in Galatians. Diachronic arguments of this type are precarious. On the other hand we fail 

to see where in Paul's epistles he should have referred to the virgin birth had he known about 

it. One of Edwards' arguments, that the same criterion of silence would deny Paul knowledge 

of the Lord's supper, but for 1 Cor. 11, is difficult to answer. Further, it does seem difficult 

to believe that he would have been ignorant of a tradition that came from the area of Syrian 

Antioch if the traditional association of the Pauline mission with this area has any basis. 

In the case of Mark, the var;ious textual arguments prove very little either way, and in the 

case of John, it is normally accepted that he was aware of the tradition in any case. 
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It is our view that the various arguments more or less cancel each other out, whether in the 

earlier or later discussions, and the issue may be saiJ to have exhausted itself. We question 

whether it can be used to determine the historicity of the infancy narratives in any sense. 

The Interpolation Hypothesis in the case of Luke 1-2 

Luke's infancy narrative has tended to receive more attention than Matthew's. This is probab

ly due to the fact that the Lucan writings are more extensive, the infancy narrative itself is 

more complex and because the virginal conception is more explicitly stated in Luke. One 

issue peculiar to Luke is the hypothesis that the verse or verses which refer to the virginal 

conceptiqn are not original to Luke 1-2.56 Taylor and Machen raise the issues thoroughly. 

Taylor begins by making the point that scholars have often confused two different questions. 

First, there is the question, 'Did St. Luke believe in the virgin birth?' and second, there is the 

question, 'Is the virgin birth an original part of the third gospel?.' If the former is to be 

answered in the affirmative and the latter in the negative, then either the verses on the virgin 

birth were added to the third gospel by Luke himself, or by some later scribe. Taylor discusses 

the second question. He does this in three parts. Firstly, he investigates the verses in Luke 1-2 

which are 'said to be irreconcilable with the· view that St. Luke wrote in the belief that Jesus 

was miraculously conceived of the virgin Mary by the Holy Ghost'. 5 7 Secondly, he discusses 

the passage in question, namely Luke 1.34-35 and its relationship with its context. Thirdly, 

he investigates whether Luke himself wrote Luke 1.34-35. 

I. Verses in Luke 1-2 irreconcilable with Luke l.34-35. 

· There are the following cases. 

3.23 and the phrase, 'as was supposed'. 

2.22 which refers to 'their purification'. 

2.33; 2.50 which express the surprise of Joseph and Mary at the presentation. 

References to Joseph and Mary in 2.27, 41, 48, and 2.5 which mentions Joseph 'with Mary 

his betrothed'. 

Taylor· is careful in his exegesis and concludes that most of these cases are better understood 
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as not indicating a knowledge of the virgin birth. 5 8 

2. Luke 1.34-35 and its context. 

Firstly, Taylor rejects any attempts to read this passage as anything other than an explicit 

reference to the virgin birth. However, he also rejects attempts to see Lk. 1.30-33 as including 

a reference to the virgin birth. 5 9 This leads to his concept of the 'radical difference' between 

the two passages. Reasons for regarding Lk.1.34-35 as a later insertion are as follows. 

Verse 36 follows naturally from verse 33.60 

Verse 34 follows unnaturally from verse 33.61 

Verse 35 is followed unnaturally by verses 36-37.62 

The similarity between Mary's question and Zechariah's, and the difference with which they 

are treated by the angel. 

The different senses of divine sonship in verses 32 and 35 .6 3 

Luke gives us no reason to believe that Mary was of Davidic descent. His concept of descent is 

not purely legal, as in Matthew. How then was the virgin birth part of Luke's account? 

The cumulative effect of these arguments lead to the conclusion that Luke 1.34-35 is a later 

insertion. 6 4 

3. Did Luke write Lk. 1. 34-35? 

The textual evidence is overwhelmingly against this hypothesis. However, 1. 34-35 may have 

been added before the gospel began to circulate.6 5 He then investigates the language used 

in this passage and concludes. that <Jn linguistic grounds the most reasonable conclusion we 

can frame is that Luke l.34f comes from the hand of St. Luke himself'. 6 6 He investigates the 

possibility that the phrase E'ITEL avopa ov "'fWWaKw is a later insertion and concludes that this 

is to be rejected. An interpolator would be unlikely to exercise such restraint. 

The seemingly contradictory nature of the conclusions he has reached (2 and 3 above) can be 

solved, for Taylor, by the hypothesis that Luke received the virgin birth tradition some time 
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after he had written the gospel and rather hastily inserted the section before he could smooth 

out the inconsistencies caused by this insertion. 

Machen's treatment deals with far more than the hypothesis proposed by Taylor. For our 

purposes, .we will simply mention his replies that are relevant to Taylor's arguments as an 

indication of the type of issues involved. Firstly, he replies to the supposed conflict between 

Luke 1-2 and Lk. 1.34-34. His conclusions, with an equally careful exegesis, differ from those 

of Taylor.6 7 In reply to the view that 1.34-35 fits unnaturally with l .36f because the promise 

of a greater miracle is given as confirmation of a lesser miracle, he argues that exactly the 

reverse should apply. The greater miracle can only be confirmed by a lesser one. Why would 

a miraculous confirmation be given if all Mary 4ad heard was that she would be the mother 

of the Messiah by natural birth? 

In reply to the different treatment of Mary and Zechariah Machen gives reasons to suggest 

that their questions, when carefully examined, are not the same. 

The point at which Machen's reply to Taylor, and others, is at its strong~st is where he argues 

from the parallel structure of the two annunciations. The parallel structure is not possible to 

view as co-incidental. Did the interpolator manage to insert a passage which fitted into the 

context so well as to create this remarkable parallelism? This, for Machen, is too much to 

believe. Mary's question, and the section under discussion, become an argument is favour 

of the integrity of the first chapter of Luke.6 8 

By way of comment we wish to suggest that the verses in Luke 1-2 which are said to conflict 

with Luke 1.34-35 can be argued either way. The arguments tend to cancel each other out. 

Machen's reply to the greater and lesser miracle does not carry more weight for us than 

Taylor's argument. However, his argument from the structure of the two annunciations is 

fatal to the interpolation hypothesis, and the complicated nature of Taylor's hypothesis, 

with its use of an insertion by Luke himself before the circulation of the gospel does not 

give a firm basis to the hypothesis in the first place. 

The Linguistic Origins of Luke's Infancy Narrative 

This is probably the most carefully researched technical issue to be found in the history of 

the investigation of the infancy narratives.6 9 There are basically four possible views as to 

the linguistic composition of Luke 1-2. 

1. Luke's narrative is a 'pastiche' derived from the Septuagint. 
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2. Luke has used a Greek source. 

3. Luke had used an Aramaic source. 

4. Luke has used a Hebrew source.70 

The subject has been raised both in the earlier period of research and more recently. In the 

earlier period the works of Charles Torrey and Adolf Harnack ably represent the various 

options. In more recent research the Semitic source view has been rigorously defended by 

Paul Winter and supported by Rene Laurentin. The opposite view has been argued by Nigel 

Turner and Pierre Benoit. Both R.McL. Wilson and Heinz Schiirmann have attempted to 

bring the various views into synthesis. All the articles from the later period come from the 

l 950's. This was also the period which saw an interest in the possibility of a Baptist source 

in Luke 1-2. The two issues are obviously interrelated. It is of interest to. note that two 

French Catholic scholars, namely Benoit and Laurentin were found to be on opposing sides 

of the debate~ This indicates that the purely linguistic issue tended to go on without reference 

to a particular theological or historical perspective. 

Harnack actually deals with the entire Lucan corpus with the aim of demonstrating a common 

author for Luke-Acts as a whole. Having shown this in the remainder of the Lucan writings 

on the basis of a common vocabulary and style of Greek, Harnack makes a detailed examina

tion of Lk. 1.5-15, 39-56, 68-79 and 2.15-20, 41-52, comparing the vocabulary and style of 

the sections with the Lucan style he has discovered in the remainder of Luke-Acts. If a word 

appears frequently in the Lucan writings and less frequently in the remainder of the N.T.,. 

he regards it as Lucan.7 1 

In a slightly later work Harnack examines the Lucan psalms in particular. Here he arranges 

the psalms side by side with numerous passages from the Septuagint and deduces that a strong 

dependence upon the Greek of the Septuagint is clearly evident. His conclusion as to the 

infancy narrative in general is as follows. 

1. The hypothesis of a Greek source underlying Luke's redaction is impossible. 

2. Consequently, Luke must have, 

(a) either translated an Aramaic source, or, 

(b) written the narrative himself with the use of oral tradition. 

3. Of these, the latter is the most probable. This is the case because at least in the Magni

ficat and the Benedictus all possibility of a non-Lucan source disappears. 
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As with Harnack, Torrey's work on the Lucan infancy narrative is part of a wider project 

to show that the gospels were originally translated from Aramiac. His criterion in his research 

'is the continual presence, in the texts of considerable ex tent, of a Semitic idiom underlying 

the Greek'. 7 3 Many sections of Luke 1-2 are found to be poetic if translated back into 

Hebrew. He-mentions 1.13-17, 30-33 and 2.34f and then gives examples in the case of 2.14 

and 1.74. In the case of the Lucan psalms, he comments that, 'not even a very ingenious 

deceiver could have concocted them unless in this one way : by writing them - in a Semitic 

tongue and then rendering them into Greek'. 7 ~ • In the prose sections he deals with 1.5-10, 

39, 51, 65, 74, 78; 2.1, 11, 35.75 He points out that there areexamplesofSemiticmaterial 

such as the Wisdom of Solomon and the history of Josephus which are contemporary with 

Luke and written in excellent Greek. On the other hand the Septuagint, because it is a trans

lation, bears all the marks of translation Greek. Luke would certainly have known the differ

ence between the two and would not be likely to deliberately imitate poor Greek. 

He accepts the work of Plummer, who like Harnack established the fact that Luke must have 

written these chapters himself. He therefore concludes that 'the author of the third gospel 

himself translated the Narrative of the Infancy from Hebrew into Greek'. 16 

With the two positions outlined above, one is faced with an obvious thesis and antithesis. 

As one moves to the more recent writers one observes the beginning of a synthesis. 

Winter takes as his starting point the suggestion made by Harnack and others that Luke 1e

liberately imitated the style of the Septuagint to evoke the right atmosphere. This, he feels, 

- suffers from its artificiality. Luke was capable of writing good Greek. Why should he deliber

ately retain phrases, 'which to a Greek ear sound monstrous and barbarous? ., 7 In his research 

Winter examines the use of o 1wpwc; in Luke 1-2, the linguistic structure of 1.7 ,13 ,17 ,26, 

35,37,51; 2.4-18; 2.4,8,13,34; Hebraic expressions in l.6,33,39,59,68f; 2.11,29,52 and provi

des a Hebrew translation of the Lucan psalms.7 8 

In support of the Hebrew source hypothesis, Laurentin has examined the use of etymological 

allusions to the meaning of the names of the principal figures in the Lucan text. Numerous 

such cases of a play on the name of an individual can be found in the Old Testament. The 

allusions go beyond the particular verse that narrates the naming of the individual and are 

often repeated at intervals in the subsequent narrative.7 9 His research leads him to conclude 

that the same phenomenon can be found in Luke 1-2 in the cases of 'John', 'Jesus', 'Gabriel', 

'Zechariah', 'Elizabeth', and 'Mary'. 8 P This is obviously only possible if Luke 1-2 was origin

ally in Hebrew. He also discovers that at the beginning of each psalm the names of the main 

figures are alluded to ( 1.54-55, 72-73).81 The main figures who appear in the narrative there-
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fore have their names embedded in the songs. This means that the songs cannot be separated 

from the narrative and consequently theories which assume an independent existence for the 

psah.11~ prior to their insertion into the narrative need to be revised. The same applies to the 

rearrangement of the placing of the psalms or their ascription to another figure (the Magnificat 

to Elizabeth). s 2 

In reply to Winter, Turner points out that, ' The article does not allow the possibility that 

the use of Hebrew sources went hand in hand with consultation of the LXX', as suggested 

for instance by Matthew Black.s3 It depends upon the assumption that Luke's language here 

is peculiar and different from the remainder of Luke-Acts. Turner examines the syntax of 

Luke 1-2 and compares it with the remainder of Luke-Acts. In every case he is able to demon

strate that these characteristics, while being more frequent in Luke 1-2, are nevertheless almost 

as frequent in the remainder of Luke-Acts, and concludes that 'it is possible to identify many 

of those Semitic features which characterise his style elsewhere when he is probably not trans

lating Semitic sources'. s4 Further, it can be shown that there are many Septuagintal phrases 

to be· found in Luke 1-2. 'Here are traces of a mind which revelled in the cadence of the 

Greek Old Testament'. s 5 This means that Luke did often write in Hebraised Greek and did 

not consider it to be 'barbarous'. 

Benoit takes Turner's conclusions a step further. He examines a number of cases (1.5,6,12; 

18,57 ,64) where he believes Luke has departed further from the Hebrew than the Septuagint, 

i.e. his linguistic form is more clearly Greek than Hebraic. He concludes that i:he cases against 

a Hebrew source are more numerous than those in favour of a Hebrew source.s 6 In the case 

of the Benedictus, Benoit is more inclined to aecept the possibility of a Hebrew substratum. s 7 

In the articles of Turner and Benoit, Winter's linguistic arguments in the cases of Luke 1.7,17, 

37 and 51 are questioned.ss In Winter's reply to Turner, each of these cases are defended.s 9 

Winter then seeks to find the. areas of agreement between himself and Turner and to clarify 

the areas of disagreement. 

The area of agreement is as follows. For Turner, 'the ultimate source of much material in 

Luke 1-2 was Hebrew or Aramaic'. s 9 For Winter, 'the Greek record of Luke 1-2 is ultimately 

derived from a Hebrew literary source'. 90 Winter has never suggested that the immediate 

source of Luke 1-2 was a Hebrew document. The ultimate Hebrew document was 'transmitted 

through a Jewish channel' and 'modifications' were made by 'successive' writers.91 The final 

product has clear marks of Lucan style throughout, and he has never denied that Luke was 

familiar with the Septuagint and eveninfluenced by its style. 
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The areas of disagreement can be summarised under four points. 

1. The real issue is whether Luke composed the infancy narratives himself in the sense 

that he made use of no written sources, or whether he merely superimposed the 

'common varnish' of his own style throughout. In his use of Mark for instance, Luke 

has made many changes of language and style, but he has nevertheless still followed 

his source quite closely. 

2. In terms of method, how are we to discover Luke's source, surely not by drawing atten

tion to the similarities of style, but to the differences in style and diction between the 

various parts of Luke-Acts? No one would deny the common Lucan authorship of the 

whole of Luke-Acts. The vast amount of statistical material adduced by Turner and 

_ others for Luke 1-2 is relatively unimportant. 

3. The non-Septuagintal Hebraisms in the remainder of Luke-Acts can be viewed in one 

of two ways. Either Luke may have taken over expressions which he found in his 

sources for Luke 1-2, or Hebrew sources may lie behind some parts of Luke-Acts 

outside Luke 1-2. It has never been proved that Luke did not use Semitic sources 

elsewhere and so this cannot be assumed. 

4 In the study by Martin J ohannessohn on the use of KaL E"fEVETO and E"fEVETO 5e in 

the Lucan writings, it has been shown that -Luke was more Greek than Semitic in his 
tendencies and usually did away with Hebraisms rather than keep them. 'This observa-

tion is fatal to the theory that the writer of Luke-Acts deliberately imitated the Hebra

isms of the LXX'. 9 3 

In his attempt to make some sort of synthesis out of these various views, Wilson maintains 

that in some of the detailed linguistic arguments (e.g. Luke 1.7,17 ,37 ,51) Winter's views 

tend to carry more weight. Of the four options mentioned at the beginning of this section 

he notes that the Aramaic source idea is now more or less outmoded because it was based 

on the assumption that written Hebrew was unknown during the first century. The idea of 

a Greek source is now normally absorbed into the concept of Septuagintal Greek. Only the 

first and the fourth possibilities therefore remain ('pastiche' derived from the Septuagint 

of a Hebrew source). These views may not in fact be irreconcilable. 'Ultimately', most seem 

to agree, the tradition comes from a Hebrew source, either written or oral. Most also agree 

that Luke 'revelled in the cadences of the Greek Old Testament'. The Lucan psalms are most 

probably based on Hebrew originals. Laurentin's hypothesis may have truth in it, and 'the 

possibility of written sources, ultimately in Hebrew, must be given due consideration'. 'To 
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go further than this general estimate of probabilities would appear to be a venture into the 

precarious field of conjecture'. 94 

Schiinnann comes to similar conclusions to those of Winter. He believes the elements in Luke 

1-2 can be best explained by the existence of a Hellenistic Jewish Christian translator whose 

theology was more primitive than Luke. While there are many Lucanisms throughout, Luke 

does not write in 'biblical' Septuagintal language to this extend elsewhere. The Hellenistic 

Christian editor probably received the Baptist and Jesus narratives already combined in a 

Semitic version. Faulty translations, style, etymological hints, metre and rythm and poetic 

prose indicate the Semitic original. Though all these hints may be challenged, the overall 

character of the narrative cannot be explained as a biblical imitation.9 5 The extent to which 

evidence of a Semitic source is used in this thesis will be discussed in the fourth chapter. 

Baptist and other sources behind the Lucan Infancy Narrative 

In the fourth chapter we will examine each pericope in the infancy narratives. This section 

is included here mainly to cover the question of the so-called Baptist source document found 

in Luke 1 which was given particular attention in the 1950's. While the hypothesis can be 

found at a much earlier date with scholars such as Bultmann and Dibelius, the articles by 

Vielhauer, Winter and Benoit raise most of the current issues. We will indicate the basic ideas, 

as set forth by Bultmann and Dibelius, and then deal with the articles from the 19 5 O's. 

Bultmann proposed that Luke 1 and Luke 2 should be seen as coming from two different 

sources. Luke 1.30-33 is contradicted by the angelic message in Luke 2.11-14.96 Dibelius 

explains that in· the fonner Jesus is the eternal Davidic ruler, in the latter he is the Saviour 

who brings joy to all. In Luke 2.4-5 Joseph and Mary are formally introduced as though 

they had 'not been introduced already. They are described as the parents of Jesus. This 

contradicts the story of the virgin birth. 

Then in Luke 1, the Christian parts of the narrative need to be separated from those that 

originated from the Baptist tradition. In the Christian view of the Baptist, John is merely 

the forerunner of Jesus, while in Luke 1.5-25, 57-66a he is the forerunner, not of the Messiah, 

but of the Lord himself. He is placed on the same level as Jesus. Jesus is µ.eya<; (1.32), John 

isµ.eya<; evw1l'wv 1wpwv (1.15). The former has Hellenistic connotations, the latter phrase 

is purely Semitic. The naming of the child and the wonder of the people during the ceremony 

is also truly Semitic. These elements come from a Jewish, rather than a Christian source. 

Luke 1.5-25 and 57-66a therefore represent a Baptist source. 
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In the remaining Christian narrative Dibelius isolates 1.24-25 and 1.36-37 as redactional. 

The hands of the redactor can also be seen with the insertion of Joseph into the narrative in 

1.26-27. Luke 1.39-56 is clearly radactional because it operates as a literary device to demon

strate the superiority of Jesus to John. Luke 1.26-34, 38 came from a Hellenistic background 

after it had been transformed by the Jewish-Palentinian environment, and arose as a theolo

gumenon. The Lucan psalms were noted by Bultmann as Jewish eschatological hymns.9 7 

Vielhauer seeks to develop the idea of the Benedictus as part of the Baptist source as well. 

Gunkel suggested that the Benedictus had two separate parts recognisable by the change in 

tense (Lk. 1.68-75; 1.76-79), the former being Jewish, the latter Christian. Vielhauer proposes 

that the whole psalm should be regarded as Baptist. There is no real break in the psalm be

tween the first and the second parts, and the view of John the Baptist found in Luke 1.5-23, 

57-66a is also to be found in the Benedictus. In Luke 1.5-23, 52-66a, John is portrayed as an 

eschatological saving figure. In the Benedictus (1.68-75) the coming salvation is also thought 

of in terms of the Jewish eschatological hope. · In both, John is regarded as the prophet to 

precede the coming of the most high. In both, John is not subordinated to Jesus. Clear 
. . 

parallels appear from a close comparison between Luke 1.14-17 and Luke 1.76-79. The 

concept of the Baptist found in both these sections as one bringing salvatfon, contrasts with 

the Christian (Synoptic) view of John as a prophet with a ministry of judgment. The existence 

of a Baptist sect which had this different view of John is confirmed by evidence from the 

second century. 9 8 

Winter distinguishes three sources in Luke 1-2 in the prose narrative. Luke 2.22-39 (the 

Presentation) and Luke 2.41-51 (the Disputation) come from the area around the temple 

in. Jerusalem and probably originated from the family.of Jesus. Luke 2.40 and 2.52 are 

obviously redactional.9 9 Luke 2.41-51 does not indicate later Christological speculation 

because the way in which Jesus speaks about God as his father has similarities with phrases 

found in Targum Yerushalmi on Exodus 15.2. This comes from a first century Jewish environ

ment.I 00 

Luke 1.5-80 comes from a Baptist source which contained the appearance to Zechariah (1.5-

23) and the appearance of the same angel to Elizabeth (1.25-38). The Baptist source is based 

upon the story of Samson's birth found in Pseudo-Philo. I 0 I 

The Nazarene editor (i.e. a Palestinian follower of Jesus) combined these two sources (Temple 

and Baptist) and composed Luke 2.4-21 himself. Winter does not agree that the Benedictus 

reflects Baptist thinking. Both the Magnificat and the Benedictus were Maccabean battle 
., 

hymns which were inserted into the narrative by the Nazarene editor. I 0 2 In general the 
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atmosphere found in Luke 1-2 indicates a Jewish envronment prior to the armed conflict 

with Rome which was influenced by midrashim on the Old Testament. 1 0 3 

Benoit critically examines the whole concept of a Baptist source in Luke 1-2. As we have 

mentioned already, he questions the idea of a Semitic linguistic substratum. His main conten

tion is that the so-called Baptist elements can be shown to be either Septuagintal, Jewish 

Rabbinical, Lucan, or Synoptic. 

There are three principal motifs in Luke l, the announcement of the pre-ordained child, the 

mission of the angel and the temple ritual. All of these in most of the elements mentioned can 

be traced to the Septuagint or Rabbinic literature. The way in which the Old Testament and 

Jewish materials are used and selected however indicates that one must assume an oral histori

cal tradition. 1 0 4 

The portrait of John the Baptist in Luke 1.15-17 is either Christian or Lucan. The Nazarite 

element fits the Synoptic tradition .of John as one who came 'neither eating nor drinking'. 

The fulness of the Spirit is a theme found in the Old Testament and particularly in Luke

Acts. The bringing back of the hearts of the people is typical of Old Testament prophets. 

The argument about John as µ.trya<; has been overdone. It is a typically Lucan term. The 

distinction between John preceding the Messiah and preceding the Lord would not stand in 

the context of Old Testament theology. 

In the Benedictus, Benoit sees only Luke l.76-7i as being redactional. The prophetic aorist 

of 1.68-75 in no way undermines the sense of Messianic fulfilment in the psalm. The use of 

rrtetp<:v is unuaual, and from a comparison with Luke 7.14, Acts 3.15 and 4.10, Benoit dedu

ces that it reflects the kerygma terminology of the early Christian community. The same 

may be said for the use of l!lavto 1Tat5o<: (1.69, Acts 4.25), and OWTT/P (1.77). The use of 
, 

7rp0</)'1'/To<; vl/Jwrov taken over from 1.15, when compared with vw<: vtjlwrov in 1.32, empha-

sises the greatness of Jesus rather than the greatness o; John. Luke L77a should be dissociated 

in thought from l.77b. John would bring the knowledge of salvation, while the 'forgiveness 

of sins' should be compared to similar language in the Synoptics and Acts.105 

Enough has been said to show that the hypothesis of a separate Baptist tradition, reflecting 

different views about the Baptist, can be argued both ways. More recent scholarship has 

tended to follow Benoit, rather than Vielhauer and others on this issue. Thus for instance 

Schilrmann does not accept the theory of a Baptist origin for the Benedictus or the 'Baptist' 

sections of Luke I. Against this hypothesis he mentions the interest of the Jewish Christian 

. community in John, the similar respect for the Law and traditional piety in both 'Baptist' 
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and Christian sections, and the fact that the disciples of John who joined Jesus must have 

brought numerous stories with them. Pe regards the probable source of the Baptist sections 

as the Jewish Christian community in Palestine some time before the unrest of the sixties.1 0 6 

Critical questions in Matthew's Infancy Narrative 

Travelling stars, wicked kings and wise men are not normally regarded as the stuff of real 

history. Matthew seems to indicate a tendency to exaggerate elsewhere in his gospel. He 

introduces an ass beside the colt in 21.2, he mentions exactly thirty pieces of silver in 26.15 

and he has the mingling of gall with wine in 27.34.107 Not surprisingly, therefore, Strauss 

me~tions the numerous ancient myths about the danger in which great men were born (Cyrus, 

Romulus, Augustus, Moses) and Bultmann mentions, in connection with the wise men, the 

Arabian cult of Dusares which had its shrines in Petra, Hebron and possibly Bethlehem. Their 

feast of the birth of their god from its virgin mother included the offering of gifts such as 

money, ointments and incense.108 · One can therefore understand why the historicity of· 

Matthew's infancy narrative has been seriously questioned. 

However, other scholars found reasons to question this simple result on the ·basis of a careful 

examination of Matthew's literary methods. In each case in the gospel where Matthew has 

'exaggerated', his additions have been to existing traditions (found in the Synoptics), and in 

each case this has been due to certain Old Testament texts which in themselves could never 

have created the N.T. accounts. They are not a free creation of the event itself by Matthew. 

'The argument is weakened in proportion as the prophecy is not such as would have suggested 

itself prior to the event'. 109 

The whole structure of the infancy narrative is around such Old Testament quotations, and, 

as many scholars have pointed out, none of the Old Testament texts found in the infancy 

narrative could possibly have suggested the stories found in Matthew. 1 1 0 This consideration 

therefore makes it P<?SSible for Neander to suggest that one should distinguish between the 

facts and Matthew's imaginative description of the facts - as for instance with the star, which 

may have been some unusual constellation, but would not have travelled from Jerusalem 

to Bethlehem. 1 1 1 

·The particularly Jewish character of Matthew's quotations led to the suggestion that Matthew's 

infancy narrative was a classic case of midrashic exegesis. But again, no agreement was reached 

as to exactly how Matthew had used this exegetical method. For Bultmann Matthew's tech

nique should be compared to the midrash pesher used at Qumran, where the Old Testament 
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text was the starting point from which the midrash was actualised. 1 1 2 An example of how 

this could have occured ·.vas suggested for instance by C.H.Cave. Taking his starting point 

from the suggestion that the gospel of Matthew is related to the Passover Haggedah and the 

regular Sabbath reading in the old Synagogue, Cave draws parallels between the incidents in 

Matthew's narrative and the combination of Old Testament readings for successive Sabbath 

days. He indicates how Matthew's stories could have originated.1 1 3 

On the other hand, G.H. Box, who was one of the first to make a thorough examination of the 

midrashic nature of Matthew's infancy narrative came to the opposite conclusion. For in

stance, with the use of Hosea 11 .1, Matthew's usage shows that he regarded 'the prophetic 

words as charged with a wealth of hitherto unexpected meaning, which in the light of Jesus 

life-history, have acquired a new and widely extended significance'. 114 If the story of the 

Magi ahd been actualised from the Old Testament, one would expect to find Matthew using 

Numbers 24.17, but this is not the case. Nellessen notes that Matthew's midrashic exegesis 

of the Old Testament texts has a geographical interest in every case. This suggests that the 

starting point of the midrash is the N .T. tradition.1 1 5 

Once the idea of midrash had been raised with Matthew's infancy narrative it was soon applied 

to Luke's narrative as well. The question which had been raised about Matthew's imaginative 

· midrashic exegesis was therefore raised with regard to Luke as well. Perhaps Luke had also 

actualised and typologised Old Testament texts? The lengths to which this possibility may 

be explored are evide~t in the work of M.D. Goulder and M.L. Sanderson. Their intention 

is to show that Luke 1-2 is a 'poius meditation' by Luke in which the evangelist has 'super

imposed upon such historical knowledge as he thought he possessed a pattern from the book 

of Genesis embroidered upon from the prophets, after the Rabbinic manner'. 116 Very little 

historical tradition remains after the thorough treatment of Luke 1-2 which they offer. They 

conclude that since 'a high proportion of the events ·of Luke 1-2 is of a theological orjgin, 

it is useless to claim eye-witness authority for the rest'. 1 1 7 

In assessing the work of these scholars, Wilson feels that here 'typology has run riot: The 

authors do not consider 'whether it is likely that Luke, the Gentile, would have composed a 

Haggedah, in the Rabbinic manner'. 118 Again enough has been said to indicate how the 

question of madrash can be argued either way, either for or against an historical tradition. 

A critical metholodological issue raised in the case of Matthew 1-2 became a major issue for 

both infancy narratives. As one follows the development from earlier to later writers it be

comes evident that the issue of myth, more frequently raised by earlier scholars, has tended 

to be replaced by the issue of midrash by later scholars. This has occurred gradually as more 

information has been forthcoming about the Jewish background to the N.T. 
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Midrash is one of the major issues in a critical exegesis of the infancy narratives today and 

space will be given to this issue in the examination of each pericope in chapter four. The 

question of myth must however be given attention at this point. 

From Myth to Midrash 

The relationship between myth and the infancy tradition needs to be clarified in two areas. 

Firstly, the word 'myth' is used in a number of different ways. Strauss tended to use the 

word to mean both 1egends' from other ancient literature and 'myth' in the sense that the 

world-view of the biblical writers. is an expression of a pre-scientific 'miraculous' age. A 

distinction need to be made between these two concepts. That the biblical writers thought 

in pre-scientific ways need not mean that pagan mythology directly influenced the material 

of the infancy narratives. Midrashic categories of thought might be termed 'mythical' in the 

modern sense often attached to the word but again, this would not imply that pagan literary 

or folk-loric sources had directly influenced the infancy narratives. Secondly therefore, a 

distinction needs to be made between the direct and indirect influence of pagan mythology. 

Most scholars today would deny any direct influence upon the infancy narratives from this 

source. By indirect influence one refers to the fact that the Jewish environment in which 

the infancy narratives had been written (Rabbinic, midrashic, early Christian, Palestinian) 

had already absorbed and processed mythological ideas for some time. In this indirect sense 

the question of myth therefore tends to become the question of midrash. This is still very 

much a live question. 

At this point we wish to single out the work of Thomas Boslooper because our later discussion 

will tend to assume the conclusions which he has reached. It would be difficult to find a more 

thorough or comprehensive treatment of this subject, and later scholars tend in general to 

work from the basis of Boslooper's conclusions. 

Boslooper covers the pseudepigraphical and apocryphal traditions and comparative analogical 

sources.11 9 

Pseudepigraphical and apocryphal tradition. 

There are three pieces of pseudepigraphal literature which include material from the first 

and second centuries, the Greek Sibylline Oracles, the Ascension of Isaiah and the Odes of 

Solomon. These are mostly poetic pieces which concentrate on the greatness of the child 

who brings in the new age. The noticeable embellishments which are made to the canonical 
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accounts are twofold. Firstly, in the Ascension of Isaiah, Mary suddenly discovers a child 

- in the room. He seems to have appeared from nowhere, without the process of natural birth. 

Secondly, in the Odes of Solomon, Mary gives birth to the child without any pain. Boslooper 

mentions some fourteen apocryphal accounts of the birth stories from the first to the fifteenth 
··-

century. A few do go back to the first or second centuries. Here again the tendency is to 

avoid the reality and pain of a natural birth. The tendency is towards a Docetic view of 

Christ's birth or a supernatural view of Mary's birth. In the acts of Peter no midwife is needed. 

In the book of James one finds the greatest exaggeration and embellishment of the canonical 

accounts. The book of James was the starting point for a tradition which grew in fantasy 

through the remaining centuries. 

Boslooper points out that with the pseudepigraphical accounts there is a real link with pagan 

mythology, 

'Out of the competition between the cult of 
Mary with the cult of Isis and other non
Christian cults, the growing legend of Mary '.S' 

virginity evolved a Marian theology which 
centred on her Docetic and super-human 
qualities. ' 1 2 0 

Comparative Analogical Analysis 

Boslooper ber,ins by rejecting the belief that the idell. of !~.~ virgin birth entered Christianity 

through Gentile-Christian channels. This theory is most misleading. He examines the theory 

in four sections, 

a) Buddhistic tradition. 

b) Krishna tradition; Assyro-Babylonian, Zoroastrian and Mithraic affinities. 

c) Egyptian tradition. 

d) Graeco-Roman and Hellenistic affinities. 

Before he begins, he makes a number of statements in criticism of those who have over

simplified comparisons. 

1. Contemporary writers' invariably use secondary sources and hardly ever examine 

primary sources. 

2. They habitually quote a brief word, phrase or sentence which is lifted out of context 

or incorrectly translated. 
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3. 'Sweeping generalisations based on questionable evidence have become dogmatic 

conclusions. ' I 2 I 

4. Insufficient attention is given to the precise meaning of words such as 'parallel', 

'source ', or 'analogy '. 

His research is detailed, thorough and comprehensive. He finds no definite parallels between 

comparative religious sources and the N.T. documents. I 2 2 

In his conclusion to the subject as a whole, Boslooper follows Martin Dibelius, who similarly 

saw no cases of borrowing from pagan sources in the infancy narratives. However, he did see 

what he called a 'law of biographical analogy'. Broadly speaking there are vague similarities 

between the biblical narrative and pagan ideas. Motifs such as the mother and child, super

natural conception, the attendant disturbances in nature, the threat of adversity, and the 

visit to the temple can be found in both types- of literature. If no borrowing took place 

how are these similarities to be explained? Boslooper finds the answer in the 'law of develop

ment out of racial psychological consciousness' advocated by Georges Bergeur, in the 'concept 

of mythical archetypes' advocated by the psychologist Carl Jung, and in the common 'imagin

itive faculty of humanity' discovered by Otto Rank. I 2 3 

He goes on to state what he believes the vital differences are between the two traditions. 

'The Christian story of the virgin birth is as 
different from pagan ''analogies" as mono
theism is from polytheism, as different as 
Biblical ideas of the relationship between 
God and man are from the mythological 
activities of gods in human affairs, and as 
different as the polygamous and incestuous 
pagan society was from the Christian teach
ing on morals and marriage. ' I 2 4 

The Origin of the Infancy Traditions 

The historian has not finished his task if he merely rejects the historicity of these narratives. 

If they are not historical then some other explanation inust be found to account for their 

origin. I 2 5 In the history of the investigation of these narratives, one observes some seven 

different sources that have been suggested. 

1. Pagan mythology and birth legends. 

2. The influence of the Old Testament. 

3. Jewish midrashim and folk-lore. 
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4. The early Christian community, Jewish, Hellenistic, or both. 

5. The development of N.T. Christology. 

6. The theologies of Matthew and Luke. 

7. Historical tradition stemming from the disciples or the family of Jesus. 

1. Pagan Mythology 

This has already been discussed. Here we should just note that numerous scholars (Neander, 

Briggs, Orr, Machen, Barth) have mentioned the difficulty of how such ideas could have been 

absorbed into a Jewish environment. The Ebionite rejection of the virgin birth is often quoted 

as_ an example of how resistant the Jewish environment was to such ideas. For other scholars 

this problem is not regarded as being so severe. 

2. The Old Testament 

Von Campenhausen is prepared to go so far as to suggest that the idea of a virgin birth could 

be accounted for solely on the basis of Old Testament birth stories and passages such as Isaiah 

7.14 in the Septuagint, together with the story of John's birth. While he admits that 'to 

Jewish thinking that is certainly a completely foreign and surprising idea', he nevertheless 

suggests that The direct begetting by the Spirit from a virgin may appear from this angle 

as the fit and proper climax of the older theme, and one proportionate to the immesurable 

significance of Jesus'. 126 Such a use of the Old Testament would depend of course upon 

the rriidrashic development of such a theme. This leads to the next point. 

3. Jewish Midrashim and Folk-lore 

The influence of Jewish Rabbinic exegesis was discussed well before the nature of the midra

shic method was fully understood. Philo's typological expositions of Old Testament birth 

stories have often been regarded as a possible source for the origin of the virgin birth. The 

problems attached to the use of the Jewish source concept, particularly for the virgin birth, 

were well summarised by Machen. 

1. The step from the stories of supernatural births in the Old Testament (Isaac, Samson) 

to the virgin birth is extremely difficult to accept because of Jewish attitudes towards 
the begetting of children. 1 2 1 

2. This step is even more difficult to accept ~n the light of the Jewish attitude towards 
the transcendence of God.12 a 
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3. The Hebrew word for 'Spirit' is feminine. 'Would the Semitic noun naturally be used 

to designate the divine power that took the place af the male factor in the birth of 

Jesus?' 129 

4. The Jews expected a Messiah from the lineage of David. How then could Jewish 

Christians have developed the idea of a Messiah who was not the son of Joseph 

but of Mary? 1 3 0 

5. There is no evidence of Isaiah 7 .14 ever being used in the manner suggested in pre

Christian Judaism. 1 31 The idea could only have developed in a Greek speaking 

environment. But this conflicts with the Palestinian Jewish character of the infancy 

narratives. 

6. Philo can only be suggested as a possible source if one fails to understand his allegorical 

exegetical method. 13 2 

Some of these points are still relevant in the modern discussion about midrash. 

4. The Early Christian Community 

Was the environment in which the infancy narratives were written, Jewish Christian Palestinian 

or Hellenistic Christian, or both? A common view is that the idea of the virgin birth entered 

in when the traditions were passed on from the Jewish to the Hellenistic Christian environ

ment. This hypothesis is the basis of Taylor's attempt to show that the virgin birth was a later 

interpolation into the Lucan narrative, and of A.R.C.Leaney's thesis of an earlier and a later 

tradition being evident in both infancy narratives. In the earlier tradition, 'Joseph and Mary 

were betrothed but not married when Jesus was conceived'. In the later tradition, 'Mary 

conceived by the power of the Holy Spirit upon her without human agency.' 1 3 3 

The critical questions which arise in this area are, first, if the interpolation hypothesis is 

unsound and if the virginal conception tradition cannot be unravelled from the remainder 

of the infancy narratives, and if both infancy narratives are from the early Palestinian Christian 

environment, how did the 'Hellenistic' infancy tradition enter in at all? 

Second, and arising out of the first, how early or late are the infancy narratives? Harnack 

believed Matthew's narrative 'breathes of Palestine', and that its characteristics would have 

been absent had the narrative grown out of Gentile-Christian soil between A.D. 50 and A.D. 
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80. I J 4 Luke would only have included his narrative in the belief that it came to him from 

the family of Jesus. Hence, it must, for Harnack, have come to him 'from Palestine'. 1 3 5 

From an investigation of the cultural backgrvt:nd of Luke 1-2, Winter concludes that it came 

from 'Jews who were living in Palestine in a Jewish Christian community well before the 

start of the armed conflict with Rome'. 136 The relationship between dating and the various 

source theories will need to be explored. 

Third, is it really possible to distinguish clearly between the Jewish and Hellenistic Christian 

environments? Much of the discussion seems to be based upon this distinction. However, 

Schilrmann concludes that Luke's infancy narrative arose amongst Hellenistic Jewish Christians 

in Judea in the sixties. 137 Similarly Robert H. Gundry argues for a multi-lingual background 

for the gospel of Matthew. 1 3 8 

5. Cluistological Developments 

The idea that the post-Easter revelation about the person of Jesus was pushed back in stages 

to his baptism, then his birth and finally his pre-existance has been discussed in connection 

with the birth narratives for some time. Lobstein suggested a similar idea. He understood the 

infancy narratives as 'explanatory formula' used to 'solve the Christological problem'. First 

there was the primitive or theocratic Messiahship, where Jesus was understood as the King 

of Israel. Second there was the metaphysical concept of Messiahship, where Jesus was under

stood to have pre-existed his Incarnation, as for instance in the Johannine concept of the 

Logo·s. This Christology developed in the second generation amongst the more intellec

tual members of the early Church. Thirdly the development from theocratic to metaphysical 

Messiahship amongst the educated was matched by a simpler development from the theocratic 

to the physiological concepf of Messiahship amongst the less educated, who were more in

fluenced by Old Testament stories of supernatural births and Jewish legends. 1 3 9 Brown poses 

the problem in another way. The infancy narratives seem to have a 'high' Christology. The 

general consensus is that this 'high' Cluistology only developed in later Church t~adition. 

This implies that the infancy narratives are not historical. 140 The theologumenal concept 

of the origin of the infancy narratives depends upon these ideas of Christological develop

ment. The critical problem in this area is the relationship between dating and the various 

Cluistological developments. Where does the physiological Messiahship concept come in 

relation to Pauline, Synoptic or Johannii;e theology? 14 1 Is a more developed Christology 

an evidence of dating, or geography, or the sociological-theological environment? Could 

different Christologies have developed simultaneously in different settings? Is the Christ

ology of the infancy narratives 'high'? Is the Christology of the N.T. documents in general 
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any lower? 

6. The Theologies of Matthew and Luke 

We have already noted comments about Matthew's folk-loric tendencies. Brown draws atten

tion to this. 142 In the case of Luke the question of his historical method and reliability has 

been a major subject of discussion all along. How does one assess this area in relation to the 

midrashic tendencies which various scholars have discovered in his infancy narrative? This 

subject has received more attention in recent years with the development of redaction

criticism. . From a historical-critical point of view the issue is, how much has the theological 

tendency of the particular writer actually shaped the infancy narrative and how much has 

come from the previous tradition? 1 4 3 

7. Historical Tradition 

Brown brings out the problems attached to a complete rejection of an historical tradition. 

Both Matthew (1-2) and John, it seems, were involved in an apologetic against an earlier charge 

of illegitimacy. If this charge was earlier than the gospels then it must be early. But then 

how did it arise in the first place? One must either accept the historicity of the virginal con

ception or be driven to a 'very unpleasant alternative' ·144 

The possibility of family tradition, or apostolic tradition is another question which cannot be 

dissodated from that of dating. Is it possible to allow for an extensive theologumenal or 

midrashic development between the original family or apostolic testimony and the infancy 

narratives if both seem to come from the early Palestinian Christian environment? Until how 

late would the influence of the family of Jesus, or the original disciples have lasted in the 

Christian community? The dating of the Synoptic gospels becomes crucial at this point". 

When it comes to possible historical traditions, or events which seem to have a basis in the 

historical background, BroWf! raises the possibility of 'verisimilitude'. In other words, corres

pondences between the infancy narratives and other historical data (Herod's character, plan

etary conjunctions) may be only apparent or co-incidental. 14 5 

These questions will require some answer before we can make any historical-critical con

clusions. The historical-critical approach to the infancy narratives is thus many-faceted and 

raises a number of complex and often interrelated subjects. One subject which is raised with 

particular vigour is that of presuppositions and historiographical methods. 
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The use of Presuppositions in the Historical Approach to the Infancy Narratives 

Differing presuppositions as to the 'miraculous' elements in the infancy narratives have be

deviled research more than any other single issue. Unfortunately, modern commentators and 

writers still tend to fall on either side of this issue. Where earlier writers revealed their pre

suppositions, later writers tend not to do so. It is not really possible to come to any con

clusions on the historicity of the narratives without facing this question. Boslooper has given 

a thorough and lucid description of differing presuppositions from the Reformation to the 

Tilbingen School. 14 6 His treatment of conservative 'supematuralistic' presuppositions in 

reaction to the earlier approach stemming from the Enlightenment, goes up to the first few 

decades of the twentieth century (Machen 1930). 14 7 Presuppositional issues have developed 

a great deal since this period. The period between that covered by Boslooper and today has 

seen the refinement of the historical-critical method, the reaction to the positivism of the 

historical-critical method in the dialectical approach, and recently the reaction to the dialecti

cal approach in the re-assessment of the historical-critical method by scholars such as Wolfbart 

Pannenberg and Richard Niebuhr. 14 s 

At this point we will pick up some of the central issues. Prior to Strauss, whose influence 

he regards as pivotal in regard to the infancy narratives, Boslooper finds three major influences. 

First, the writers of the Renaissance such as Francis Bacon, Rene Descartes and Thomas 

Hobbes established the priority of reason over other forms of authority. These writers separa

ted revelation and miracle frori the laws of nature. However David Hume, John Toland and 

Voltaire amongst others turni:d the aaention of naturalistic philosophy on religion as well. 

This led to a total rejection of miracle as a transgression of the laws of nature. It was this 

philosophical influence which caused Reimarus to reject the biblical miracles, 'no miracles 

can help the matter, because- miracles are unnatural events, as improbable as they are incredi

ble'. 1 4 9 Together with naturalistic assumptions Reimarus used Aristotelian standards of 

non-contradiction, 'contradiction is a devil and the father of lies, who refuses to be driven out 

either by fasting and prayer or by mtrac!es'. 1 s 0 

Second, writers such as Paulus were dissatisfied with merely rejecting the miraculous stories 

of the bible and decided that they should be explained instead. This led to the psychological 

approach to the gospels. 

Third, under the influence of Kant and Hegel, other scholars sought to disentangle the outward 

details of the stories from th~ir inner ethical or religious value. Schleiermacher for instance, 

while rejecting the probability of the miracles in the infancy story, found value in the poetic 
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imagination of the narratives. 

Strauss sought to move o~yond these ideas with his mythical approach to the gospels. He 

mentioned, as his major premise, 'that all things are linked together by a chain of cause and 

effects which suffers no interruption'. 1 5 1 'Indeed, no just notion of the nature of history is 

possible without the perception of the inviolability of the chain of finite causes ... ' 1 51 

He associated with this assumption the philosophical presupposition of Idealism. He assump

tion relevant to the infancy narratives is that a narrative is mythical if it is poetic, or if the 

actors converse in hymns or in any elevated or abnormal manner. Narratives containing both 

the miraculous and the fulfilment of Jewish Messianic expections must be judged as non

historical. 1 5 3 

The reaction to this kind of thinking Boslooper terms 'supernaturalistic theological interpreta

tion'. This he divides into an earlier group of continental scholars such as Olshausen, Weiss 

and Neander and a slightly later group of English-speaking scholars such as Sweet, Orr, Gore, 

and Machen. The weakness of many of the viewpoints expressed by these writers is in the 

equally dogmatic set of assumptions which they bring to the text, such as the inspiration 

of scripture and the 'historical truth of the evangelical narrative'. 1 5 4 Another assumption 

was that since Jesus is the unique Son of God, his entrance into the world should of necessity 

be surrounded with miraculous events. 

It would be naive of course to suggest that history can be pursued without presuppositions. 

The historian "who thinks that he is without presuppositions is merely unaware of the ones he 

has. However, the approach to the infancy narratives can and should be with an historical 

method which avoids the extremes which have been mentioned and which is critically aware 

of the nature and use of assumptions which are proper to the historical-critical method. This 

will be the subject of the next chapter. 

THE HERMENEUTICAL APPROACH TO THE INF ANCY NARRATIVES 

The main contention of this thesis is that a truly hermeneutical approach to the infancy 

narratives is difficult to find. The fifth and sixth chapters will explore this approach in par

ticular. At this state we wish to indicate why we feel the subject is still relatively unexplored 

and to take those hermeneutical approaches which have been made as our starting point for 

the subsequent exploration. 

The historical survey of the dogmatic approach and the description of the various historical 

' 
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issues reflects the subject matter of most of the books, articles and commentaries that one 

can find. Very few do not deal with these basic issues. We have noted Barth's theological 

analysis wi~h appreciation. But one can ask where else one can find an attempt to exegete 

what the texts are actually trying to say? A recent discipline which seeks to listen to the 

theology of the gospel writers is redaction-criticism. Perhaps more hermeneutical content 

will be found in this quarter? 

In the analysis of Lucan theology two recent writers may be noted, namely Hans Conzelmann 

and Oscar Cullmann. 1 5 5 The difficulty in the case of the former is that he does not give 

much attention to the Lucan infancy narrative. 1 5 6 This is because, 'Jn the structure as it 

stands, the birth story does not introduce one of the three phases' which are crucial for 

Conzelmann 's understanding of Lucan theology. 1 5 7 In addition, the relationship between 

Jesus and John the Baptist in the infancy narrative runs counter to Conzelmann's theory 

of that relationship in the remainder of Luke-Acts. 1 5 8 It has therefore been left to other 

scholars to explore the significance of Luke's infancy narrative within the structure of 

Conzelmann's system. 

H.H. Oliver examines three elements in Luke 1-2; John, as prophet of the most high, Jesus 

as Son of the most high, and the power of the most high. Instead of John being placed in the 

epoch of Israel (Conzelmann) Oliver places him in the epoch of Jesus. Jesus, as Son of the 

most high is portaryed in Luke 1-2 in terms of well known Lucan themes; his place in Jewish 

and Roman history, the centrality of Jerusalem, Luke's universalism, and Lucan Chr\-;tological 

titles such as awTf1p, µe'Yac; etc. The power of the Spirit, another Lucan theological theme, 

is also given priminence in the infancy narrative. The infancy narrative is therefore an integral 

part of Lucan theology. 159 

W. Barnes Tatum also works within Conzelmann's framework but comes to opposite con

clusions. Through an examination of the work of the Spirit (and particularly the Spirit of 

prophecy), Tatum concludes that John is part of the epoch of Israel. In fact, Luke uses 

'the birth na"ative to characterise that period in salvation history before the ministry of 

Jesus as the Epoch of Israel'. 1 6 0 

Despite differing conclusions the constructive element in this approach is the way in which 

it focuses on the the issue of _eschatological transition, which is crucial to the Lucan infancy 

narrative. 

__ i 
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Cullmann's salvation-historical approach to N.T. theology is well known, and Luke-Acts is a 

particularly good basis for this theology. Again other scholars have worked out the impli

cations of this type of approach to the infancy narrative. 

Paul Minear's examination of the infancy narrative gives much attention to refuting 

Conzelmann's schematization of Lucan theology. His main point is to show how these 

chapters fall within the time of eschatological fulfilment and manifest a 'theology of the time 

of fulfillment'. -Numerous typically Lucan themes are to be found in Luke 1-2. These show 

that the narrative should be understood through the eyes of Luke himself, the historical 

editor. 1 61 

Howard Marshall similarly rejects Conzelmann's approach to Lucan theology and feels that 

Cullmann's salvation-historical concept of the N.T. is to be preferred. He does not believe 

that salvation-history is more central to Luke than to the N.T. in general, but suggests that 

'the idea of salvation supplies the key to the theology of Luke. Not salvation-history, but 

salvation itself• 1•6 2 · With this key he is able to make a fruitful examination of the idea in 

Luke 1-2. 163 

One must conclude that the redactional approach to Luke 1-2 is hermeneutically fruitful. 

Redaction criticism of Matthew's infancy narrative will be given attention in the fourth and 

fifth chapters. Here we will simply mention, that the re.dactional approach to Matthew has also 

proved to be fruitful. Charles Davis, whose approach to Matthew is redaction-critical, has 

made a fruitful examination of the Matthean genealogy. 164 Jack Dean Kingsbury, who 

explores the structure, Christology and theology of Matthew as a whole ( ie.e a broadly redac

tional approach) has made a fruitful examination of the central focus of Matthew's theology, 

which includes the infancy narrative. 1 6 5 Heinz Joachin Held has revealed a characteristiC 

use of catch-words which focus on the relationship between the request of faith, the word of 

• Jesus and the miraculous deed of Jesus. This characteristic is also found in Matthew 1-2. 16 6 

A redactional approach has therefore been more hermeneutically fruitful than other approach 

es to the infancy narratives. However, the source-critical approach has revealed that Matt

hean and Lucan theology is one element amongst many in the infancy narratives. Is there 

then an approach which can allow the infancy narratives to communicate their true signifi

cance? 

One particular contribution must be singled out as, in our view, the nearest to a full hermeneu-
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tic of the infancy narratives. It is in many ways the starting point of the real thrust of this 

thesis. 

In his article on 'The Interpreter and the Birth Narratives' Minear discusses the historians ana

lysis of the stories and the stories analysis of the historian. In other words he is proposing a 

full hermeneutic which seeks to bring an encounter between the historian and the content 

of the narratives. To quote his conclusion, 

'only when the stories are the medium for a 
new encounter between God and man, for a 
new recognition of God's descent into the 
form of our existence, only then will they be 
rightly interpreted'. 1 61 

In his exposition Minear quotes Soren Kierkegaard. His apprpach here obviously has some 

relationship to the dialectical hermeneutic of Heidegger, Dilthey and Collingwood which 

became so important to Bultmann .. The extent to which the infancy narratives use the lang

uage of encounter means that elements at least of this hermeneutical tradition will need to 

be included in our investigation. However, the problem of the over-emphasis of the subjective 

pole of hermeneutics (the modern interpreter) has created serious problems for this approach. 

As Anthony Thiselton has shown, both and ancient text in its autonomy and the role of the 

interpreter need to be given due place to produce a 'fusion' of the 'two horizons'. 1 6 8 This 

is precisely how Minear proposes the infancy narratives should be interpreted and is in sub

~ta.i1tial agreement with the hermeneutical tneory of Paul Ricoeur which forms the bas.is of 

the structural approach to the infancy narratives adopted in the fifth chapter. 

Minear shows that the infancy narratives already bear the marks of interpretation in the· 

Christian community. The original events and the use of the tradition about those events in 

the Sitz im Glauben and Sitz im Loben ,of the early community are interwoven in the narra

tives. 'The Sitz im Leben ... indicates the total content of three stories, fused together; the 

story of Jesus, of the new Israel and of the disciple ... the exegete must himself stand at the 

point of convergence of these three stories'. 1 6 9 

We will bear these remarks in mind in our study of the infancy narratives. 

CONCLUSION 

Three conclusions are to be drawn from the three approaches we have examined in this 



' 
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chapter. 

Firstly, we have not given attention to dogmatic issues because we wish to enter in any depth 

into the field of systematic theology in this thesis. Our aim has been to show how prior 

,dogmatic interests have tended to dominate the questions that have been put to the text. 

While such interests are important from one perspective there is a real question as whether 

they are the most appropriate questions for an exegesis of the infancy narratives. The fifth 

and sixth chapters will attempt to go beyond the traditional questions that are put to the 

infancy narratives. 

The exa.mination of the historical-critical approach has raised numerous questions. Some 

do not need to be discussed further to any length. Others require attention. The fourth 

chapter will be devoted to these issues. Almost as important as the issues themselves are 

the presuppositions with which one assesses the various issues. This is an area which is far 

from being resolved. Consequently a fair amount of space will be given to the question of 

historical method, and this will be the subject of the next chapter. 

· While the historical-critical area has its unanswered questions it is neverthless one which has 

received considerable attention. An example of an exhaustive study of the infancy narratives 

with the full spectrum of historical-critical tools is the recent work by Raymond Brown. 170 

It is in the third area, namely hermeneutics, that much exploration is still to be done. This 

will be the primary interest of our investigation of the infancy narratives, although the her

meneutical interest can never be dissociated from the historical. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE fi'-JFANCY NARRATIVES AND THE NATURE OF HISTORY 

In the previous chapter we drew attention to two different schools of thought that exist 

in the interpretation of the infancy narratives. It was also suggested that the issue between 

them is the question of historical probability. We now return to this question~ 

The infancy narratives are possibly more embedded in the language of 'miracle' than any 

other part of the N.T. A number of the chief figures express themselves in prophetic 

utterances. Angelic· appearances and revelatory dreams occur in rapid succession. The 

work of the Holy Spirit is mentioned a great deal, and above all, the central figure is born by 

a direct operation of the divine Spirit without human procreation. Those who propose a 

legendary origin are therefore more confident here than in any other section of the N.T. 

Here, if at all, the canons of historical-criticism must be used to the full. 

There is one other area where the problem of historical probability meets us with equal 

urgency, and that is in the resurrection narratives. Here again, we are faced with the 

'marvellous', with the 'miraculous', and here again historical-criticism has been most cri

tical of the N.T. documents. 

The· similarity between the infancy narratives and the resurrection narratives is not limi

ted to these common characteristics. Conservative apologists of the infancy narratives have 

often drawn attention to the theological connection between the two, as in fact have various 

others. 1 

We may go further and suggest that the infancy narratives not only have a vital connection 

with the resurrection narratives, but they are part of the whole witness of the N.T. docu

ments to the person and work of Christ. The main books of the Gospels are no less em

bedded in the language of 'miracle'. Thus in dealing with the infancy narratives in terms of 

historical probability one is in fact facing the issue of the person of Christ in terms of his

torical probability. To accept the witness of the infancy narratives in any measure one must 

simultaneously accept the uniqueness of Christ as an historical figure. And this is precisely 

where the great problem lies. Can we really speak of a 'unique' 'historical' figure? 

/ 
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By using the word 'unique' do we not therefore dispence with the 'historical'? 

We need not labour the point that this issue has plagued N.T. research ever since the rise 

of historical-criticism. We are faced here, in fact, with the whole debate which began with 

the 'Quest for the Historical Jesus', or in the terminology of Martin Kahler, with the con-
-

flict between the 'Historic, Biblical Christ', and the Jesus of 'Historical-Criticism.' 2 

At the risk of over-simplification one may say that there are basically three positions which 

have been adopted in this debate. 

1. Firstly, there have been those who have completely surrendered to the historical-critical 

method. Those who have adopted this position have usually felt that the historical method 

is an expression of the modem scientific world view. It is therefore impossible to approach 

the N.T. 'scientifically' without assuming the presuppositions of the modem historical 

method. Any attempt to escape this must be rejected as a return to the pre-scientific age. 

This has meant in practice that much, if not most of the N. T. has been regarded as legendary 

and the person of Christ has been defined in purely human terms. In this case the message 

of the N.T. can only be accepted as in some sense a symbol of religious truth. 

2. Secondly, there have been those who have attempted ,to live in both worlds. Their 

justification for this has been the belief that the 'two moralities of knowledge' are not in 

fact incompatible. 3 In this case, the canons of the historical-critical method have been 

adhered to, while at the same time the 'factuality' 6f the biblical events has been accepted 

under another understanding of history (i.e. Geschichte or Heilsgeschichte). 

3. Thirdly, there are those who have critically examined the historical-critical method 

form the vantage point of Christian belief, and have attempted to reformulate it in such 

;i manner as to open the way for an understanding of history which includes unique 

and revelatory events. 

Again at the risk of over-simplitication, one may say that these three positions have been 

adopted during three successive stages of N. T. research. The first position was universally 

adopted by those who were involved in the 'Quest for the Historical Jesus'. The second 

position was adopted by the dialectical school which came to its fullest expression in the 

theologies of Karl Barth and Rudolf Bultmann. The third position has not yet come to fi

nal fruition. However, it has been ably presented by Wolfhart Pannenberg in what Carl E. 
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Braaten has called. 'The New Theology of the Resurrection'. 4 

An attempt will now be made to examine these positions in order to lay c;.. solid foundation 

for the historical--critical analysis of the infancy narratives. As we have already noted, the 

infancy narratives are vitally linked to the resurrection. This means that discussion regarding 

the latter will automatically relate to the former. 

In dealing with the first position the thought of two scholars will be taken as representative, 

namely, Ernst Troeltsch and Francis Herbert Bradley . 5 

. 6 
In the second category, we shall examine the work of Martin Kahler. It is generally agreed 

that the dualistic separation of history into Historie and Geschichte originated with him. 

To quote Carl E. Braaten; 

Martin Kahler must also recieve a large share 
of the credit or the blame for the separation 
of Christology from the historical Jesus ... 
he invented the now popular distinction bet
ween the two German words for history, 
Historie and Geschichte. 7 

Though Kabler cannot be identified with the modern proponents of dialectical theology, 

his position contained within it the seeds which eventually ·flowered into the present 

diale:tical theology. During the course of the examination various recent positions will 

be discussed. 

As representatives of the third approach, three scholars will be mentioned: Richard R. Nie

buhr, Wolfhart Pannenberg and John Warwick Montgomery.8 

It is our thesis that the first two approaches to the historical-critical method need to be re

jected in favour of the third. Reasons for this will be given in the following discussion. 

THE msTORICAL-:-CRITICAL METHOD AS DEFINED BY THE QUEST FOR THE 

HISTORICAL JESUS 

Francis Herbert Bradley: The Presuppositions of Critical History 

Bradley is _particularly helpful in this discussion because he stands half-way between posi

tivism and relativism. It is generally accept eel that those· involved in the 'Quest for the Histo

rical Jesus' operated with a positivistic view of history. Those involved in the so--called 'New 
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Quest' have drawn attention to this. Bradley strongly criticises positivism and yet is unable 

to transcend it completely. He therefore gives us an insight iTl.to the real issues of positivistic 

history. 

For the first part of his essay he strongly attacks positivism.9 In contrast to positivism, with 

. its belief in historical OEJectivity. he holds that ev~ry'sensation' must somehow be org_ariised 

by the mind in order to be appropriated, and in that process of assimilation judgement must 

take place. Further, such judgement will inevitably be determined by present knowledge, by 

the present known world of the subject. The simplest historical 'fact', to exist at all for the 

subject, must come under critical judgement. Before we can even arrive at a 'fact' we must 

judge the data we receive. Every so-<::alled historical fact is already a theory. Bradley's posi

tion could well be summarised in the modern phrase from the philosophy of science: 'all 

facts are theory laden'. 1 0 

In thus rejecting positivism of the type common to nineteenth century historians, Bradley 

places himself in the more recent stream of relativistic thought. 1 1 

What then is the correct presupposition for the critical historian? To this, Bradley answers · 

'the world of modem science', and this world in turn must be defined as,that which is sub

ject to uniformity and causality. For science to exist at all, for the process of experimenta

tion and induction to be at all meaningful, science must presume the 'stability' and lawful

ness of nature. It must presume the 'universality of law, and what loosely may be termed ·· 
1 2 

casual connection'. 

This he calls an 'absolute presupposition'. It is true that scientific theories depend upon 

experiment rather than presupposition, but such experimental data cannot contradict the 

lawfulness of the world which must be presumed for the experiment to be meaningful in 

the first place. 

Thus, 

Can science testzfy to a breach of ·the law 
which forms its presupposition? This would 
amount to a contradiction in terms. 

both science and history we find to be a
greed, namely in this, that a fact which as
serts itself as without a cause, or without a 
consequence, is no fact at all. 1 3 
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It is no good to argue that the freedom of the will of man demands the possibility of 

unique events. This would mean that human events are totally irrational, and consequently 

the very possibility of writing rational history would disappear. 

This leads Bradley to state the principle of analogy. The criterion the historian uses in 

judging the past is the present world of his knowledge. Is it at all possible, then, to accept 

as fact events which have no analogy with our own experience? This he believes would 

only be possible under two conditions. Firstly, we may enlarge the area of our experience 

if the non-analogous fact were to be experienced by ourselves personally. In this case we 

would critically assess it in the light of our own experience. Secondly ,our field of exper

ience may be enlarged upon by the testimony of another, if we can be sure that such an 

observer is possessed of the same world view as our own, and has the same ability of 

critical assessment. In such conditions, with the utmost caution and consideration, even a 

'mesmeric phenomena' may be judged as factual. However, if the observer differs in stand

point from ourselves or if we are not able to demonstrate his intergrity, our field of ex

perience cannot be enlarged so as to include completely non-analogous 'events'. 

Testimony goes beyond individual experience, 
but not beyond our experience; or it takes us 
beyond our experience if it takes us with it. i 4 

A possible objection to this argument is that the so-called 'world' of the subject may not be 

that .systematised. How then can 'a confused and unsystema:tised world of consciousness' 

be the absolute criterion for all events? Bradley answers 'it is to such a world that the 

critical intelligence awakens'. And by awaking it begins to critically assess this world. 

The inner 'world' of the subject is thus not 'confused' but in fact systematised. 

Bradley then asks about the nature of historical proof and states his belief that, as opposed 

to science, history can only deal with probability. All historical .proof is in terms of pro

bability. But this places even more burdens upon the principle of analogy. It means that the 

sole ground for accepting a historical proof therefore rests upon the analogy of past evi

dence with present experience. 1 5 

A further burden upon the principle of analogy becomes evident when Bradley considers 

the nature of historical process. Here his indebtedness to Hegel becomes evident. Bradley 

shows his allegiance to the idea of progressive consciousness (Hegel's 'mind' or 'spirit'). He 

notes that 'the consciousness of the earlier stage of humanity is never the consciousness of a 

later development'. 



Not only is man's nature progressive, but 
history is concemed, so to speak, with the 
most human part of humanity, and hence 
the most fully progressive. 1 6 
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But this means that the vantage of any historical witness of a by-gone age can never be the 

same as that of the present observer. The only possible case where our present field of ex

perience may be enlarged to include non-analogous and unique events is, in fact, impossible. 

Further, even if such an advanced witness could be found, we could never cross-examine 

him to discover whether his testimony was reliable. His existence has forever vanished in the 

past. Bradley concludes that history can allow for no non-analogous events in the past at 

all. Such events may have taken place, but the historian has no access to them and conse

quently, for him, they do not exist. However, the restriction of the principle of analogy 

need not trouble the historian. 

The present experience, which is open to our 
research, is so wide in its extent, is so in
finitely rich in its manifold detqil~. that to 
expect an event in the past to which nothing 
analogous now corresponds may fairly 
be considered a mere extravagance. 17 

Bradley lastly deals with an objection to his position by Paley. Paley asks what is to be done 

with non-analogous evidence which cannot be rationally explained in terms of natural causa

lity. 'Testimony is a phenomenon'. The historian must account for it. If he propounds a 

theory which simply cannot account for c~rtain testimonies then he must abandon his 

theory. Bradley replies that such an argument is in effect 'to confound that which is nega

tively with that which is positively irrational'. 18 The very existence of such 'evidence' as 

truly evidential depends upon it being accepted as 'real' by the modern historian. But if it 

contradicts lawful causality it cannot be judged as 'real' or 'existent' by the historian. It is, 

therefore, non-existent evidence which does not have to be accounted for. It remains an 'un- · 

assimilated crudity.' 

Ernst Troeltsch: Historiography 
19 

Despite his tendencies to overcome it, Troeltsch writes with a positivistic understanding of 
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history. He divides historiography into two categories, the purely scientific and the 

descriptive. These two categories must be clearly distinguished. 

Insofar as historical thought purports to be 
scientific, its specifically theoretical or scienti
fic element must be clearly marked off and 
defined. 2 0 

Descriptive historical works are 'not purely scientific at all,' and all the 'secondary elements' 

whether they be aesthetic, ethical or sociological, must be 'scrupulously guarded against 

and excluded'. 2 1 

Scientific history must be distinguished from all others by its 'purely scientific attitude to 

the facts'. Troeltsch is aware of the problems raised by such a definition of history. His

torical causality is especially concerned with the realm of 'phychical causation'. Does this 

not mean that the historian must be drawn into personal judgment in order to understand 

such causation sympathetically? Does this not inevitably mean that a subjective element .. 

will become involved in his judgments? He admits that this element is inevitable. However 

he denies that such an argument can 'subvert our fundamental principle' since the causes 

which the historian studies are 'taken account of as facts only'. The subjective attitude of 

the historian towards the facts must be discounted. The historian's personal judgment will 

inevitably be involved as £z heuristic principle' , but he ought to be as objective as possible, 

and .the 'ought-to-be must in turn always be separated from what really is'. The historian's 

personal judgment must always 'give way before the evidence of the real facts'. 2 2 

Troeltsch operates with three principles. These have been stated by Harvey as the principle 

of criticism, the principle of analogy, and the principle of correlation. 2 3 

1 . The Principle of Criticism 

History can never deal with the whole of reality. It can only deal with particular periods 

and particular 'historical aggregates'. 

Further, new information will always become available on every subject. 

The accession of new material, the fresh sif
ting of facts by criticism, new ideas and 
views in the linking of causes to historical 
aggregates - all of these call for ever new be-



ginnings, and lead to a revision of previous 
delineations. The writing of history can ne
ver bi: exhaustive, and never complete. 2 4 
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Harvey adds that the conclusion which follows is that no judgment about the past can ever 

be considered to be absolutely true. History must ever remain in the area of probability. 2 5 

2. The Principle of Analogy. 

To quote Troeltsch, 

On the analogy of the events known to us 
we seek by conjecture and sympathetic un
derstanding to explain and reconstruct the 
past ... Since we discern the same process of 
phenomena in operation in the past as in the 
present ... we gain the idea ... of integral con
tinuity. 2 6 

As we have seen Bradley insists on this principle. Troeltsch is not as emphatic on this prin

ciple as he is on the third. 

3. The Principle of Correlation. 

We could equally define this as the principle of causality. Troeltsch affirms this principle as 

follows; 

The sole task of history in its specifically 
theorectical aspects is to explain every move
ment, process, state, and nexus of things by 
reference to the web of its causal relations. 
That is, in a word, the whole function of 
purely scientific investigation. 2 7 

The importance of this principle for Troeltsch is evident from his description of this as the 

'sole task' and 'whole function' of scientific history. 2 8 

A certain qualification exists in his thinking at this point. Historical causality has to do with 

the psychical and not the natural. Troeltsch was not closed to the belief that in terms of 

such psychological motivation and causality history is open to unique and new events. While 

science seeks to discover general laws, history investigates the individual and therefore the 

unique. It includes an element of contingency, and can therefore allow for 'talent and ge

nius, which sometimes occur.' However, such unique events must be circumscribed under a 

more general concept of causality. 'They may, to a very great extent at least, be brought 
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under the conception of natural law. ' 2 9 The reason for this limitation of the contingent 

and the unique is found in Troeltsch's principle of development, which is closely allied to 

his principle of causality. 

The conception of historico-impirical deve
lopment denotes the progress that issues 
from the essential element of certain psy
chical efforts ... the dynamic element in psy
chical forces which are not exhausted in a 
single manifestation, but work out towards 
a result - forces in which exists a tendency 
to a development akin to logical evolu
tion. 3 0 

Troeltsch could say of this issue, 

This... is really our main problem, viz. that 
relating to the nature of historical causa
tion. 3 1 

To many contemporary scholars this still remains our 'main problem'. This becomes evident 

when the adherence to this principle is still strongly affinned by Rudolf Bultmann and those 

who are involved in the so-called 'New Quest'. 

Assessment and Criticism 

In attempting to assess the thought of Bradley and Troeltsch it needs to be mentioned, 

firstly, that what we mean by 'critical history' is much broader than their definition which 

we have analysed so far. There are in fact far more fundamental attitudes and criteria 

which define the concept of critical history. 

In the area of biblical criticism in particular, a range of ideas is included under the general 

concept of historical criticism; the distinction between dogmatic theology and historical 

criticism, the discovery of the date and authenticity of biblical books, the use of the gram

matico-historical principle, the fact that the biblical documents should be read as any other 

historical documents, and the attempt to discover the original text of the an

cient documents. In the area of historical criticism in general the following principles 

have been offered as proper to historical method; the collecting of the evidence and the 

enquiry into its value.-. the principle of methodological doubt, the autonomy of the histor

ian and his right to 'confer' authority on a document, the structuring of the evidence prior 

to its presentation by the historian, the critical examination of the evidence and the 
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elimination of various possibilities, the willingness to allow the facts to speak for them

selves and openness to the possibility that absolutely anything might be true, provided it 

does not dispense with the law of non-contradiction, the use of proper infe1ence in his

torical argumentation, the search for causal connections between events, the search for 

those facts which are truly significant as historical causes, and the desire to allow the text 

to speak for itself. 3 2 

The area is so vast and varied that Edgar Krentz has been led to remark; 

.. .it is anything but clear just what we mean 
when we use the phrase historical method 
(or as it is more usual in biblical studies, his
torical criticism)'. 3 3 

The point which we wish to make is that the particular understanding of historical method 

which was advocated by Bradley and Troeltsch cannot be regarded as either exhaustive or 

determinative. 

It is possible to have a truly critical method without necessarily adhering to those principles 

which have been so problematic for N.T. research. There is 'critical mt:1thod' and critical 

method. 

Secondly, i~ has become an accepted conclusion that the 'Quest for the Historical Jesus' 

ended in a cul-de-sac. N.T. scholarship has been generally sceptical about the possiblility 

of obtaining an objective historical account of the life of Jesus ever since Albert Schweitzer's 

notable contribution, and the whole dialectical school has sought for an escape route from this 

historical cul-de-sac. It is notable, however, that in Britain, where the definition of 'critical 

history' has been somewhat different (as per Lightfood, Westcott and Hort) the old Quest has 

never really been abandoned. Regarding the European 'Quest' it is ironical that the Histori

cal-critical method has come under the judgement of history itself. It is no longer considered as 

a real possiblility. Those involved in the 'New Quest' make it 'clear' that they are involved in 

a different enterprise. Obviously, something was wrong with the old Quest. What was it? 

The general concensus is twofold: 

a) It is believed that the problem lies with positivistic historiography, i.e. with an attempt 

to write unbiased history; which is now regarded as impossible, (a la Bradley, W. Dilthey 

and Collingwood). 
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b) It is believed that the old Quest operated with a false view of the Gospels. They were 

approached as biographical material. It is now believed that the Gospels are rather 'keryg

matic' material, i.e. they were written 'from faith to faith'. 

It is our belief that such a diagnosis of the failure of the old Quest is an oversimplification 

and places the blame in the wrong area. The two criticisms of the old Quest given above are 

quite correct, but, this is not where the real problem lies. The real problem was correctly 

diagnosed by Ernst Troeltsch, and lies with the deffaition of critical history as defined by 

Bradley and Troeltsch himself. 

Before criticising their definition it must be plainly stated that we are not rejecting in any 

way the necessity of critical research itself. Neither are we rejecting all of the concepts of 

critical history as defined by Bradley and Troeltsch. It is our belief that certain metaphysi

cal and philosophical presuppositions stemming from Deism and the Enlightenment were at 

work in their concept of history which blurred the proper understanding of critical method. 

Our task is therefore to distinguish between that which is proper and that which is not pro

per to historical criticism. 3 4 

To begin with, all the principles which we have mentioned apart from those propounded by 

Bradley and Troeltsch are quite acceptable if properly defined and are not particularly 

problematic in the area of N.T. research. 35 

Corning to the three principles of Troeltsch, the first must similarly be left to stand. There 

can be no doubt that all historical facts, theories and hypotheses are subject to proba

bility. 3 6 The degree of probability will obviously be much higher in some disciplines than 

in others, and history does not always operate with indisputable probabilities, but this is 

·not usually considered a great drawback to the discipline. 3 7 

The problem arises with Troeltsch's second and third principles, and elements of Bradley's 

position. Even here though, our criticism does not amount co an outright rejection of the 

principles themselves. The vital issue is the exact definition of these principles. 

It is first necessary to indicate the prol;>lems that have arisen in the use of these principles. In 

modern scientific theory it is often noted that the test of an hypothesis is its fruitfulness 

and its ability to deal with the data.Methoas themselves are not the products of a priori be

liefs, but arise out of a dialectic relationship between the subject and the object of study. 



John Montgomery quotes Ludwig Wittgenstein as foilows~ 

Theories are nets cast to catch what we call 
"the world": to rationalise, to explain and 
to master it. We endeavour to make the 
mesh ever finer and finer. 3 8 
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What applies to scientific- theories can equally be applied to historiographical principles. 

They are there to deal best with the material of history. If they fail, then they need to be 

revised or 'tightened'. 

The principles of correlation and analogy fail completely, if defined in this manner (stated 

above}, to deal with the material of history in the case of Jesus of Nazareth. The reason for 

this seems so obvious that it need hardly be mentioned, and yet this issue lies at the root of 

many of the problems encountered in N.T. research. 

In the N.T. documents we have supposedly .the story of a unique individual who was not 

quite like anyone who existed before him or who has existed since. The historian must, if 

he is true to his discipline, suspend all judgment upon such a claim. The historian must ap

proach his subject with an open mind, 

with the conviction that absolutely any
thing may be true provided that it does not 
offend against the logical law of contradic-
tions. 39 • 

To remain true to his critical task he must not decide the issue before he has investigated 

the evidence. However, in a narrow definition of the principle of analogy, especially as 

defined by Bradley, no completely non-analogous event can be accepted as having a true 

existence at all. Jesus of Nazareth is supposedly just such a non-analogous and unique 

individual. There is no way that a modern historian can expand his field of experience to· 

include such a unique event which, by very definition, is unrepeatable. In this manner two 

principles within the 'critical-historical' method stand in total antithesis, and to use yet 

another principle of this method, by the law of logical non-contradiction one must be true 

and one must be false. With such a definition of the principle of analogy, N.T. research 

is of necessity bound to take only one course in the investigation of the person of Christ. 

It must reject all elements which transcend ordinary human experience and fit the facts into 

a purely human mould. This means that the nature of this purely human mould cannot be 

ascertained from the historical documents themselves (because they proclaim a transcendant 
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figure) and must of necessity be forthcoming from the historian. The result is that he will 

tend to make the mould in his own image, since every historian must have some presuppo

sitions and beliefs. The fact that he does this is not because lie is naive about historical posi

tivism but because of the principle of analogy so defined. 40 

The principle of correlation or causality presents similar difficulties. Troeltsch, it is true, 

distinguished between psychical and natural causality. Bradley, on the other hand, identified 

the nexus of cause and effect with the nineteenth. century vie~ of natural science. This 

understanding of causality is still accepted by a great number of N.T. scholars. Both Rudolf 

Bultmann and those involved in the 'New Quest' still maintain that any interruption in the con

tinuum of causality must be rejected as a mythological and non-historical 'event'. 4 1 

In addition to the principle of correlation, Troeltsch adhered to his principle of progress, by 

·which he meant that no individual event could be regarded as having exhausted the meaning 

of history. No individual fact could be regarded as a 'final revelation of the absolute spirit', 

and 'history is no place for absolute religion and absolute personalities.' 4 2 

However the N.T. documents claim just such a unique event in the bodily resurrection of 

Jesus Christ and just such an absolute personality in the Christ who was vindicated by that re

surrection. But the historical-critical method as defined by the principle of correlation.cannot 

countenance such a possibility. The central message of the· N.T. must therefore be rejected 

out of hand. This, however, has produced an historical anomaly, if not an historical em

barrassment , because the origins of the Christian community and the nature of the docu

ments themselves become completely disjointed. The causal connection between the resur

rection and subsequent history of the church becomes disjointed by the very principle of 

causality. It would not be too much to say that this principle destroys itself when dealing 

with the resurrection. 

Clearly, in 'terms of a 'net cast to catch what we call "the world",(in this case the world of 

historical evidence) to rationalise, to explain, and to master it', the principies of analogy 

and correlation must be judged to have failed. In terms of the philosophy of science, this. 

means they must either be discarded or adapted. In this case the latter is dem'anded, because 

the complete rejection of these principles would create further problems. Especially in re

gard to the principle of analogy; to reject it outright would make historical investigation 

impossible. The historian needs to know that some common ground exists between himself 

• 
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and the past. Otherwise he has no means of understanding the past at all. If he cannot pre

sume that human nature is in some sense the same, that the human mind operates in 

broadly the same mariner, then historical inve:,tigation becomes impossible. 

We tum now to our criticism of these principles. We begin with the principle of correlation 

which to Troeltsch was the problem. 

The Principle of Correlation 

The problem of correlation or causation is not unique to theology. According to William 

H. Dray 'Few theoretica.f questions about their disdpline seem to have bothered historians 

more than this one'. Further, it is true to say that the climate of opinion has completely 

changed since the nineteenth century. Dray states the belief that there is a widespread diS

trust of causal judgment in modem historiography. A group of American historians have 

defined 'cause' as 

an ambiguous term of varied and complex 
meaning ... a convenient figure of speech, des
cribing motives, influences, forces, and other 
antecedent interrelations not fully under
stood. 43 

It needs to be made plain therefore, that causality cannot be regarded with the awe which 

seems to have surrounded the concept in times past. Certainly it should not be used in a 

dictatorial sense, so that the modem historian is only allowed to accept events of the past if 

they fit into a narrow definition of causal possibility. Such a narrow definition no longer 

exists. It would seem that, in this area, Rudolf Bultmann and those who adhere to his his

toriography may be operating with a definition which is no longer tenable. 

Three leading scholars who have dealt with historiograplllcal problems can be used as exam

ples of the way in which modem historians are approaching the concept of causality. 

The most devastating attack upon the concept has come from Karl R. Popper, who ex~ 

amines it in the light of linguistic analysis and the philosophy of science. 4 4 According to 

Popper, Darwin's hypothesis has the analytical character of a particular historical statement. 

It is not a universal law. There is in fact no such thing as a law of evolution. 4 5 

He terms 'historicism' the attempt to be naively scientific about history, that is, to operate 

• 
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with a 'scientistic' view of things. I ts basic postulate is a law of evolution in society, which 

it has inherited from the idea of natural succession common to Comte, Mill and Darwin. 

This idea of progress is therefore a combination of Darwin's hypothesis with a metaphysical 

religious idea. A further difficulty which has resulted from the 'scientistic' attempt to be 

scientific, is that historicism has confused the terminology of natural science with that of 

sociology and history. Physical science uses terms such as 'dynamics', 'movements', 'laws 

of motion' and so on. These have been taken over into the humanities without the reali

zation that they may mean something totally different in a different field of enquiry. In 

physics 'movement' refers to a change in position. In sociology it would supposedly refer to 

a change in the inner structure of society .. But; 

He concludes that; 

The idea of the movement of society itself· 
the idea that society, like a physical body, 
can move as a whole along a certain path 
and in a certain direction • is merely a holis
tic confusion. 4 6 

the poverty of historicism is its inability 
to see that the process of change may 
itself change. 4 7 

E. H. Carr regards Popper's reaction to historicism as somewhat extreme. 4 8 He approaches 

the concept of causality from a more common-sense point of view. However, his position 

does ·not return in any way to #Troettsch 's concept of causality. He begins, somewhat sar· 

castically, by noting that the word 'cause' is now out of fashion, and that historians are 

more inclined to speak in terms of 'explanation', or 'interpretation',or of 'the logic of the 

situation: This new approach is the result of a reaction to Hegelian determinism. However, 

he feels one need not drop the word 'cause' if historians do, in fact, operate with some such 

notibn. The truth is that in every situation there are a great number of causes. To speak of 

the cause, as if there were only one, would be simplistic. The historian rather operates with 

a 'hierarchy of causes' and then determines by a process of selection which is the 'cause of 

all causes' in a situation. He seeks to give the significant cause. 
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Secondly, there is the issue of contingency or, to use Carr's metaphor, the 'famous crux of 

Geopatra s nose'. The issue here is that such contingent factors in history are not in fact 

outside of causality. 

These so-called accidents in history represent 
a sequence of cause and effect interrupting
and, so to speak, clashing with - the se
quence which the historian is primarily con
cerned to investigate. 5 0 

We should not therefore accept the idea of history as a 'chapter of accidents'. Such an idea 

would be as erroneous as the other extreme of inevitability, but without going to one ex

treme we do need to allow for the contingent and the unexpected. 5 1 It is noteworthy 

that his concept of causality is a flexible one - which certainly does not amount to 

Troeltch's principle of correlation. 5 2 

R.G. Collingwood is equally far removed from Troeltsch in his view of causality. He makes a 

clear distinction between causality in science and causality in history. The scientist seeks to 

understand a thing 'from the outside' whereas a historian seeks to understand things 'from 

the inside'. The historian is concerned with human actions and hence with the thoughts and 

motivations which have causal significance. The idea of cause is used in an entirely different 

sense. 

When a scientist asks "why did that piece of 
litmus pa'Jer turn pink? " he meuns "on 
what kinds of occasions do pieces of litmus 
paper tum pink?". When an historian asks 
''why did Brutus stab Caesar?", he means · 
''what did Brutus think, which made him 
decide to stab Caesar?" The cause of the 
event, for Him, means the thought in the 
mind of the person by whose agency the 
event came about: and this is not something 
other than the event, it is the inside of the 
event itself. 5 3 

In Collingwood's view, when we speak of what 'caused' a !llan to behave in a certain man- · 

ner, we refer to those reasons which he had to act in that manner. We may even say that he 

was 'induced' or 'persuaded' to act in a certain manner. However, that does not mean that 

his free will was not involved. He still had to use the 'reason' which was at his diSposal. 

In this sense a 'cause' can actually fail to produce the 'result' because the agent involved 

does not decide to use it. This view has dispensed with all thought of a 'necessary connection' 

between cause and effect. 5 4 



60 
If we return now to Troeltsch's view of causality we notice how he made a similar distinc

tion between natural and 'rsychical' causation, and how he criticised Hegel for failing to 

make this distinction. However, we also noted that Troeltsch could not allow this distinc

tion to go to it's logical conclusion. The possibility of unique events had to be circumscri

bed by a more general concept of correlation. This limitation was due to his principle of 

development. It now becomes evident that Troeltsch was influenced, despite his criticism of 

Hegel, by a metaphysical notion of progress. His limitation of the unique is very similar to 

Marx's limitation of the unique into retardation and acceleration. 

Following Carr we may say that the issue is not really the presence or total absence of 

causality, but different kinds of causality; biological, economic, or accidental, and one's 

view of the different kinds of causality that are possible will depend ultimately upon one's 

metaphysical vantage point or one's world view. Wherever that metaphysic is influenced by 

'historicism', or a deterministic view of progress, one's view of causation will not allow for 

the unique. It was Troeltsch's failure (and by implication those involved in the 'Old Quest') 

that he was unaware of the influence of metaphysical presuppositions upon his own 

thought. 

For N.T. criticism are we then to dispense altogether with the principle of correlation? We 

must answer this in the negative. Perhaps the simplest way of viewing the situation is that 

we should merely reverse Troeltsch's idea of circumscribing the unique with laws of cau

sality, by circumscribing or limiting the laws of causality by the unique. 

Pannenberg believes that the principle of correlation is important for instance, in showing 

that the history of Israel cannot be isolated from universal or secular history. This is because 

there is a correlation between all historical events and periods. 

An interpretation of the whole of history 
by means of the idea of development or any 
idea of an underlying teleology at all, con
flicts with the contingency of individual 
events and is. therefore unacceptable on 
theological as well as historical grounds. 
The possibility still remains, however, 
undisturbed by this criticism, of pointing 
out developmental unities of limited range 
within the historical process, which are 
nevertheless supported and modified on all 
sides by contingent events. 5 5 

The principle of correlation, so defined, is quite acceptable to N.T. research and will not 
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produce the historical anomalies which were caused by the nineteenth century defini

tion of the principle. 

The Principle of Analogy 

1. If the principle of correlation can be said to rest, ultimately, in its problematical sense, 

on a metaphysical presupposition, the same can be said of the principle of analogy. In 

fact, it becomes evident that in this sense the two principles are really two sides of the 

same coin. 

In the case of Bradley his tendency towards idealist philosophy ·has detennined his 

epistomological approach to history. 5 6 His emphasis lies upon the fact that the human 

mind cannot perceive the world 'out there' without working upon it and interpreting 

it. The knowing subject and his thought processes are emphasized rather than the 

known object in its independent reality. The great difficulty for him, therefore, is to 

extend this inner world to .include non-analogous events, whether th,,ey be present or 

past. The difficulty of receiving non-analogous facts is the outworking of a subjective 

presupposition. In this regard, it is significant that Pannenberg discovers essentially the 

same problem in Troeltsch's approach to analogy. He notes the anthropocentricity and 

·introspection inherent in his view. 5 7 • It would seem then, that the principle of ana

logy in its problematical and narrow sense is the result of philosophical presupposi

tions. These presuppositions however cannot be regarded as necessary. It ha~ been 

· noted that empiricism, with its 'representative view of knowledge' leads to the logical 

conclusion of solipsism. 5 8 It certainly seems to restrict the broadening of the 'world' 

of the subject. 

This problem becomes evident with Bradley when he has to deal with the objection 

which Paley brought against him. Paley asked what the historian would do with testi

mony which had to be accounted for, but which could not be included due to the 

principle of analogy. Bradley's reply is in terms of a completely circular argument. 

Non-analogous testimony cannot be included because it is not 'real' for the historian. 

But why is it judged to be not 'real'? The answer is that it is a non-analogous 'event'. 

Pannenberg notes that historical enquiry has never been successful when it has engaged 

in 'absolutising extrapolations of analogies'. 

2. At another point Bradley is himself aware of an essential weakness in his position. The 

historian must work with a criterion. This criterion can only be the hi.storian himself. 
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This means that the inner \vorld' of the historian becomes the criterion for judging all 

historical evidence. The question is, what constitutes this inner world of the ristorian? 

In what way can it legitimately be regarded as authoritative? 

Bradley's answer is that this inner world is the modern world, the world of physical 

science. This is where R.G. Collingwood finds his weakest point. In Bradley's view, the 

world the historian brings to his subject is something which is complete in itself before 

he begins his investigation. He regards it thus because of his estimation of nineteenth 

century science. 'This is where the positivism of his age begins to infect his thought'. s 9 

The correct view of the historian's task is, in Collingwood's words, rather as follows; 

His criterion is ... never ready-made; the ex
perience from which it is derived is his ex
perience of historical thinking, and it grows 
with every growth in his historical know
ledge. 60 

Another way of stating this view is that the scholar stands in dialectical relation to the 

object of his study. He will not only question the text, but will allow it to question 

himself, his methods, his conclusions and his presuppositions. The historian must be 

prepared to learn from the past. The principle of analogy as defined by Bradley and 

Troeltsch makes this impossible and therefore makes truly historical enquiry impos

sible. Ji; has a wrong orientation both towards the oast and the oresent. Thenast knot 

· ·allowed to reveal anything new and the present is absolutised in terms of natural science. 

The fact is though - and this is universally recognised - that the nineteenth century 

view of science was in many ways a distorted one. The idea of the lawfulness of 

nature has undergone a radical change. It may be debatable whether the world view of 

modern science since the discovery of the theory of relativity and the theory of 

indeterminacy allows specifically for the miraculous. It does seem clear that modern 

science would certainly not accept the mechanistic view of nature found· in Newto

nian physics. This extreme use of the principle of analogy must therefore be rejected 

as an outmoded concept, no longer applicable to modern research. 

3. Panrtenberg's criticism of the principle centres on the idea of 'homogeneity' which 

. was inherent in Troeltsch's definition. As he interprets Troeltsch; 

Its meaning is that all differences should be 
comprehended in a uniform, universal homo-



geneity. In this form the postulate of the ho
mogeneity of all events leads to a constric
tion of the historical question itself 6 1 
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In the proper use of this principle it should operate as a yardstick to test the 'non

homogeneous '. The particularity of phenomena should not be lost in an over-empha

sis of the typical. Theology is primarily interested in the particular and contingent 

because its object of study is the activity of the transcendent God who is free to 

produce within history that which is totally new. This means that the principle of 

analogy must have its limitation~ It cannot be used as a criteria for the reality of 

events in the past. 

That a reported event bursts analogies with 
otherwise usual or repeatedly attested events 
is still no ground for disputing its facti
city. 62 

Does this negative limitation of analogy mean that we must dispense with the principle alto

gether? Pannenberg thinks not. It can be used in a positive sense, firstly to act as a yardstick 

for the !lnderstanding of non-homogeneous events, and secondly to reveal the non-factuality 

. of mythical or legendary events by analogy with present experience, where in present expre

rience similar beliefs are known to have no basis. 

rriE ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE HISTORICAL-CRITICAL METHOD IN THE THEO

LOGY OF MARTIN KAHLER AND IN THE DIALECTICAL SCHOOL 

. -
In discussing Martin Kahler we would do well to heed the challenge given by Ernst Kase-

mann, that even after a considerable lapse of time his book, 

has not lost its relevance and, despite all the 
attacks made upon it and the many reser
vations that one may have concerning it, it 
has also never been really refuted. Basically, 
Bultmann has only given, in his own way, 
support and preciseness to the thesis of 
this book. 6 3 

It is easy to criticise a scholar at such a distance in time and to point to his errors. It is dif

ficult to know how else one might have wrestled with the problems which he faced in his 

day; Who can say that any would have done better? The fact is though, that we really can

not see the way ahead even in our day if we do not somehow resolve the issues which he 
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faced. In order to lay a foundation for our approach to the infancy narratives, and any other 

part of the N.T., we need to take up some position in regard to these vital issues. To agree 

with Bradley at this point, the true historian is not one who naively believes that he has no 

presuppositions, but the one who is conscious of the ones he has. 

Our aim is to show, not how Kahler may be refuted, but how it seems he may have been 

misunderstood. Further, our purpose is to show that certain errors on his part have been en

larged upon so that the final result is something vastly different from his beginning. Ernst 

Kasemann believes that Bultmann has merely 'given preciseness' to the thesis of Kahler's 
. . - -~ ~-

book. This is just the question. Has he given preciseness to it or has he distorted it? 

Kahler wrote when the 'Quest for the Historical Jesus' had evidently failed. N.T. scholarship 

had come to a cul-de-sac. He was consciously seeking a new way ahead. 6 4 

This desire for a new way ahead was framed in a specific context and it is here that we be

lieve the beginning of the misunderstanding is to be found. It is clear from his statements 

that Kah.ler's central concern was vitally linked to the area of proclamation, evangelism and 

faith. His concern was for the common believer, not the scholar, and for the educated but 

sceptical non-believer, not the critic. 6 5 A sense of religious scepticism had entered into the 

heart of the common man, largely due to the fierce conflict between 'enlightened reason' 

and 'dogmatic Orthodoxy. ' In such a situation how was a man to be brought to personal, 

saving faith in Jesus Christ? His question was not 'how may we convince our negative critics 

to change their theological position'. His concern was one of Christian apologetics for the 

purpose of proclamation. 

His solution to the problem was, we believe, a powerful apologetic argument which was 

not new to him and which is not uncommon today. He was able to apply it skilfully to 

his specific situation. This becomes plain in the fmal section of his book. It amounts to a 

spiralling apologetic argument or process of faith which may be stated as follows: 

1. · How does a rrtan usually come to faith? Kahler is emphatic that it is not through 

first giving intellectual assent to doctrinal propositions. 6 6 

Rather, the sequence is first the hearing of the kerygma. This does not lead to a sacrifice 

of the intellect' because the kerygma he hears is the proclamation of the 'biblical Christ', 

who has objective or 'historic' reality. 



65 

2. If the hearer of this word is saturated with rationalistic doubts, a bare minimum of 

fact about Jesus can be declared to him which has been gained through scientific historical 

research. 6 7 

However, as soon as this bare minimum has been established we must take him on to see the 

biblical Christ, the Christ of the kerygma and the whole bible. 

3. The man who thus responds, i.e. to the kerygma (1) and if necessary, to a minimum 

of historical fact (2) will come to experience the living Christ for himself. It will be impos

sible for him to grow m the knowledge of this living Christ without growing in his experience 

of the Bible, which will be the medium through which he discovers the living Christ. 6 8 

In this process he continually grows in confidence; both in the Bible as the word of God., .. 

and in the 'biblical Christ'. This 'biblical Christ' is known to him through the whole Bible, 

where he finds a 'picture' of a unique figure. So powerful is the impression of this 'picture' 

that he becomes convinced that 'Christ himself is the originator of the Biblical picture of the 

Christ'. 6 9 He becomes convinced that behind the Gospels must stand the truly real and 

historical figure of a unique and indeed divine Saviour. He comes to the 'certainty of faith.' 

4. Now, as a matured Christian, certain of his faith, this man cannot live in isolation 

from. the modem discipline of historical research. He will become aware of the fact that 

this research often casts doubt upon the substance of his faith. His intellectual honesty will 

demand that he faces such challenges. He will reafo.e ti.at, as perhaps a theologian, his faith 

must be able to stand in the midst of the most exacting criticism. This will not threaten him 

at all. He will be able to open his mind to the critical debate. 7 0 

5. The matured Christian or theologian will fmd with his research that historical criti

cism cannot destroy his faith. He will be able to hold his own in that field. He may now, 

with the whole church, proclaim the kerygma to the unbeliever and if that unbeliever is 

saturated with rationalism, he will be able to present a 'bare minimum' of historical fact to 

the enquirer which is obtainable through critical research. 7 1 

It is now possible to explain what we mean by a spiral in Kiihler's argument. At this point 

(5) we have come the full circle. We are back again at the point of proclamation (1-2), al

though not in the same manner. We are there logically, but this time with the ·confidence of 

faith behind us. We are at the same point further up the spiral. It is important for Kahler 
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that initial saving faith does not need to depend upon the matured historical-critical know

ledge at the fourth point. The ordinary Christian has no means to come to that position. To 

have such knowledge he would have to depend upon the historians. The critical historian 

would become the high priest of Protestantism. This would be intolerable. Further, the cer

tainty of faith reached at this point cannot depend upon historical-critical research. It 

depends upon the knowledge ofthe 'historic, biblical Christ' reached at the third point. This 

does not mean that Kahler has no place for critical research at all. At the fourth point he 

gives it as much space as it requires. In certain circumstances he would even make use of it 

at the first and second point, in giving a 'bare minimum' of historical knowledge if that will 

help to bring a man to Christ. 

The misunderstanding and distortion of Kahler's position has arisen because the movement 

between the third and the fourth points has been handed down without the broader context 

of the entire ap_oJogetic and faith-maturing spiral. This distortion has been made easier due 

to the fact that Kahler has unfortunately expressed himself in terminology which is in itself 

·erroneous. Ke Ii.as named the historical knowledge at the second point 'scien.tific history' (or · 

Historie) and the historical knowledge at the second point 'salvation-history' (Geschichte). 

Instead of stating the difference between the knowledge at the second and fourth points as a 

difference in the maturity of the Christian, he has created two different fields of history. 

This systemisation of Kahler's thought could be regarded as a foreign concept which has 

been read into the 'text: Can it be substantiated? The following observations will help to 

substantiate this analysis. 

I. In dialectical theology a complete divorce is made between the 'biblical Christ', the 

'Christ of faith', and the 'historical Christ'. The former need have no objective historical · 

content. In some theologies the Christ of faith operates as a mere symbol. Only the histori

cal Christ is at all objective in real history. However, very little can be known of him. 

If this is the correct understanding of Kahler's position we should find that Kahler's 'historic 

Biblical Christ' is similarly without historical content. But this is exactly what we do not 

find. Repeatedly we fmd him arguing for the reality and concreteness of the 'biblical 

Christ'. 72 
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2. In a great deal of dialectical theology there is a complete disregard for historical argu

ment. There is even a delight in the fact that no scientific historical research is required for 

theological formulation to tak.:; place. If this is the correct interpretation of Kahler we 

should similarly expect him to make no use of historical argument. Yet we fmd him re

peatedly making comments which can only be regarded as historical arguments, Le. they are 

arguments in favour of the historicity of the N.T. witness. 7 3 

The problematical element in Kahler's work is the fact that he refuses to regard such logic 

as part of historical-critical argumentation. He describes it as 'dogmatic' or 'theological' 

argumentation. This has led to a divorce between what we affirm as theologians and what 

we affirm as historians. Why was Kahler not able to recognise his historical arguments 

as part of historical argumentation? The reason for this seems to lie in the image he had of 

historical-critical method. He was dealing with an obviously positivistic notion of historical 

research. This becomes· plain from his comments on 'analogy' and 'causality', which he re

garded as elements of 'pragmatism'. 7 4 Because his historical arguments were rather distant 

from .this narrow· field of pragmatic historiography he preferred to call them 'theological' or 

'dogmatic.' However, in the definition of historiography found, for instance, in R.G. Coll

ingwood's work, such arguments would be termed historical. They are made up of 

.inferences based upon certain data. It did not, it seems, ever enter into the mind of Kahler 

that the refusal to term such inferential argumentation 'historical' would be used as a. 

reason for dispensing with the need for inferential argument itself. This, however, has taken 

place, and the authority for it is none other than Martin Kahler. 

He refused to see his apologetic as part of historical-criticism because he could not accept 

the way in which the discipline was being used. This becomes plain from his frequent criti

cisms of the 'so-called' Christ of historical criticism. By this he did not mean to surrender 

the field to negative criticism and retreat into subjectivity. His stress upon the subjective 

certainty of faith was for the benefit of 'ordinary' Christians. 'After all' say Carl E. Braaten, 

Kahler called this the so-called historical 
Jesus, implying merely the rejection of 
something less than genuine. He would 
have been horrified to see his thoughts 

- taken over as a way of justifying the de
tachment of Christology from the real 
historical existence of the man Jesus of 
Nazareth, as the Bible portrays him. 7 5 

Kahler himself was able to see through the historical-critical method of his day. He knew 

that it's 'Christ' was unreal. He knew, too, that a different type of historical method would 
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vindicate the continuity between the biblical Christ and the historical Christ. But he knew 

that 'ordinary' Christians would never have his knowledge. He therefore formulated his spi

ral apologetic. Nevertheless, once the division between Geschichte and Historie had been 

made, other theologians, unable to see through the historical-critical method and driven 

before its onslaught, were given a 'way out'. 

The category of Geschichte seemed admirably insulated from critical method. In such an 

impervious realm they could continue to formuate N.T. theology. 

To whatever extent the divorce between the 'historical Jesus' and the 'Christ of faith' can be 

attributed· to Kahler or to the misunderstanding of Kahler, the tendency to make this dis

tinction has become more and more pronounced so that eventually. in the theology of Ru

dolf Bultmann, all that is requited for the historicity of Jesus is the mere 'thatness' of his 

existence. The difference between Kahler and Bultmann is that while the former could 

criticise the historical-critical method of his day, the latter believes it to be completely 

acceptable in all its ramifications as part of the moderr.. sCierititfo world view. The consi

stent use of such presuppositions should, as Troeltsch saw so clearly. result in the annihila

tion of traditional belief. But Kiihler's 'historic-biblical' Christ has enabled the dialectical 

school to live in two worlds at the same time.7 6 

The following points may be mentioned. 

1. . Dialectical theology tends to accept the crucifixion as an historical fact (Historie) 

but places the resurrection in the realm of Geschichte. This drives the crucifixion and 

the resurrection into two realms. This leads to an insuperable problem because in the 

N. T. the resurrection is regarded as the validation of the cross. In this way the very 

fabric of N.T. theology is disintegrated. 7 7 

2. The act of God in Jesus Christ is the centre and basis of Christian theology. This is 

a firm belief of dialectical theology. But this theology also believes that faith does not 

depend upon the historical Jesus. How then can Jesus be the basis of faith in one 

sense (Geschichte) but not be the basis of faith as an historical figure (Historie)? 

Does this not amount to a denial of the Incarnation? 7 8 

3. Existentialist historiography makes a radical separation between faith and scientific 

history. Meaning exists in the realm of faith but cannot be deduced from brute facts 
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of history. But if the facts themselves are dumb, does this not mean that one can have 

meaning without facts at all? Can one not have a kerygma without history at all? If 

so, why is the N.T. revelation still held to as the basis of faith? 7 9 

4. The dichotomy between Historie and Geschichte is supported by the reformed princi

ple of justification through faith alone. Works, the law, the flesh, and human wisdom 

are equated with scientific history from which man must be liberated. But then what 

do we have faith in? If the object of faith is evacuated of historical content does one 

not arrive at a point where faith becomes its own justification and object? 8 0 

This is perhaps a fitting place to mention the so-called 'New Quest for the historical Jesus'. 

In our initial definition of the problem we mentioned three possible solutions. The 'New 

Quest' was not mentioned as another option. The reason for this will now become apparent. 

Despite· the fact that various post-Bultmannian scholars have seen many of the problems 

attached to dialectical theology, it does not seem that their attempt constitutes a new 

departure. They have criticised the 'Old Quest' on three basic issues. Firstly, the 'Old 

Quest' was marred by a positivistic reliance on unbiased 'facts'. It is now generally assumed 

. that such history is not possible. Secondly, there was an unbalanced belief in scientism. 

Historians, in an attempt to keep up with the natural sciences, compromised the unique 

character of their discipline and, as a result, produced a 'scissors and paste' type of history. 

Thirdly, the Old Quest' made the vital mistake of regarding the Gospels as historical sources 

rather than keryg~atic proclaimers of the faith. Their attempt to write biographies of Jesus 

failed miserably. Over against such a view of history they have made use of the new under

standing of history col111iion to Martin Heidegger and R.G. Collingwood. An. attempt is 

now made to understand Jesus existentially. Emphasis is now laid upon Jesus' own under

standing of existence. This understanding is then said to be the basis of the understanding 

found in the kerygma and hence the continuity can be discovered between the historical 

Jesus and the kerygma.8 1 

Two criticisms may be levelled at such an attempt. Firstly, it is difficult to understand how 

Christ's own understanding of his existence can in any way be less open to subjective inter

pretation than his 'psychological development', which was the consuming interest of the 

'Old Quest'. Of all the elements in the Gospel tradition, surely this one is more difficult to 

ascertain than <UlY other. Secondly, the post-Bultmannian scholars have left the fundamental 

principles of nineteenth century. historiography untouched. Both the principle of analogy 

and the principle of criticism have been taken over without question. Nature and history are 

still regarded as a closed system of cause and effect. There is therefore absolutely no likeli-
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hood of this method coming to an objective estimation of the historical Jesus. He will of 

necessity have to be moulded by some criterian outside of the tradition, and it seems a fore· 

gone conclusion that, instead of a nineteenth century liberal gentleman, he will appear as 

a twentieth century existentialist theologian. 

To bring this section to a conclusion, our investigation leads us to believe that it is im

possible to have a peaceful co-existence between. the historicakritical method, as defined in 

the nineteenth century·, and traditional Christian faith. Dialectical theology, in so far as it 

is an attempt to escape from a confrontation between the two, fails to answer the real ques· 

tions. This leads us to the third possibility, namely a critical analysis and redefinition of the 

historical-critical method itself. 

THE NEW THEOLOGY OF THE RESURRECTION AND THE RE-DEFINITION OF THE 

HISTORICAL CRITICAL METHOD 

Richard R. Niebuhr. Resurrection and Historical Reason 

Niebuhr wrestles in particular with the philosophy of Kant, which he believes is largely re· 

sponsible for the problems in modern historiography. He proposes that in addition to a 

'Critique of pure reason' and a 'Critique of practical reason', a 'Critique of historical re

search' is required. Historiography is constantly being absorbed into either the categories of 

classical, syllogistic logic or the methods of verification used in the natural sciences. This 

overlooks the uniqueness of the historical discipline. 8 2 His contributiort to a 'Critique of 
-

historical research' may be divided into three areas; firstly the relationship between subject 

and object in historical research, secondly the relationship between historical reason and 

one's view of nature, and thirdly what he terms the power of the past. 

1. Subject and object in historical research 

There is no such thing as neutral history, or history in general. History is always appropriated 

to the present by a particular group, and such a group will always select a particular part of 

the past to remember. In this regard, Niebuhr makes three points: 

Firstly, the resurrection would not exist as part of the past but for the memory of the 

church which remembers him. 8 3 
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Secondly, 'the mode of historical cognition is remembering. ' This means that no fact of the 

past must be reduced to the present. Only by being allowed to remain in the past of our me

mory can history remain truly objective. However this raises the danger that the church 

is allowed to become a 'suprapersonal entity with a collective consciousness' that creates its 

own memory. 84 

Thirdly, in answer to this danger is the fa9t that historical memory is always corporate. The 

community is therefore always in dialogue with itself in regard to its memory and conse

quently criticism of that memory is always . taking place. 8 5 

2. Nature and historical reason 8 6 

Modem theology is unable to accept the historicity of the resurrection due to its under

standing of law and causality in the process of history. Niebuhr questions this assumption 

on two counts. Firstly, this assumption comes from confusing the areas of history and na

ture. Nature is regarded as a . causal network and so history is assumed_ to be subject to the 

same causal network. This is disputable. Secondly, it is debatable whether nature itself can 

be defined as a closed network of causality. Niebuhr goes into some detail in connection 

with the two related concepts of law and causality. Due to various philosophical influen

ces, a process of thought has taken place which may be termed the 'naturalisa_tion of his

tory: By this, Niebuhr means that history has been incorrectly reduced to various con

cepts of nature which in themselves are not without difficulties. 8 7 In aniwer to this process 

he points out that precisely the opposite process has taken place. This he terms the 'histo

ricism of nature'. As various thinkers have put it 'nature' may only be a habit of mind, the 

concept of nature itself has a history and may therefore be subject to history, and in con

nection with the laws of nature it can be maintained that the concept of law is also sub

ject to change. 8 8 

There is no need to bring these two views of nature (i.e. naturalisation of history and the 

historicism of nature) to a final conclusion. What does become clear is that one need not un

derstand either nature or history in terms of unbroken causality. This means that an escape 

into idealistic views· of history such as Heilsgeschichte is equally unnecessary. 8 9 

3. The Power of the Past 90 

Albert Schweitzer is to be recommended because he recognised the power of the past. He 

saw that one cannot take Jesus out of the first century and separate the Christian kernel 

from the Jewish-apocalyptic husk. This indicates his respect for the stuff of history. But 

Schweitzer then went on to, shatter his own principle by using a modem psychological 

approach to explain the resurrection. 
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Schweitzer's use of an arbitrary principle of interpreting the N .T. indicates a particular vice 

which must be avoided at all costs; that is, of making the past subsenient to the present. In 

· this way, we lose what is novel in the past, we use an arbitrary principle which we bring 

from outside the N.T., and our conclusions become fictitious because they are based upon a 

principle of reduction. Against this, Niebuhr maintains that the past cannot be satisfactorily 

reduced to anything else, including the present. This is shown by the fact that, with all 

the interpretations of Jesus which have been given in the past, this area of history maintains 

its own independence. It is notable that we are always driven back to just this past; and the 

continual re-interpretation does not eradicate the memory symbols which lie at the root of 

the Christian traditions. The past therefore always transcends the present. 'The spirit of the 

past blows where it wishes'. It has a power of its own which affects the present. We cannot 

escape from the claims which the past makes upon us, particularly the past of the Histori

cal Jesus. 9 1 

If we may comment on Niebuhr's views on historical reas~n, one serious weakness presents 

itself. His emphasis on the indissolubility of the historical Jesus and the church which in

terpreted him is valuable. The weakness of his emphasis is that the knowledge of the his-

. torical Jesus is confined to the observer who stands within the church. Niebuhr notes that 

Western thought is dependent upon two traditions, the Hebrew and the Hellenistic. This 

gives the modern interpreter the feeling that.he can stand outside the church and interpret 

Jesus by the use of some criterion which is external to the tradition. He states that 1 

neither psychology, nor idealogy, nor. the 
natural sciences are capable of furnishing 
the criterion of historicity. And, when the 
historian does use one or more of these 
sciences in this illegitimate way, the picture 
of the past he reconstrncts has no more than 
a specious certainty. 9 2 

It seems that, in Niebuhr's view, the illegitirµacy of such an attempt is the stance of the 

historian outside the church. Firstly, does this not amount to a circular argument? To be- . 

lieve in the historical Jesus is a necessary presumption for discovering the historical Jesus 

at all. Secondly, does this not remove any'common ground between the church and secular 

thought? Thirdly, does this not remove the public nature of historical truth, i.e., that any 

historical inference must be open to verification or falsification by any other critical analy

sis?· This problem hampers Niebuhr's otherwise important and positive contribution to the 
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'New Theology of the Resu"ection '. This is a fitting point to move on to the work of Wolf

hart Pannenberg, because one of his emphases is precisely the common ground between 

the believer and the non-believer in the investigatior, of the historiCity of the resurrection. 

His view ably compensates for the weakness of Niebuhr's contribution. 

Wolfhart Pannenberg 

For convenience we will deal with Pannenberg's theology under three topics; the relation

ship of historical method to the philosophy of science, the proper use of the historical 

method and the revelation of God through history in Jesus of Nazareth. 

I. Historical method and the philosaphy of science 

The value of Pannenberg's theology is shown in this area because he has attempted to bring 

to an end the isolation of theological method from the methods of secular science in gene

ral. The dialectical period was a reaction to the inroads which scientific method had made 

into traditional faith. In reacting it actually attempted to escape from the problem into a 

. 'sacred' area where it was protected from the threat of secular encroachments. This method· 

was at first enthusiastically accepted because it did give some 'way-out' for theology. How

ever it soon became apparent that this way out' presented problems of its own. On the one 

hand it destroyed any possible common ground between the church and the non-believer, 

and on the other harid it raised the question of whether the so-called 'truth ' which was 

proclaimed in this 'sacred' and protected area could be truth at all if it was not open to 

general verification. Pannenberg has attempted to bring theology out of its retreatist posi

tion in his recent work, Theology and the Philosophy of Scien~ in which he attempts to 

define a common criterion of truth which can be used in all the sciences - and in ~heology 

as well. Since the Christian faith is. so dependent upon history, this amounts to a discussion 

of historical method in relation to scientific method. Pannenberg's contention is that a 

basic unity of scientific method for all disciplines is only possible if we move away from 

positivism in the direction of 'critical rationalism'. 9 3 

-
The most radical cleavage between science and theology was evident in the philosophy of 

logical positivism. Pannenberg indicates how the validity of theological statements has 

been denied by this school with its. criterion of verification. 94 He then shows how this cri

terion has itself been subject to criticism, mainly by Karl Popper, and how the principle of 

verffication has been replaced by the criterion of falsification. But even here the validity of 
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theological statements has been denied. 9 5 
• 

-
He therefore gives reasons for rejecting the principle of falsification, especially when nar-

rowly defined. 9 6 In history and in a court of law, neither the principle of verification or 

falsification is applicable. Proof operates rather with the balance of the evidence. A con

tingent sequence of events can only be weighed up on the evidence. The only thing that 

is repeatable is the logical structure of the historical reconstruction. Does this mean that 

science and history must now be separated into two unrelated areas of enquiry? He denies 

this as well, and gives reasons for holding that both science and history .(and therefore 

the historical arguments which form the basis of Christian theology) operate with a form of 

verification which is rather more flexible than the various criteria which are often supposed 

to be used in these disciplines. 9 7 

The significance of Pannenberg's position may be clarified by the following observations: 

a) By relating theological, historical and scientific methods in this way, Pannenberg has 

shown that a unified criterion of truth is possible. This can be used in all scientific 

research (scientific in the broader sense). This means that theology need not seek to 

escape into a so-called 1ndependent method'. 

b) It is improper to subject historical method to· a rigid criterion of law. It is not neces

sary to limit history to a study of the typical, to the exclusion of the particular. Such a 

·method is not even applicable to science in the strictest sense. 

c) In the light of the two observations made above, it becomes clear that it is unnecessary 

for theology to postulate a special reabn of Heilsgeschichte which is protected from the 

destructive effects· of scientific method. Theological statements may not be judged as 

meaningless, and theology, because it seeks its basis in history, is able to use a method 

which is open to scientific verification, provided that by 'verification ' we do not refer 

to the narrow concept of logical positivism. Biblical theology need no longer operate 

with an artificial distinction between 'fact' and 'meaning'. 

2. The Historical method 

Pannenberg's historical method must be seen against the background. of his philosophy 

of history, which in turn is intimately connected with the way he believes God is able 

to reveal himself to man. We will outline his thinking in this area in point form. 
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1. The link between the revelation of God in Jesus Christ as a particular historical 

figure and the world in general is through the pre-history of Jesus in the history 

of Israel, which history is in turn linked to universal history through the study of 

the history of religions. 9 8 

2. Since God is the Lord of the whole of reality, and since reality is revealed in his

tory, God can only truly reveal himself through universal history, through the 

whole of history. A concept of universal history is indispensable for historio

graphy. 99 

3. The idea of world history or universal history, and in particular the linear 

view of history, has its roots in the Judaeo-Christian tradition. This basis cannot 

and must not be removed. 1 0 0 

4. The linear view of history, together with the prophetic and later the apocalyptic 

hope, led to the understanding that only at the end of history can God fully 

reveal himself. 1 0 1 

5. In the resurrection of Jesus Christ, an event took place which was only possible 

at the end of history. The end was proleptically revealed in Jesus. God is there

fore truly revealed in Jesus. 1 0 2 

6. The resurrection of Jesus is not to be regarded as a particular, isolated miracu

lous event. It occurred in the context of the O.T. apocalyptic and eschatological 

hope. 

7. The 0. T. witness to the history of Israel need not be rejected as a biased and 

uncritical view of its own history. This is possible if one understands the O.T. 

witness with the aid of a correct critical method, namely the history of the 

transmission of traditions. With this method critical history and kerygmatic 

history are no longer divided. 1 0 3 

8. O.T. history may be regarded as valid history provided the principle of ana

logy is properly defined and provided it is interpreted in the light of the resur

rection as an e·schatological event. 1 0 4 

9. The resurrection, when understood against the background of the O.T. eschato-
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locial hope is an event which carries its own interpretation. It is not only acces

sible to faith. This means that a dichotomy between fact and meaning is no 

longer necessary. 1 0 5 

10. This in turn means that faith and reason must not be placed-in antithesis. 

The fact of the resurrection is accessible to the non-believer because its meaning 

is public. Faith is therefore based upon critical history, although the eschato

logical tension produced by the proleptic nature of the fulfilment in Jesus Christ 

means that an element of risk must always be involved in this faith. 1 0 6 

3. The Revelation of God in Jesus of Nazareth. The Resurrection as the ground of His 

unity with God. 

In most dogmatic formulations of theology, the divinity of Christ is based upon His 

claims to authority prior to Easter. Such a view is unacceptable to Pannenberg. In his 

view, the claims of Christ brought with them a sense of ambiguity. Jesus claimed that 

the awaited eschaton was already present in his ministry. God's reign was near at hand: 

The people had only to repent. The reign of God became such an overwhelming consi

deration. that adherence to the law became a relative matter. 

However, the eschaton was not yet fully evident. This meant that Christ's claims called 

out for vindication, and without that vindication they cannot be the basis of faith. 

Christ's journey to Jerusalem must be regarded as a conscious attempt to force the 

people to a decision about his claims. This journey, Jesus must have known, could have 

led to His death. But he undertook the journey in the knowledge that he would be 

vindicated by God in the imminent coming of the kingdom. Both he and his disciples 

must have understood this event to include the general, rather than the individual, 

resurrection of the dead. Thus, when Jesus was raised, it indicated that the end had 

already occurred. Pannenberg gives six conclusions which must be regarded as part of 

the meaning of Christ's resurrection. 1 0 7 

Having worked out the theological implications of the resurrection, he then deals with 

the acceptability of such an event to modern man. 1 0 8 

At this point it needs to be mentioned that in his view, the Jewish eschatological under

standing of history is the very basis of Christ's claim to authority and the vindication of 

that claim. It is therefore impossible to accept the Christian faith without this view of 

history. 
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Having cleared the way in tenns of our pre-understan~ing of the concept of resurrection 

itself, Pannenberg then approaches the historicity of the N.T. tradition. This leads him 

to a positive asseSSJT1ent of the historicity of the resurrection. 1 0 9 

Pannenberg's contribution to historical method in relation to the-N.T. is helpful in the 

following ways: 

1. The fonn of historical dualism which has plagued N.T. research during the dia

lectical period has been successfully dealt with. This has been done in two ways. 

Firstly, a correct understanding of scientific method removes the reason for a 

special area of Heilsgeschichte for theology. Secondly, the method which has 

been described as the history of the transmission of traditions fuses together 

critical and kerygmatic (or interpreted) history. In this way, a methodological 

principle is used which removes the possibility of such an historical dualism 

. developing. 

2. We noted that the essential weakness in Richard Niebuhr's theology is its ten

dency to restrict knowledge of the historical Jesus to those who stand within the 

tradition of the Church. Pannenberg's historiography bridges the gap between the 

proclamation of the church and secular man. It does this in four ways. Firstly, 

Christian theology is shown to operate with essentially the same method au.d the 

same criterion of truth as that which is applicable to the fonnulation of scientific 

hypotheses. Secondly, the study of the history of religions operates as a bridge 

between the secular study of religion and the Judaeo-Christian revelation. Thirdly,. 

the acceptability of the historical fact of the resurrection is assisted by a pre-un

derstanding of the phenomenon which is demonstrable in tenns of modern anth

ropology. Fourthly, the public nature of God's revelation in secular history means 

that the basis of the Christian faith is open to public verification. 

3. The apologetic force of Pannenberg's theology is. evident from the method of 

his argument. Scientific hypotheses are forged through an interrelation of data 

and hypothesis where neither pure induction nor pure deduction are used. Simi-

. larly, Pannenberg relates together the data of history with the hypothesis of a 

particular philosophy of history and the hypothesis of the historicity of Christ's 

resurrection.' As in scientific method, his argument is spiral. His philosophy of 

history opens the way for his understanding of the resurrection. His understan

ding of the resurrection is grounded upon his view of the history of the transmis-
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sion of Israel's faith. This faith is the basis of the apocalyptic and eschatological 

view of history, which in tum is the basis of Pannenberg's philosophy of his'." 

tory. There is therefore a continual interrelation between data and hypothesis 

which grows into an apologetic spiral. 

4. The improper use of the historical-critical method, which plagued the . 'Quest for 

the historical Jesus', and which still continu.es. to plague the 'New Quest for the 

historical Jesus', has been dealt with m Pannenberg's redefinition of the principle 

of analogy and the principle of correlation. 

5. The eschatological view of history, which lies at the basis of the Biblical revela

tion, has for the first time in modem theolOgy been expanded into a general 

philosophy of history. The 'Quest for the historical Jesus' came to its termination 

when Albert Schweitzer rejected this view of history as part of an outmoded and 

mythical world view. Pannenberg's reinstatement of this view of history in mo

dem thinking therefore breaks through the cul-de-sac which prevented the 'Quest' 

from progressing any further. 

John Warwick Montgomery 

The relationship between John Montgomery and Wolfhart Pannenberg is significant. Mont

gomery is clearly aware of Pannenberg's theology, and notes some of his beliefs with ap

proval. However, h.is own theology is original. He differs from Pannenberg on major is

sues and the structure of his theology is entirely different. Yet, despite the evident fact 

that both scholars have formulated their thinking independently form ea~h other, there 

are striking similarities. It would not be too much to say that Montgomery represents in 

Anglo-American 'conservative evangelicalism' substantially what Pannenberg represents in 

post-Bultmannian and post-Barthian Germanic theology. The broad outlines of the 'New 

theology of the resurrection' are therefore not limited to a single thinker but are developing 

spontaneously in widely divergent traditions. This adds weight to this theological posi

tion. 

We shall deal with Montgomery's thoughts under five topics: 

. 1. The relationship between scientific and theological method - induction and deduction. 

2. . History: Public or private? 



3. A critique of (a) Secular philosophies of history. 

(b) Dialectical theologies of history. 

(c) 'Orthodox' Conservative Calvinism and history. 

4. The Resurrection and Christian apologetics. 

5. A Christian philosophy of history. 

I. The relationship between scientific and theological method. 

79 

We saw with Pannenberg's analysis of scientific method that this area cannot be separated 

from the insights of modem philosophy. The philosophy of science and philosophy per se 

have become closely related in recent thought. Montgomery's understanding of both scienti

fic and theological method is similarly linked to his view of analytical philosophy first ad

vocated by Ludwig Wittgenstein of the 'Vienna school'. His approach is rather different 

from Pannenberg. While the latter basically rejects the verification principle, Montgomery 

baptises it into his own apologetics. He believes that A.J. Ayer has answered the objections 

against this principle and feels it is particularly useful in dealing with the metaphysical 

dualism in the tradition of Plato, Hegel and Kant, and in the resultant historical dualism 

which distinguishes between Historie and Geschichte. It is equally helpful in dealing with 

the 'meaningless' 'being' statements found in existential thinking. 1 1 0 

This !eads Montgomery to his belief that, in all claims to truth, the empirical method is 

indispensable and is superior to all others. This applies equally to historical and theological 

truth claims. 1 1 1 

· His definition of empirical method is basically in agreement with Pannenberg. 1 1 2 Scientific 

method does not operate with pure induction or with deduction, but with an interrelation 

between the two which may be tenned 'abduction' or 'retroduction~' 11 3 When scientific 

method is so defined Montgomery is quite certain that it is no different from correct theo

logical method. In this regard he insists that Christian theology should.begin with an empi

rical historical approach to the biblical documents, and in particular the N.T. documents, 

studied as any other documents. 1 1 4 This raises the question of whether empirical history 

is really possible. Here, like Pannenberg, Montgomery is emphatic that history is public and 

not private, and that God's revelation in history is not limited to those who approach it 

with faith, but is open for public verification. This, it would seem, is the distinctive feature 

of Montgomery's historiography. 
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2. History; Public or Private? 

In discussing it, Paul D. Feinberg entitles his article 'History: Public or Private? A Defence 

of John Warwick Montgomery's Philosophy of History.' 

As Paul Feinberg adheres to Montgomery's school of thought we will mention his summary 

of the position. 1 1 5 

Firstly, Montgomery believes that it is possible to write objective history. He defines this 

not in the sense that the historian is without value judgments, but in the sense that his 

systematic reconstruction is exposed to criticism. 1 1 6 

Secondly, he believes that the facts of history carry their own meaning; By this he does 

not mean that the historian becomes a passive observer but that 'the facts in themselves 

provide adequate criterion for choosing among the variant interpretations of them'. 1 1 7 

Thirdly, he holds that the alternative to this view of history must inevitably lead to his

. torical scepticism, and that this in turn implies solipcism. 11 8 

3. a) A Critique of Secular Philosophies of History. 

Here we shall be extremely brief, although Montgomery goes.to some length on the subject. 

He gives a history of the philosophy of History from the classical past and the Biblical 

tradition, through the Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enlightenment and up to the 

present day, culminating in an examination of various theol0gies of history. Throughout 

his investigation he asks four basic questions: firstly, what goals do historians set for his

tory? Secondly, what judgments do they make about history? Thirdly, with what view of 

human nature do they operate? And fourthly, what ethical principles are involved in their 

interpretation of history? His conclusion is as follows; 

Firstly, the goals they set for history cannot 
be demonstrated to have a necessitarian cha
racter about them. Secondly, in choosing 
their respective goals, the secular philosop
hers of history continually make judgements 
as to what is significant and what is valuable, 
but in no case are they able to justify these 
value judgments in absolute terms. Thirdly, 
the secular philosophers of history always 
enter upon their work with an unjustified, 
unprovable concept of human nature. 



81 

Fourthly, these philosophers gratuitously pre-
suppose ethical principles. 119 · 

b) A critique of Dialectical Philosophies of History 

We shall here again select one aspect of Montgomery's thought. He does in fact analyse a 

number of theologians (Karl Barth, Emil Brunner, Rudolf Bultmann, Reinhold Niebuhr, 

Anders Nygren, Paul Tillich) who may broadly be categorised under neo-orthodoxy. We shall 

mention his comments of Paul Tillich and Karl Barth only. Tillich cannot properly be 

termed 'dialectical' but in the broader sense, the view of history amongst these theologians 

is mu ch the same. 

Paul Tillich 1 2 0 

Firstly, in the area of Tillich's theology, Montgomery criticises his dichotomy between "Be· 

ing 'and the phenomenal world. This dichotomy leaves Tillich with Lessings problem regard

ing historical certainty. 1 2 1 Secondly, Tillich has absolutised the protestant principle of 

justification. 1 2 2 This leads to serious problems in his thought. Having used justification as 

an absolute criterion he has failed to use it on his concept of 'Being'. Tillich's definition of 

this principle, if used consistently, would evacuate his concept of 'Being' of all content. 1 2 ~ 

Fundamentally Tillich's concept of 'Being'. which caused him to reject the source of revela

tion in the historical, phenomenal world, falls to the ground when confronted with the 

verification principle. 124 

Karl Barth. 1 2 5 

'· 

Two fundamental criticisms are levelled at Barth. Firstly, Barth in his reaction to nineteenth· 

century optimism has defined secular history as 'all conquering monotony'. His yiewof sin· 

ful human history is entirely negative. This is manifested in his refusal to allow for any fonn 

of· 'natural revelation', and in his full attention being focussed exclusively on the Christ

event, to the exclusion of any meaning in general human histocy. 1 2 6 Secondly, Barth, 

in line with post-Kantian philosophy, has divided history into two realms, so that redemp

tive history is divorced from secular history. 12 7 However, he has retreated to a position 

where he cannot possibly meet the unbeliever on his ground. He has to treat the non-Chris

tian as a Christian and the non-believer as a believer~ He has removed the Christian faith 

from criticism, but at the cost; of denying the Incarnation. 

· c) A Critique of an 'Orthodox Calvinist» Theology of History 
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His· criticism in this case is directed against Gordon H. Clark. 1 2 8 Clark's basic argument 

depends upon the use of the idea of relativity in all epistomology. He believes that empri

cal history is inherently impossible. The historian must inevitably select some of the facts. 

In doing so, he will use a principle of selection not found in the facts themselves, and the 

principle he begins with will determine the results he ends with.129 All is subjective, and 

all 'facts' are distorted. There are no historical facts which are not distorted by the human 

subject. Clark believes the answer lies in one undistorted object: Holy Scripture. This then 

becomes the criterion for judging between what is distorted and what is not distorted, and 

hence objective knowledge becomes possible. 

Montgomery replies to such a position as follows; 

Further, 

Whenever the Bible forms a link in an episto
mological chain, the sensory contact with the 
Bible must form the very next link. Why? 
Because the Bible is a sensory object and can 
only be met in the world of sensory, syn
thetic experience. 

the Bible is an historical object, and can only 
be met if we take objective history seriously. 
How, for example, do we know what con
stitutes the Bible? Only be examing the 
historical evidences for the genuine can
onicity of the biblical books. q these evi
dences are ex hypotheses, "crooked" if we 
cannot trust historical method in deter
mining them - then perforce we cannot be 
sure we have a revelation at all. 1 3 o 

Montgomery therefore totally rejects an a priori presuppositional approach to history and. 

theology. This leads to his belief that a Christian apologetic must begin with only the heuris

tic presuppositions proper to empirical method, approach the N.T. documents as any other 

secular documents, and then inductively demonstrate the divinity of Christ. It is at this point 

that the resurrection becomes the fulcrum of his whole position. 

4. The Resurrection and Christian Apologetics 

It is the conviction of the present writer that 
the Christian world-view is in fact "acces
sible to science" and rests upon an objective 
foundation which will stand up under the 
most exacting criticism .. .It rests, as the apo
stles well knew, on the objective, historical 
truth of the resurrection of Jesus Christ 
from the dead. 1 31 
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His argument is stated in six points. 1 3 2 We will draw attention to certain elements in his 

apologetic which are significant for our argument. His first principle is significant for a num

ber of reasons. 

Firstly, he assumes that empirical method must make a m.inimal number of heuristic pre

suppositions. Such assumptions must be distinguished from rationalistic and historicistic 

presuppositions which are often used in N.T. research. Secondly, it must be assumed that 

objective history is possible. We have already noted his arguments in this area. Thirdly, 

the attempt to 'get behind' the Gospels and work back to the 'original Jesus' through form

critical analysis is unacceptable. Montgomery bases this view upon his study of similar 

methods in the classics which have now been completely discounted. Fourthly, the implicit 

interest in the historical origins of the Christian faith is based upon the fact that only this 

faith offers objective historical verification for its truth claim. Having rejected historicistic 

approaches to history, Montgomery believes that the position of F.F. Bruce regarding the 

historicity of the N.T. documents must be accepted. 

Regarding his second point, it should be noted that like Pannenberg, Montgomery does 

not base his argument for the divinity of Christ upon his pre-Easter claim to authority. 

His claims rest upon the forthcoming resurrection. This distinguishes both these scholars 

from the traditional approach where Christology is based upon the Incarnation. The specific 

characteristic of what we have termed the 'New Theology of the Resurrection' is the fact 

that the resurrection becomes the starting point upon which every thing else rests. 

In connection with his third principle, it should be noted that his position does not amount 

to a 'proof' of the resurrection. He says; 

the weight of historical evidence requires 
us to admit the truth of the Resurrection; 
probability which .. .is the criterion of truth 
of the historian, must rule over any apriori 
consideration, in the making of historical 
judgment. 

Paul Tillich is quite right' when. he says 
with reference to the resurrection:. ''His
torical research can never give more than a 
probable answer"; he is wrong, however, 
when he concludes from this that the h~
torical argument is inadequate. 
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The historical argument for the resurrection can never 'force' a non-believer into faith. 

It is intended rather 'to give solid objective ground for testing the Christian faith experien

tially.' This test is then made by 'confronting' the 'Christ of the Scriptures'. 'The Scrip

tural Gospei is ultimately sel/attesting'. _ 1 3 3 

We should comment here that Montgomery's position is therefore not far from dialectical 

theology in the sense that ultimately the truth-claim of the Christian faith is proved through 

'confrontation•; The vital difference is that such a confrontation begins with an objective, 

verifiable basis which is accessible through the historical-critical method. Further, it is no-

-ticeable that his position also has similarities with that of Martin Kfiltler in the sense that 

the enquirer must confront the 'Christ of the Scriptures' and not the Christ of historicistic 

critiCism. That which is determined by historical criticism is the fact of his pre-Easter claim 

to divinity and the historicity of his resurrection. Subsequent to that, 'faith comes by 

hearing, and hearing- the Word of God.' The event of the proclamation of the kerygma is 

therefore given a large place, as in dialectical theology. Again the vital difference is that 

this proclamation does not occur in a historical-critical vacuum, but is undergirded by an 

historical-critical argument. -

With regard to his fifth point, we should note two things. Firstly, Montgomery differs 

from Pannenberg in working out the immediate implications of the resurrection. Where 

Pannenberg is motivated by his essentially eschatological philosophy of history, Montgo

mery is concerned to discover objective criteria for the establishment of a philosophy of 
--

history. Secondly, Montgomery's view of the inspiration of the scriptures is inductive, as 

opposed to traditional orthodoxy where the inerrancy of scripture is either an assumption 

(as with Gordon Clark), or where it is based upon a circular argument, in the sense that 

inspiration is proved from the statements of scripture about its own inspiration. Montgo

mery's approach is not circular. 134 

5. A Christian Philosophy of History 

His philosophy of history follows directly from his apologetic argument. This argument 

hinges on the resurrection. His philosophy of history can therefore be said to rest on the 

resurrection. It embraces the areas of metaphysics, ethics, anthropology, and redemption. 135 

- ' 
It differs from Pannenberg's theology of the resurrection in that while Pannenberg works 

out the implications of the resurrection in terms of Christology, Montgomery works out 

the implications of the resurrection in terms of a Christian philosophy of history. These 

two views are, however, to be regarded as complementary rather than contradictory. 
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We are now finally in a position to relate our historiography to the investigation of the 

infancy narratives, and make some concluding remarks. 

Conclusion. 

Firstly, it must be stated that the 'New Theology of the Resu"ection ·~which we have con

sidered to be the best approach to the issues confronting us in regard to the historical-criti

cal method,and the basis of Christian faith, is not at this point to be taken as an absolute 

presupposition. It must not become an absolute principle of historical research. Rather it 

has been examined to show what may be a valid approach to the remainder of the N.T . 

. documents. Thus the tendency to adopt a rationalistic presupposition, or a definition of 

history which prevents the acceptance of unique events, is balanced with the demonstration 

of the fact that exactly the opposite view may well be correct. We may illustrate our point 

with Harvey's analysis of an historical argument. He says; 

there is a sense in which the historian must 
acknowledge the consensus that has been 
formed by the prior work of others in his 
field, especially if this consensus has been 
influenced by a great historical writer: .. By 
virtue of their exhaustive work, certain 
presumptions have been established and 
these presumptions cast something like the 
''burden of proof" of legal argument on 
those who would establish a different thesis. 
The· burden alters the dynamics of argument 
in subtle ways, conveying a certain weight 
to this or that argument and, lends special 
importance to this or that rebuttal. 1 3 6 

Harvey shows here that presumptions are not the very material of historical argument. 

The argument itself deals with the material of history. However, presumptions can tip the 

scales in a certain direction. What he applies to the consensus of great scholars in the past 

can equally be applied to historio5faphical and methodological presuppositions. They can

not be used as part of the argument itself but may be used as warrants or rebuttals. The 

historian must attempt to be as self-conscious as possible about his presuppositions and 

must attempt to prevent them form exercising a prominent role in his argument. He must 

seek to find in the data themselves the support for his position. However, he may arrive at 

a point in his argument wh~re the use of a presupposition of one kind will decisively influ

ence hi8- argument in a_ certain d~ection, and a ~~esupposition _of anothe_r _kind may deci

sively influence his argument in another direction. Here he must be careful not to camou-
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flage his use of such a presupposition. He must not come to his conclusion and give the 

impression that the data alone have led him to his conclusion. In dealing with the infancy 

narratives an attempt will be made to state the conclusions that would follow from the use 

of various presuppositions, and in most cases where the data themselves cannot conclusively 

demand a certain conclusion the issue will be left open. 

Secondly, comment must be made on the view of scripture adopted in this work. On the 

one hand we have the critical approach where the biblical documents must be viewed as any 

other secular document. On the other hand scholars in the conservative tradition who may 

for instance base their view of inspiration of Montgomery's 'inductive inerrancy' approach 

will find it d'ifficult to view the documents as any other book. Are these two approaches 

mutually exclusive? Our answer here is positively no. The conservative scholar in pursuing 

his 'critical' work must lay aside his view of inspiration and face all the problems that may 

arise. However, the time may come when the data themselves are not able to conclusively 

prove that the scriptures are in error but where the presence of an error at least becomes 

a good possibility. In such a case a scholar with a tendency to rationalistic presuppositions 

will conclude that 'there is an error'. 

The conservative scholar will conclude 'there may be an error' in his critical argument. 

He may then go on and say that in his personal belief 'there is no error'. Up to a certain 

point scholars with widely differing positions may quite happily travel together. However, at 

a critical stage there may come a point of departure where their differing presupposition . 

wili lead to antithetical conclusions. Before the point of departure the argument was criti

cisable, for any scholar. After that point the argument retreated into the area of presupposi

tion, either on the rationalistic or on the conservative side of the scales. The test of .any 

position is its ability to include as few cases beyond the point of departure as possible.For 

instance the historiographical presuppositions of D.F. Strauss are unacceptable to many 

scholars, based as they are upon idealistic philosophy. The great weakness of Strauss' ·posi

tion is that despite his great clarity of thought in many areas, his general position is 

weighed down with so many arguments that go beyond the point of departure. This means 

that those who do not share his world-view quickly begin to lose all confidence in his 

scholarship. Such problems must be avoide~ as far as possible. 

Thirdly, our conclusion is that the divorce between historical fact and theological meaning 

is untenable. In the case of many investigations of the infancy narratives it .is stated that the 

'facts' are without historical foundation but that nevertheless a vital meaning or symbol 

of faith remains. This would be an acceptable position if the documents purported to be 

merely symbolical representations of truth. However, if the documents, for instance Luke's 
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Gospel, purport to be a reliable witness to historical events, and if it can be shown de

cisively that the so-called events are without substance, then they,can have no great meaning 

for th~clogy. In the documents. themselves the meaning is supposed to rest in the signifi

cance of the facts.It is therefore impossible to accept the witness of the documents in any 

normative sense if the so-called facts are without substance, and consequently no theology 

can be based upon such witnesses. 

Fourthly, we have rejected the idea that history can be written without value judgments. 

Every historian must have his 'point of view'. The fact that he finds certain facts more signi· 

ficant than others does not in itself mean that he has distorted history. He may have merely 

told the story from his point of view. The reliability of his writing must be judged on other 

grounds. If, however, it can be shown that he has a tendency to distort the facts to fit his 

point of view then his witness loses its credibility. The Gospels were wiritten from a posi

tion of faith in order to inspire faith. This does not in itself mean that they have distorted 

the events. It may mean that, but such an eventuality mu.st l>~~<?I!l~ evident from the criti

cal investingation itself. 

Lastly, we wish to suggest that even with Pannenberg's re-formulation of the principle of 

analogy, the situation is not entirely satisfactory. If the possibility exists that a man was 

raised from the dead and demonstrated an order of existence beyond the grave, one cannot 

escape the implications of such a fact in terms of a 'world' of 'spiritual' reality:which trans

cends the purely materialistic realm. As an historian one need not commit one~elf to belief 

in such a realm, but neither may one shut one's mind to the very real possibility of such a 

realm. Further, mention is often made of the beliefs of 'modern man' in the scientific era. 

This is usually said to imply belief in a 'closed system'. We have already noted tha~ such a 

view is open to the charge of being obsolete because it operates witll a nineteenth cent"ry 

view of science. But we may now pursue this train of thought a little further. What exactly 

are the .beliefs of 'modem man' in the scientific era? We cannot at this point launch into 

a detailed discussion of modern beliefs in general. However, it is far from certain that mo

ern man still operates with a 'closed world' when it comes to 'spirituaI' realins. The fualcat

ions are that modern man is becoming more openly mystical. Even in the modern discipline 

of psychology, research is opening the possibility of realms which cannot be accounted for 

in normal categories. MC'ntgomery has done a considerable amount of research into parapsy

chology, modern occultism, and phenomena such as demon possession. 13 7 We refer espec

ially to the symposium of doctors, psychiatrists, scientists and theologians which he has edi

ted· in a recent .volume .1 3 8 Not only are we confronted with the para-normal in modern 

occultism and modern psychology, but the Christian church is evidencing an experience of 
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the 'charismatic' which is reminiscent of the descriptions of such phenomena in the N.T. 

Such phenomena are especially persistent and especially unequivocal in certain areas where 

the church is confronting primit1v1~ religions and primitive societies, (for instance in Latin 

America, Indonesia and Korea). It will not do to say that modern man regards all such phen

omena which are related in the N.T. as legendary descriptions of non-historical events. This 

is simply not the case. Neither is it acceptable to create a schizophrenic division between 

what we believe as historians and what we believe as Christians, for belief in such an 'open 

world' is not limited to religious people. Does this mean then that we have no criteria for re

jecting folk-lore and fantasy in historical traditions? The answer to this must be c!early no. 

Here is where the principle of analogy must be extended in the positive sense regarding the 

non-material realm. Herbert Bradley was quite correct when he stated that the criterion 

which the historian uses is determined by his 'world'. What we must now affirm is that the 

'world' in the twentieth century is rather different from the world of the nineteenth century, 

and that the present 'world' of modern man is open to any verifiable phenomenon. We must 

therefore judge between fact and fantasy in the modern world. Phenomena which are well 

attested in the modern world - whether they be the experience of parapsychologists, occult

ists or Christian 'charismatics' - must be similarly accepted at face value in ancient docum

ents.13 9 However, the very real existence of religious fantasy and superstition in the mod

ern world will lead us to critically assess ancient documents which purport to narrate similar 

occurences.in similar fashion. This leads to the vital conclusion that in the use of the princi

ple of analogy it is not the existence of any mention of para-normal phenomena that causes 

us to reject the historicity of an account but the manner in which such supposedly para

normal phenomena are narrated. This means that the present experience of the Christian 

Church must be involved in the mind of the critical theologian as he approaches the ancient 

text. He cannot suddenly become schizophrenic when he approaches his critical work. 
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The aim of this chapter is to establish the historical status of the infancy narratives. Their 

non-historicity is generally assumed. We will not at.tempt to establish historicity in any 

positive sense since our knowledge of the origins of the various traditions is too obscure. 

However we will critically examine the common assumption of non-historicity. The chapter 

will include an inductive examination of each pericope followed by a discussion of the more 

general issues; the dating of the first and third gospels, the nature of the midrashic method, 

and the relationship between the two infancy narratives. References to 'Matthew' or 'Luke' 

are used for convenience, and do not reflect any particular view of authorship prior to the 

discussion of such matters at the end of the chapter. 

The examination of the historical value of these narratives must grapple with a variety . 
of related subjects. These include certain internal critical problems; the presence of legen-

dary' or 'supernatural' elements; evidence of a Hebrew-Palestinian basis to the narrative; 

. certain links or analogies with the contemporary first century historical situation; the use of 

the O.T, and closely related to this the influence of Jewish midrashic traditions and 

techniques; evidence of Matthean and Lucan theology and literary creativity; the presence 

of post-resurrection church theology ;and certain theological implications which are often 

debated. Our discussion will build upon the historical survey in the second chapter. In 

addition the major commentaries and recent articles will be consulted and the views of 

various authorities on the subject will be discussed. 

· At this stage three important methodological points must be made. Firstly, we will not 

allow the presence of the 'supernatural' to occupy undue space in our discussions. The 

previous chapter has no( been written to support an acceptance of such phenomena as 

much as to neutralise the uncritical and non-historical rejection of such phenomena out 

of hand. Differing presuppositions on this subject have bedevilled the examination of the 

infancy narratives in the past. Our contention is that more objective criteria should and can 

be employed. 

Secondly, the critical examination of the infancy narratives is faced with the equivalent 

. of what is termed the traditio-historical principle in the examination of the gospel narr

atives. This may be defined briefly as follows. The gospel material of the life of Jesus 

shows a great deal of continuity with first-century Judaism and with the historical situation 
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of the early church. For some scholars a saying or incident can only be termed historical 

if it has no continuity with either contemporary Judaism or the situation of the early 

church. This may be termed the negative use of the traditio-historical principle. 1 Other 

scholars object to this on the grounds that it is absurd to think that the historical Jesus was 

not influenced by contemporary Judaism or did not influence the primitive Christian 

community. They prefer to maintain that while a lack of continuity with contemporary 

Judaism and the primitive church argues strongly in favour of historicity, the presence of such 

continuity need not ar~e against historicity. In other words the gospel narratives could 

have a Sitz im Leben in the life of Jesus and, by a process of selection, another Sitz im Leben 

in the iife of the early church. This may be termed the positive use of the traditio-historical 

principle. We shall follow those scholars who accept the positive use of the traditio-historical 

principle.2 

The equivalent p~oblem in the infancy narratives is rather more complex. Here continuity 

with contemporary Judaism is divided into elements of the O.T., midrashic interpretations 

of the O.T., various Jewish legends, evidence of a Hebrew~Palestinian background, and c~n

temporary historical analogies. The influence of the early church can be seen in the theology 

of Matthew and I.uke and evidence of post-resurrection church theology. On the basis of 

these elements a large proportion of the infancy narratives can be accounted for. The 

negative use of the traditio-historical principle will in such a case lead to the verdict of non

historicity. But this verdict is over hasty. The author.s of these narratives may easily have 

been influenced by these various factors in the manner in which they handled the historical 

tradition. The failure to explain the narratives on the basis of these factors may demon

strate historicity, but the fact that they can be 'explained' on this basis need not demon

strate non-historicity. 3 

Thirdly, use will be made of the linguistic arguments of various scholars (e.g. Torrey, 

Plummer, Creed, Laurentin, Winter, Brown, Marshall) who have found traces of a Hebrew 

substratum in the Lucan naITative. Some of these traces· are more persuasive than others. 

No attempt will be made in our discussion to weigh up each possibility. The mere fact that 

a certain word or construction may reflect a Hebrew original will be stated. The effect of 

the argument is cumulative and depends upon the sum of these traces rather than the merits 

of each individual case. Broadly speaking we will fellow the estimation of the linguistic. 

argument given by R.Mc L.Wilson.4 Methodologically we will follow Winter when he main-
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tains. that the way to discover if there is a Hebrew substratum is not to examine evidence of 

Lucanisms and Septuagintisms (both are quite obvious throughout), but to examine eviden

ce of Hebraisms which cannot be explained on the basis of the former two elements.
5 

MATTHEW'S INFANCY NARRATIVE 

THE GENEALOGY. MATT. I.1-17 

We shall firstly discuss various critical problems that arise from this passage and then 

co~sider the questions of historicity and meaning. The problems· are as follows: 

1. In the second list three reigning kings are excluded, usually taken as those between 

Joram ancl Uzziah. 

2. Jehoiakim is left out between Josiah and Jeconiah. 

3. The third list set:ms to have only thirteen instead of fourteen generations. 

4. A textual problem exists at verse sixteen. 

5. Closely related to the last point is the question of whether verse sixteen can be recon

ciled with the doctrine of the virgin birth, given in verse twenty. 

6. Zerubbabel is assumed to be the son of Shealtiel instead of Pediah. 

1. The Three Excluded· Kings 

A great number of scholars regard the kings who· have been excluded as Ahaziah, Joash 

and Amaziah OJ Kings 8.25-10.28; 11.12-20; 14.1-20). If this is the case, it can easily be 

explained as Matthew's artificial arrangement of the genealogy in terms of three fourteens. 
6 

· 

This view may be correct. However the problem is not that simple. It is noteworthy that the · 

more detailed commentaries that deal with the Greek text give a different explanation.
7 

We can do no better than quote the succinct statement of Albright and Mann; 

The evangelist here follows the LXX of 1 Chro
nicles which declares ( 3.11) that "Joram was 
the father of Uzziah." Matthew continues 
"Uzziah was the father of Jot ham", and the 
LXX has "Joaslz his son, Amaziah his son, 
Azariah his son, Jothan his son". As a result 
Matthew has omitted not Ahaziah (LXX Oz
eias), but Joash, Amaziah, and Azariah (Uzz
ia/z). The reason for this can be found in the 
LXX, 1 Chron. 3.11, where the son of Joram 
is called Ozeia. Generally the LXX has Ochoz
eias ( In Hebrew Ahaziah) and Ozeia = Uzziah. 
if, the~efore, Ozeia in 1 Chron.3.11 is a mis-
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the text to assume that Ozeia = Oseia = Uzz
iah and so pass on to Uzziah s son Jotham. 8 
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Thus rather than a deliberate 'arrangement' of the genealo.gy it would seem that the ex

clusion of three names has come about partly as a result of the text of the Septuagint that 

Matthew was dealing with and partly due to a lack of critical know-how on his part. 

2. The Exclusion of Jehoiakim 

Various explanations have been given for this problem. The difficulty is that it is strange 

that Matthew should have given only thirteen names to the third list if he believed there 

were fourteen. This has prompted scholars to believe that some textual corruption has 

occured.9 However William Hendriksen has pointed out a great drawback in such a view. 

He notes that each name is mentioned twice in the genealogy. If then Jehoiakim must be 

inserted in the place of J echoniah in verse eleven, the amended text would have to read 

'Josiah became the father of Jehoiakim and his brothers, and Jehoiakim became the fath

er of Jechoniah at the time of the deportation to Babylon.' The words emphasised would 

have to be added into the text and this cannot be accounted for as '3 scribal error.1 0 This 

would mean that the text must be left as it stands, in which case the number of names in 

the scheme of three fourteens still remains a problem. If the former possibility is accepted 

then the numerical difficulty is solved. At this vantage point in time it seems we cannot 

.choose between the two possibilities. 

3. The Third List with Thirteen Names 

We have already stated that this difficulty would be·solved if the scribal corruption israccep

ted. What if it is not accepted? Iri such a case we are left with the question of whether 

Matthew miscounted.1 1 The difficulty with this view is that it postulates a stupidity on the 

part of the evangelist which- does not seem to be evident from the general nature of his 

thought. 12 This view, as it is proposed by Goulder, is in fact even more improbable, be

. cause he believes the author created the names in the third list fictitiously to fit in with his 
' midrashic technique. This means that Matthew was supremely conscious of what he was 

doing and yet at the same time miscounted his own creation. Perhaps the best approach, if 

we are to reject the possibility of scribal error in verse eleven, is to take notice of the way in 

which Matthew deals with Jechonfah. He mentions Jechoniah iri two quite different circum-
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stances. At the end of the ·second list, which led to the fall of the Davidic monarchy, he 

speaks of 'Jechoniah ... at the time of the deportation to Babylon'. Then at the beginning of 

the new list that leads to the birth of the Messiah and the re-establishment of the Davidic 

Monarchy,he mentions Jechoniah in a new context, 'And af~er the deportation to Babylon, 

Jechoniah was the father of Shea/tie/, etc.' It would seem that Jeconiah personifies within 

himself both the end and the beginning, and in this sense lived two ~ntirely different lives. 

Thus he was counted twice. 1 3 

4&5. The Textual Variant at Verse Sixteen and the Virgin Birth 

_C_ammentators are evenly matched on two sides of the issue presented by various textual 

possibilities. Though a ,number of variations do exist, the real choice is between the read

ing of the Alexandrian and Byzantine texts and the Sinaitic Syriac. The tendency in more 

recent years has been to accept the traditional reading which is 'Jacob the father of Joseph 

the husband of Mary, of whom Jesus was born. who is called Christ.' 
1 4 

In this text the 11c; 

(feminine genitive) eyye111J11811 clearly refers to the virgin birth. In the remainder of the gen

ealogy we have e-y-yevv11aev used consistently. This vew is to be preferred.
1 5 

· If one does accept the Sinaitic Syriac one can interpret the text as saying that Joseph was 

the physical father of Jesus. However it is not certain that eyyev1J11aev can be taken to 

mean physical descent. In the context of Matthew's whole presentation it would more 

. reasonably refer to a legal descent. I 6 Allen's comment states the resulting position very 

well. 
He had before him the traditional facts -
(a) that Christ was born of a virgin .. Jb) that 
He was the Messiah, i.e. the Son of David. 
How could a Jewish Christian ... reconcile 
these facts otherwise than by supposing 
that Mary's husband was the legal father of 
Christ? ... the editor simply tried to give ex
pression to the two facts which had come 
down to him by tradition ... and did not att
empt a logical synthesis of them ... 1 7 

The question which arises for us is whether we may accept the same lack of logical synth

esis. Here the issue is really whether we are prepared to see the tradition in terms of its 

first century Jewish environment (where legal descent was more highly valued) or whether 

we insist on judging the issue by our own modern cultural understanding, in which case the · 

issue has moved right away from the discussion of the text. 1 8 The issue is then no longer 

germane to this discussion. 
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6. Who was Zerubbabel's Father? 

Zerubbabel is taken as the son of Shealtiel instead of Pediah. Though it may be possible 

that Matthew had access to Hebrew texts in other parts of his Gospel it is clear that in the 

genealogy he was following the Septuagint. This explains the link between Shealtiel and 

Zerubbabel rather than Pediah and Zerubbabel. 

The Hebrew text has Zerubbabel as the son 
of Pediah (1 Chron.3.19), whereas the LXX 
has him as the son of Shea/tie/. Zerubbabel 
has apparently been confused with his 
cousin. 19 

7. The Historicity of the Genealogy 

The estimation of the historicity of Matthew's genealogy differs from commentator to 

commentator depending on the attitude to the detailed problems just discussed and 

equally on the general approach to the Gospel tradition as edited by the evangelist. E.L. 

Abel regards the genealogy as clearly , 'not historical'. 2 0 W.Walker defends its general 

historicity.2 1 A fair approach is represented by Albright and Mann. 'We have no good 

reason .to doubt that this genealogy was transmitted in good faith.' There are clearly for

mal inconsistencies with other texts, but 'to make charges of dishonesty or to impugn the 

motives of the writers, is-at this remove of time - perilous'. 2 2 Goulder attempts to explain 

the genealogy by his hypothesis of the 'Festal Cycle' and a Rabbinic midrashic interpreta

tion of various O.T. texts. The great difficulty with this view is the speculative ·nature of 

almost every point, so that one wonders whether t_he interpretation that is postulated fo~ 

the Matthean redactor is not rather due to the fertile mind of the biblical scholar. He 

seems to be aware of this problem. After his analysis of the genealogy and his various sug

gestions he notes, 'How many of these schemes was in the mind of the author is a matter 
-~ ~ . 

of opinion. 2 3 This means that the 'Festal Cycle' theory cannot be used. to determine the 

historicity of the genealogy in any sense. 

The difficulties which arise when one compares this passage with Luke's genealogy will be 

discussed when we deal with the more general issues. At this point it is sufficient to say 

that Matthew's genealogy should probably be taken as an attempt to show the legal rather 

than the physical descent of the Messiah. 
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8 The Meaning of the Genealogy 

As regards the intended meaning of this genealogy, scholars agree on a number. of fundamen

tal points. The first verse sets out the basic theme. Jesus is both son of Abraham and son of 

David. As the son of Abraham, or in Pauline terminology, as the 'seed' of Abraham, all the 

nations of the world are blessed in him (Gen.12.2-3). The title 'son of David' sets the patt

ern for Matthew's primary theme throughout his Gospel. Jesus is the Messianic King. This 

Messianic theme is as ev~dent at the end of the genealogy. Of Mary was born Jesus, 'who is 

called Christ' (Verse 16). The sets of fourteen .generations indicate the history of God's 

dealing with Israel around the promise of the Messiah, i.e. Abraham - David, David - Exile, 

Exile - Son of David. Allen states the point succinctly; 'In David the family rose to royal 

power. At the captivity it lost it again. In the Christ it regained it. '2 
4 With Jesus the 'new 

creation' is ushered in and the time of fulfilment comes to the people of God. Box seems to 

have established the view that the number fourteen is based upon the numerical value of 

the Hebrew lettei:s in the name of David.2 5 This view is now almost unanimously accepted 

and certainly does make the best sense. There can be no doubt that the division of three 

fourteens is typically Matthean. There are three temptations (3.1 - 4.1 I), three miracle~ of 

. healing (8.1 - 15) three complaints of his adversaries (9.1 -17), three answers to questions 

about fasting (9.14 - 17), and three parables of sowing (13.1 - 32), to mention only a few 

examples.2 6 More speculative interpretations. of the numerics of this genealogy cannot be 

regarded as having established themselves. 

The ·peculiar additions which have been made to the genealogy involve the mention of 

Tamar in verse 3, Rahab and Ruth in verse 5 and the wife of Uriah in verse 6. At first glance 

the common thread seems to be one of sexual deviation. Tamar seduced her father-in-law 

by pretending to be a harlot (Gen.38.12 - 26), Rahab was a harlot (Joshua 2)3 and Bathsheba 

was taken in adultery by King David. This is taken to mean that Matthew was concerned to 

answer Jewish calumnies against Mary by pointing to similar 'irregularities' in the Davidic 

line itself. A closer examination faces one with the case of Ruth, who cannot be found 

guilty of any sexual irregularity. This leads many to find. the common link in the fact that 

all four were of gentile origin. Tamar was a Canaanitess, Rahab was an inhabitant of Jericho 

prior to the conquest, Ruth was a Moabitess and Uriah was a foreigner. In this case the pur

pose of the genealogy is to show that God is able to save his people even through those of 

impure lineage and to pave the way for Matthew'sfinal universalism (Matt.28.18). But even 

this view does not go to the bottom of the issue, because the mention of the four women is 
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not the only addition to the genealogy. C.T.Davis, in a most original article on the subject 

· has, we believe, indicated the real nature of Matthew's additions.2 7 The peculiar additions. 

are not simply the names of the various women. They are in fact far more extensive and in

dicate that Matthew has re-interpreted the entire history of Israel to show how the peculiar 

circumstances of Christ's birth are a fulfilment of that history. There are some seven addit

ions, which emphasise the following common characteristics; 

in every case a great threat to the fulfilment 
of· God's promise has appeared. At each 
break the reader is confronted with a well 
known Israelite, a pious foreigner, and with 
a significant act of God which leads Israel 
beyond a threat to the promise and finally 
to the age of the Messiah.( Our emphasis)2 8 

This method is often compared to Rabbinic midrashic interpretation. Certainly the gen

ealogy reveals the essentially Jewish nature of the author. The question of midrash needs 

rather more definition and will be dealt with at a later stage. We may note at this stage that 

the midrashic method of Matthew. is not one that creates the facts (at least not in this 

passage). Matthew must be regarded as handling the genealogical material at his,disp9sal 

'in good faith'. Secondly, he believed he was dealing with objective material; He did not 

create it, despite the hypothesis of Goulder. However, he did handle his material with a 

certain amount of freedom and did interpret the material in true Jewish fashion. This is 

not a matter of creation as much as interpretation. Even the additions are in themselves 

interpretations. 

THE ANNUNCIATION TO JOSEPH. (MATT.1.18 - 25) 

The passage confronts us with the issue of the virgin birth. We shall discuss' the general 

topic at a later stage and will not therefore go into detail at this point. Our purpose here is 

to deal with critical issues which arise from the text and its possible interpretation. 

1. The Relationship Between Joseph and Mary 

The great majority of scholars acknowledge in Matthew's description of this relationship 

a true reflection of Judaistic law during the first century. 3 0 Betrothal in Jewish custom was 

far ~ore binding than in our understanding. If the man.died his fiance would be regarded as 

a widow and the dissolution of such an engagement amounted to a divorce. 'After betrothal 

... but before marriage, the man was legally ''husband" (Gen.24.51; Deut.22.23ff1'31 If 

Joseph had divorced her in the normal way it would have exposed Mary to public shame. 3 2 



• 

97 

. He therefore decided to do it privately, which probably means in the sight of two or three 

witnesses.3 3 This incident tends to place the passage in a Palestinian Jewish environment. 

2. The 'Perpetual Virginity' of Mary 

The state of Mary's 'virginity' before and after the.birth of Jesus raises an issue between 

Protestant and Catholic scholars. Joseph took Mary to be his wife (1rapeAa(1ev) but knew 

her not (e7wwaKev) until (ew') she gave birth. It is true that the terin denoting Joseph's 

'taking' of Mary does not denote sexual union. He merely took her as his legal wife. He 

made the betrothal into full marriage in terms of Jewish legal custom. However when verse 

twenty-five states that he 'knew' her not, the term here certainly refers to sexual inter

course. The fact that the Greek imperfect is used in conjunction with ew' ov indicates that 

the negated action did take place after the point of time indicated. This militates against the 

belief in Mary's perpetual virginity. J.Massingberde Ford has made possibly the best case in 

favour of this doctrine. 3 4 All her arguments are acceptable in themselves. However they do 

not remove this verse in th~ text of Matt.1.25. In the final analysis we must be influenced. 

by the text itself rather than our knowledge of the possibilities of a man's behaviour in 

terms of his Palestinian environment. 3 5 

3 The Legendary Nature of the Narrative 

Mention of the angel immediately raises historical questions. As we have seen this renders 

the whole account fictitious in the eyes of Strauss. The idea of a supernatural or divinely 

inspired dream raises the same questions. Albright and Mann argue for th_e hypothesis that 

the term ayyeAO\ refers merely to a messenger from God and state that in the majority of 

cases where this tei:m appears in the Bible the messengers that have appeared to men have 

been assumed to be human. 3 6 However this suggestion does not dispel the general impress-. 

ion given by Matthew's infancy narrative, which indicates an angelic visitor, and we are still 

left with the divinely inspired dream. This is unfortunately a case in point where presupp

ositions will weigh heavily in either direction. For those who dismiss the possibility of such 

events altogether the passage must be regarded as being fictitious. However such a conclus

ion is not demanded by the historical method itself, and those who are already convinced by 

the 'New Theology of the resurrection' will see no difficulty in the birth of one who was 

subsequently raised from the dead being attended by the operation of divine revelation. · 

Further if the principle of analogy may be extended in a positive sense the experience of the 

church and current phenomena of this type in Christian and non-Christian religious move

ments will give a completely different view of this passage. In such a case the presence of 
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such phenomena themselves are not the issue. The criterion now becomes the manner in 

which such phenomena are narrated. Does the narrative glory in the 'marvellous' or does it 

exercise a degree of restraint? It would seem to us that Matthew's rather brief description 

of each angelic appearance ( l.20; 2.13; 2.19) indicates a good deal of restraint. This be

comes especially evident when one compares it with the apocryphal accounts.37 

4. The Concept of the Spirit's Work 

The absense of the definite article in describing the Holy Spirit (EK. rrvevµaroc; a-rwv) leads 

most commentators to remark that the concept of the Spirit's work in this passage does 

not reflect the later Trinitarian belief of the church. It reflects rather the O.T. and Rabb

inical concept of the creative power of Jahweh.3 8 The general concensus of scholarship 

is called into question however by Albright and Mann, who state; 

In Aramaic at this time there was no differ
ence between the definite and the indefinite 
article. The absence of the definite article in 
Greek at this point is therefore not signifi
cant. 39 

Despite this observation these commentators go on to support the view that the concept of 

the Spirit is Old Testamental. This is a further indication of the early Palestinian character 

of the narrative. 

5. .The Name 'Jesus' 

Much the same point is unanimously made by conimentators concerning the play on the . 

. name 'Jesus' in verse twenty-one. Such a play on the words awaet and I11aovv would not . . . 
have been possible in Aramaic. This indicates the influence of the Hebrew at this point.40 

6. The Use of the Testimonia and Matthew's Midrashic Method 

A considerable discussion usually results from a. consideration of the testimonia in verses 
' ·-

22-23. Iva rrl\17pw811 ro p170ev vrro 1<.vpwv oia rov rrpO'PTiTOV' is a typically Matthean formula. 

(2.15; 2.23; 4.18; 8.17; 12.17; 13.35; 21.4i etc.). It raises two closely related questions; 

Matthew's method of interpretation - was it typically midrashic? - and his use of Isa.7.14 .. 

According to Goulder, who strongly advocates the midrashic theory,, Matthew's parrative is 

dependent at this point upon the 'sidrah from Abraham in Gen.17.' In both accounts the 

birth is foretold to the father by an angel. The words of the annunciation are almost iden

tical. He raises the question of whether Matthew had a prior tradition of the virgin birth to 
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work on or whether he operated as ~ darshan freely writing apologetic and edifying 

stories for the church'. He further notes that Joseph was also the dreamer in Genesis.4 1 

Does this not mean that Matthew created the figure of Joseph? Goulder believes that too 

much is built upon the figure for it not to be traditional.The question raised about the trad

ition of the virgin birth in regard to Matthew's 'midrashic' use oflsa.7.14 must be answered 

by a consideration of his method in the other testimonia which appear in the infancy narr

ative (especially 2.15,17 ,23). Box, who first popularised the midrashic theory, makes it 

quite clear that the tradition must have led to the testimonia and not vice-versa. Gouldei's 

attempt to explain the origin of these traditions in the reverse order does not really answer 

the force of Box's statement.42 Further there is no evidence of Isa.7.14 being used to refer 

to a virgin birth in pre.thristian Judaism.4 3 Here agam the nature of the text leads us to 

believe that Matthew was passing on the tradition Yn good faith: There is a vast difference 

between seeking proof texts in the Q.T. in order to interpret already existing tradition, 

and the creation of a tradition by the use of Q.T. texts. In the former case the redactor 

would have acted in good faith, albeit in terms of his hermeneutical tradition (midrash). 

In the latter case one would have to conclude that he was deliberately fabricating the 

tradition. The weakness of much use of the midrashic theory is that this distinction is not 

recognised. Matthew's quotation of Isa.7.14 indicates a free use of the Septuagint.ITapOevo~ 

appears but Matthew's 'they' (KaXeaovaw) is actually '.You'. The use of almah in Isa.7.14 

neither affirms nor denies the virginity of the girl concerned. It certainly does not demand 

it.44 The Greek rrapOellO~ is used to translate this term in the Septuagint. In classical Greek 

and in the papyri its use does not necessarily denote a virgin in the strict sense, though Matt

hew cl~arly took the word to mean virgin according to its strict usage.45 However in view of 

the fact that the term does not always refer strictly to a virgin in either the Septuagint or in 

contemporary usage we may wonder whether Matthew's emphasis was on the word 'virgin' · 

as much as on the word 'Emmanuel'. That it was the latter is suggested by the parallelism of 

the text. The angelic annunciation refers to: 

a) the conception by the Holy Spirit - verse 20, 

b) the name Jesus, denoting the Saviour -verse 21. 

Matthew's quotation refers to: 

a) the virgin - verse 23a. 

b) the name Emmanuel-verse 23b. 

Noticeably he deliberately translates this latter term. In each parallelism the latter part 

forms a climax to the former. Further, the general impression gained from the infancy 

narrative is that Matthew's interest lay in the child rather than the manner of his birth 

(2.11,14).46 The validity of his interpretation of Isaiah does not therefore stand or fall 

upon the idea of virginity but on the idea of Emmanuel. In discussing his use of Isaiah 7 .14 



100 

we should therefore not be drawn aside by the virginity issue. The question is rather, is 

Isaiah's reference to Elnmanuel properly-fulfiltedin Christ? 

In this regard two things ought to be said. Firstly the child referred to in Isa. 7 .14 obviously 

refers to the historical situation in the life of King Ahaz. Strictly speaking therefore it does 

not refer to Christ. Secondly however,it is impossible to separate the Emmanuel theme in 

7.14 from the next few chapters. The term occurs again in 8.8 and 8.10, and the use of this 

terµi is not static. There is a fluidity in Isaiah's statements. The passage in Isa.9 .6 - 7 comes 

immediately after the Emmanuel theme and similarly refers to the remarkable birth of a 

child. It is ·therefore impossible to isolate it from the preceding theme. The ~onclusion ... 
follows irresistibly that the whole Emmanuel theme in Isaiah moves fluidly from the histori-

cal situation of King Ahaz to the promise of the Messiah. 4 7 The only question which rem

ains then is this: was Jesus of Nazareth the fulfilment of the Davidic-eschatological promise? 

If the answer is in the affirmative then one can scarcely criticise Matthew for his exegesis. 

Certainly we would not expect the same kind of unqualified and unspecified exegesis in a 

modern critical commentary on Isaiah. But then Matthew was not a modern ciritical comm

entator. 48 

HEROD AND THE WISE MEN. MATT. 2.1 -12. 

1. The Debate Over Historicity 

The problems of historical probability become more urgent with this pericope. Scholarly 

opinions range from the acceptance of almost everything as historical, to the rejection of 

almost everything. A great number accept the substance of· the tradition while rejecting 

various elements, and affirm that the question of historicity is relatively unimportant.49 

For those who hold to the radical form of the midrashic theory the story is entirely the 

creation of the evangelist in terms of O.T. texts, Rabbinic midrashic interpretation of the 

O.T., and various Jewish legends. Raymond Brown believes that 'those who wish to main

tain the historicity of the Matthean magi story are faced with nigh-insuperable obstacles.·~ 0 

We may begin by rejecting the approach which dispenses with the historical question alto

gether. This is a case of the post-Kantian distinction between facts and values which has 

created so many difficulties. for dialectical theology. If this incident has meaning then the 

meaning lies in certain events. Without those events we are left with mere poetry and ty

pology. In facing the historical question we will begin with possible historical explanations 

and then proceed to discuss-the midrashic theory. 

l 
·l 
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2. Historical Analogies or 'Verisimilitude'? 

The story of the Magi gains historical probability to the extent that it can be explained in. 

tenns of the beliefs, traditions and circumstances of the first century environment. 5 1 The 

Magi were originally a Median Priest cast who were recognised as teachers of science and 

religion amongst the Medo-Persians. However the term was later broadened to the meaning 

of 'magician' or 'astrologer', astrology being common in most of the East. The magos Tiri

dates is said to have coi:n.e to Naples with a group of followers to see Nero, and 'returned by 

another way'. The existence of Magi is thus well attested. Similarly well attested is the at

mosphere of expectation concerning the birth of a world saviour in the West. Assyrian and 
ii 

. Babylonian records contain omens of events in the West from astrological phenomena. Magi 

are said to have prophesied that the destroyer of Asia was born on the night of Alexander's 

birth. Messianic language was used of Augustus. Various attempts have been made to 

identify the Magi of Matthew 2. s 2 

The belief in astrology is obviou·sly very widely attested. There is also evidence of a Jewish 

astrology which may well have links with Jewish Messianism.5 3 A good case can be made 

· for a stellar phenomenon which may lie behind Matthew's· narrative. 5 4 These details can 

never be given as a demonstrable hypothesis of the events simply because o~r knowledge 

of the historical situation is too obscure. However, while such obvious possibilities exist, 

the environment in which Christ was born is shown to be consistent with the description 

which Matthew gives of the events. 5 5 

3.Matthew's Midrashic Method 

Matthew's testimonia in verse six is a free blending of the Hebrew of Mic.5. l - 2 and ele

ments of 2 Sam.5.2. Such free use of O.T. texts was common in Rabbinic midrashic 

writing. This leads into the subject of Matthew's so-called midrashic technique. Here there 

are a number of scholarly views in the field. One form of the midrashic theory finds the 

origin of this pericope in the annual readings in the early synagogues. Various combinations 

of 0.T. texts are said to have been the starting point for the tradition. Matthew is said to 

have found his material in the story of Balaam, the story of Jacob and Esau, and the 

story of Joseph the dreamer. He is also said to have been influenced by later Jewish midra

shic traditions which found their starting point in these texts.5 6 

A number of questions are presented by such theories. Firstly they do not evoke the same 

setting of the Synagogue lectionaries. Does this mean that Matthew composed his story 

from ideas which he gleaned over a period of time? If this is the case then it tends to under-
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mine the basis of this theory, i.e. that the Gospel of Matthew is the result of scriptures 

that. 'were read repeatedly in the worship services of Matthew's church. '5 7 If the present 

narrative of Matthew grew with each Sabbath reading then each pericope must be the 

result of one particular month at least. The wide variety of settings which scholars produce 

therefore tend to undermine the validity of this method. This leads to our next comment. 

The sources of Matthew's midrashic creation are discovered in a wide variety of texts from 

different parts of the O.T. They are strung together in a very loose arrangement. But with 

such a use of the O.T. can one not prove almost anything? The difficulty with this theory 

is that it proves too much. If all the advocates of the midrashic theory are correct then 

Matthew had an amazing ability to hold a multitide of thoughts in his mind and to create a 

unified picture out of an amorphous mass of O.T. texts and Jewish traditions.5 8 Thirdly it 

seems evident from Matthew's use of the testimonia in the remainder of the Gospel that the 

tradition came first and the discovery of O.T. parallels came second. In terms of the more 

radical midrashic theory the present narrative is a creation of the evangelist's mind.5 9 

Fourthly it is significant that Matthew does not actually quote Num.24.17. If his narr

ative depended so heavily upon the O.T. one would expect him to quote what must be reg

arded as a central text in any midrashic theory. 6 0 These problems have led various scholars 

to reject the midrashic theory.6 1 The latter comment leads to a vital distinction that 

needs to be made. 

The characteristic feature of midrash is that it 
has the biblical text as starting point, a text 
it meditates on, expounds, actualises or 
interprets in its own peculiar way. 

With Matthew on the other hand, 

his starting point is the person of Jesus, and 
other persons and events connected with Him, 
not the Old Testament itself His narrative 
then cannot properly be referred to as mid
rash. 62 

It seems in fact that we are dealing with an uncertain definition of the term 'midrash '. 

Perhaps it would be better to speak of 'Jewish midrash' and 'Christian midrash '. In the case 

of the former the text is the basis of the story. In the case of the latter the story is the basis 

of the text. If we use 'midrash' in this latter sense then Matthew certainly uses the midrashic 

method. He is obviously influenced by the terminology and narrative of the O.T., and possib

ly the v~rious midrashic legends current at the time, in the form of his narrative.6 3 In his 

belief that Jesus was the fulfilment of Israel's hope he constantly draws subtle parallels 
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between his tradition and the O.T. In this sense his method is thoroughly Jewish and 

thoroughly midrashic. This 'Christian midrashic' use of an essentially Jewish method leaves 

the way open for the recognition of the fact that the historical analogies previously men

tioned may also explain the background in which the tradition arose. One is therefore 

dealing with events which may well have taken place but which are narrated in a form 

which draws upon current folk material. Our conclu.$ion is that the historicity of the peri

cope may be considered to have a fair degree of possibility, given a certain aniount of 

p~etic licence for a fifst century Jewish interpreter. 

Finally the point is often made that the acceptance of this story leads to an acceptance of 

astrology. However this is not a question that is raised by the text itself. Matthew merely 

narrates what happened in his own way - and makes rio comment about the astrological 

beliefs of the Magi.6 4 Any meaning he did see in the event has to do with the recognition 

of the Gentiles as opposed to the blindness of the scribes and the egotism of Herod. He cer

tainly does not advocate astrological belief by narrating the story. Speculative conclusions 

are left to be made by the reader himself. . . 

IBE SLAUGHTER OF THE CHILDREN AND THE JOURNEY TO EGYPT. MT. 2.13-23 

We shall once again take the historiographical question first and then proceed to discuss the 

Matthean method of interpretation. 

1. Historical Analogies 

As in the case of the Magi, Matthew's narrative gains in historical probability to the extent 

that it describes accurately the historical circumstances of those times. In this case we have 

to do with two figures,. Herod the great and Archelaus. Here we are faced with only one 

difficulty, the silence of other sources (i.e. Josephus) on the destruction of the children of 
. . 

Nazareth. To some this remains a significant problem, but to a number of commentators 

there seems to be no good reason why Josephus need have known about this incident. Against 

. the background of Herod's general activities this incident, involving perhaps twenty or 

thirty children, would have been quite insignificant. Further we may repeat the observation 

of M.McNamara, that Josephus was dependent upon others for his knowledge of Herod's· 

life. This means that the absence of particular details from his history is to be expected.6 5 

We need not go into great detail about the story of Herod's neurotic and violent career. 

Augustus' remark that he would rather be Herod's pig (v<;) than his son (vw<;) has gone 

down in hist?ry as a fitting epitaph.66 The danger presented by Archelaus is equally well 

.I 
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attested. 6 7 The journey to Egypt is similarly well placed in terms of the first century 

situation. A large Jewish population lived in Egypt. The border of Egypt extended well 

into the south· of Palestine and the habit of seeking refuge in Egypt is well attested in 

Jewish history. The Jewish tradition that Jesus received and learned magic arts while in 

·Egypt goes back as far as we know to Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyracanus (80 - 120 A.D.) and may 

reflect an independent tradition. It may equally depend upon Matthew.6 8 The situation out

lined above means that 'there is no reason to doubt the historicity of the story of the fam

Uy s flight into Egypt . .c; 9 

This verdict can only be altered if the midrashic theory can demonstrate that Matthew 

was using the Jewish-midrashic rather than the Christian-midrashic method. Here our 

discussion is occupied with four pohlts, firstly the 'second Moses' concept; secondly the 

'second Exodus' typology; thirdly the 'weeping Rachel' typology; and fourthly the 'Naz

arene' testimonia. 

2 Matthew's Midrashic Method 

Regarding the first, it seems undeniable that Matthew has been influenced in his termin

ology by the first few chapters of Exodus. Just as Pharoah sought to destroy the Israelite 

children,· Herod seeks to kill the children in Bethlehem. Just as Moses flees from the sit

uation and later returns, so Jesus flees and returns. Even the terminology is the same (Exod. · 

4.19 - Matt.2.20). Further in various Jewish legends Moses' father was purported to have 

been· warned in a dream of the immediate danger, and Pharoah was supposedly warned by 

revelation that a great figure was to be born in his domain. He then summoned the magic

ians of the land to interpret the omens he had received.7 0 Apart from Jewish legends the 

wicked king' theme was common in the ancient east. 'Similar stories are told of the infan-

cy of Heracles, Sargon 1, Cyrus, Romulus and Remus, and especially Cypsalus, son of 

Action . .,, 1 It is also evident that the early church was inclined to see a parallel between the ,,,., 

history of Israel, especially the Exodus, and the life of Christ and his church (1 Cor. lOJ-4; 

_I Cor.5.7 - 8). 

The 'second Moses' theme seems to many to run through the Gospel of Matthew, and 

possibly reflects a midrashic meditation on Deut.18.15. 'Yahweh your God will raise up for 

you a prophet like myself .. to him you must listen.' Just as Moses gave the law on Mount· 

Sinai, so Jesus gave the new law on the Mount. Just as Moses was tested during forty days 

and· forty nights in the Sinai desert, so Jesus was tested in the wilderness during forty day~ 

and forty nights. Just as Moses was given a vision of the promised land before his death 

(Deut.34.1 - 3) so Jesus was able to see all the kingdoms of the world from the mount of 

temptatloll:"' Rabbiltic tradition even speculated that the redemption of the Messiah would· 
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repeat the liberation of Israel from Egypt under the leadership of Moses.7 2 

Goulder finds the background of Matthew's narrative in the synagogue readings on the 

seventh sabbath of the annual cycle. This included Gen.29.9 - 31.55, the pirth of Jacob's 

sons by Leah, and Rachel's grieving over her barrenness. From this ~tarting point the 

evanglist built up the story with the aid of Gen.35.16-21, Rachel's death, Ex.1-4, Moses' 

flight and return, and Judges 13, the story of the birth of Samson, the Nazarite. In the 

wording of the birth of Samson (Judges 13: 5,7) Matthew found his words for the birth of 

Jesus (Matt. 1: 20-21). He therefore ends his story with another 'quotation' of Judges 13 

'(Matt. 2: 23). 7 3 

C.H. Cave, following D. Daube, sees the background for the story in the Passover Haggadah, 

in particular the midrash on Deut. 26: 5. He does not agree that Exodus 1-2 can be. the basis 

of this story, because Moses fled from Egypt while Jesus fled to Egypt. In the Passover Hag

gadah all Israel is said to have gone down to Egypt 'in Jacob'. In similar fashion the whole 

of the new Israel leaves Egypt Yn Christ', hence the use of Hosea 11: 1. Significantly in the 

Synagogue reading the story of Jacob's journey into Egypt (Gen. 46: 28) was linked with 

the prophetic lesson: Hosea 10:11-11:11. The testimonia of Jer. 31:15 comes from the 

fact that in the second year of the Synagogue lectionary Exodus 13: 1 (the redemption of 

the first-born of Israel) was linked with Jeremiah 31:8f. The two elements were therefore 

joined together by an association of ideas. A later midrash said that at the time of the 

exile Rachel rose from her grave and that, because of her intercessions, the people were 
. . 

eventually allowed to return to their land. The use of the Nazarene testimonia comes from 

the fact that two weeks before Passover Judges 13 (the Nazarite Samson) was read in con

junction with Num. 6: If, the law of the Nazarite.7 4 

Can such information lead to the conclusion that Matthew used the Jewish midrashic 

method, i.e. that the starting point of the narrative is to be found in the O.T. texts rather 

than an historical tradition? For various reasons this conclusion is not acceptable. Firstly, as 

in the fonner pericope, advocates of the midrashic theory disagree with each other and find 

different backgrounds for this na~ative. 7 5 The diversity of 'typological' interpretations 

does not give weight to this hypothesis. Just as the typological method of interpreting the 

scriptures led the Alexandrian fathers into many devious paths, one wonders whether the 

Jewish midrashic theory for the N .T. is not in danger of the same subjectivity. 

Secondly significance is often found in the fact that certain Torah and prophetic lessons 

were linked together. This association of ideas is supposed to have given Matthew his lead. 
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depended upon the Synagogue lectionary at all. For instance the linking of Numbers 6 with 

Judges 13 is quite obvious. The link between Genesis 46 and Hosea 10-11 is hardly less 

obvious. This tends to undermine the idea that the Synagogue readings actually prompted 

Matthew into his ideas. 

Thirdly the particular form of Matthew's three testimonia in this section do not exactly 

support the idea that the O.T. texts formed the basis of his narrative. The less obvious 

the interpretation, the more the likelihood that the historical tradition led to the proof 

texts and the less the likelihood that the order was in the reverse. These testimonia will 

be disGussed presently. 1t is sufficient to note at this juncture that no text has ever been 

found for the residence in Nazareth; that Rachel's weeping for the Jewish exiles needs some. 

thought for it to be linked with the death of the infants; and that ~he parallel between 

Israel's Exodus and Christ's return from Egypt needs some reflection to be understood. 7 6 

Fourthly the extant Jewish legends about the birth of Moses came from the eighth century 

AD. 7 7 Whiie it is true that the outlines of this legend were known to Josephus we cannot 

be sure that it was kno~n to Matthew. Matthew's dependance upon it remains in the area 

of speculation. 

Lastly, it is not certain that the 'second Moses' typology can be traced in Matthew's theo- . 

logy: One can hardly compare Moses' inspired vision of the promised land prior to his death 

with the satanic view of the world which Jesus had to endure on the mount of temptation. 

Matthew's concern seems to be to portray Jesus as a 'greater-than-Moses' (note for instance· 

· the oft-repeated 'but I say unto you' e.g. Matt. 5-7) rather" than. a second Moses. 7 8 We 

therefore reject the view that Matthew used a Jewish midrashic method. 7 9 Having said 

this we must go on to affirm that he did use a Christian midrashic method. Such a theory is - ' ~ 
the only way to sufficiently explain the testimonia in this pericope. To begin with the last 

first, the word-play on Natwpaw' is typical of Rabbinic midrashic method. This may 

be compared with the oft-repeated saying 'Read not hanith (engraved) but henith (free

dom)' 8 0 No decisive answer to Matthew's testimonia in 2.23 has yet been given, though 

various possibilities exist. 8 1 Which-ever theory is correct, it seems most probable that 

Matthew was using the typically Rabbinic, and in fact typically prophetic (see Mic. I: 

10-11) habit of word-play. 82 In this sense he was using the Christian midrashic method. 

At this"point we would do better not to conclude that Matthew was mistaken about his lin

guistics. 

106 
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The reference to Jer. 31: 15 can only be explained by a sympathetic understanding of Mat

thew's theological approach to the O.T. Rachel gave birth to Ephraim and Manasseh (who 

could represent Israel) and Benjamin (who could represent Judah). As the wife of Israel she 

was also the mother of Israel-Judah. As her two children (first Israel, and then Judah) go in

to exile she weeps for them. The prophetic language is obviously not meant to be taken 

quite literally. This is the language of emotive description. But she must not always weep 

(Jer. 31: 16) because the Lord will make a new covenant with his people (Jer. 31 :31).The 

children of Israel were returned to their land .. But according to Rabbinic tradition Rachel 

still weeps for those who are dispersed in distan~ lands. She will continue to weep until all 

the pwmises to Abraham have been fulfilled and her children are free in the land. Here 

in Nazareth is an event which calls for much weeping on her part. Evidently the promises 

to Abraham remain unfulfilled. But wait; one child has escaped, and therein lies h~r consola

tion! Her weeping will now finally be turned to joy. Such theological interpretation of the 

O.T. may be termed Christian midrash. 8 3 

In the case of Hosea 11 :I the parallel between the O.T. and the N.T. is not as difficult to 

comprehend. God called Israel out of Egypt; 'Thus says the Lord, "Israel is my first-born 

son, and I say to you, let my son go that he may serve me "'(Ex 4:22). The same concept 

is expressed again in Hosea. Just as the Old Israel was freed from bondage, so the new 

Israel has its exodus (Lk. 9:31 eA.e-yov TTW e~o5ov avrov, I Cor. 5:7-8; 10: 1-4). This exodus 

was grounded in the life of Jesus of Nazareth, who began his own career with an exodus. 

Once again, out of Egypt, God was calling his son (singular and corporate). 8 4 

THE UNITY OF MATI. 1 -2 WITH THE REMAINDER OF THE GOSPEL 

The idea that the author of Matt. I and 2 is also the author of the main body of the Gospel 

has already emerged in the discussion of the text at various points. We must now explore in 

greater detail whether this assumption is correct. Here there are various tests which can 

be used. Firstly there is the linguistic test: do we find characteristically M_atthean ter

minology in these two chapters? Secondly there is the structural test: is Matt. 1-2 structural

ly part of the whole? Thirdly there is the theological test: does Matthew have a certain theo

logical approach, and is this evident in these two chapters? 

1. Linguistic Unity 

In the first instance we may safely conclude that a scholarly consensus exists and that 
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Matt. 1-2 evidences typically Matthean terminology and diction. Amongst them we may re

fer to the linguistic work of Vincent Taylor, and more recently, Goulder. 8 5 

2 ... Structural Unity 

Moving on to the structure of Matt. 1-2, we come to an issue which has not led to a real con-· 

sensus. For various reasons one may regard the infancy narrative as a section on its own. At 

3 :1 ff Matthew begins to depend upon Mark. This may indicate that Matt. 1-2 comes from 

another source. There are characteristics which :;ire special to the infancy narrative. There is 

a considerable break in time between 2: 23 and 3: l ff. John the Baptist is suddenly introdu

ced in 3 .:l ff. There is an abrupt change of subject. The division of Matthew into five blocks 

of teaching and narrative material due to the ending formulae ( e-yevero ore ereA.ea~v o I71aovc; 

rova A.o-yovc; rovrovc; 7 .28) has led scholars to regard the prologue (Matt. 1-2) and the 

epilogue ( the passion narrative ) as in some sense not especially Matthean. 

However there are reasons for regarding Matt. 1-2 as structurally continuous with the body 

of the Gospel which we believe are strong enough to dispel any doubts that may arise due 

to these points. These have been ably presented by Edgar Krentz. Most d.ecisive is his com

ment on the use of the testimonia. Five appear in the infancy narratiye with a specifically 

geographical interest. Two more appear in 3. l .-4.16 and continue the geographical note. This 

makes 7, a favourite Matthean number, and suggests that Matt. l:l to 4:16 should be re

garded as a structural unity. 8 6 Recently a number of scholars have advocated the view that 

the genealogy is the key to the understanding of tlie whole gospel. This adds weight to 

the view that the infancy narrative is definitely part of the whole, if not a crucial part of the 

whole.87 

3. Theological Unity 

Typically Matthean theological emphases are quite evident in the infancy narrative. Of the 

various Matthean theological emphases, the following appear in this section. Firstly, Matt

hew throughout his Gospel is at pains to show how Jesus fulfilled the O.T. The formula quo

tations in Matt. 1-2 bear witness to the same emphasis. Secondly, Matthew's Gospel is cha

racterized by its Messianic interest. This is evident in the genealogy and in l :20 (Son of Da

vid), 2:2 and 2:16. Thirdly, the relationship between Judaism and Christianity is especially 

a prominent interest of Matthew. Many scholars believe Matthew's approach to this issue 

was· markedly polemic. The way in which the faith of the Magi is contrasted with the dis-

" interest of the scribes (2:4f) and the antagonism of Herod indicates the same attitude. The 

story of the Magi also introduces Matthew's universalism (28: 18). 
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We conclude that Matthew's infancy narrative is an integral part of the Gospel, and that 

the marks of a single author (authors?) are evident throughout. 

REDACTION CRITICISM OF MATTHEW'S INF ANCY NARRATIVE 

The redaction-critical approach to Matthew was est~blished with the appearance of Tra

dition and Interpretation in Matthew. 88 We shall examine the work of C.T. Davis who has 

specialised in the application of this method to Matthew's infancy narrative. (His Ph.D. Dis

sertation" was Tradition and Redaction in Matthew 1-2.) 89 Davis' article is a concis~ state

ment of his research and is closely argued. 

Working form Krister Stendahl's insight that these chapters can only be properly understood 

by an appreciation of the formula quotations, he sets to work to answer two questions; . 

To what extent were the formula quotations 
used to interpret the tradition or traditions 
to which they were appended? 

Does the material to which they were ap
pended give linguistic and structural evi
dence for tlu~ existence of a carefully orga
nised pre-Matthean tradition? 

'\ 

He takes as his clue the suggestion of W.L. Knox that 1:18-25, 2:13-15 and 2:19-23 give 

evidence of being a pre-M::itthean tradition. 9 0 

Davis' argument is pursuasive at many points. However, it has weaknesses. The starting 

point for the whole procedure is the separation of 2: 19-21 from 2:22-23. Some of the rea-

. sons for this are dubious. He says 2: 19-21 in no way anticipates or requires 2:22-23. But if 

Matthew's infancy narrative ended with 2:21 we would be left with a vague knowledge that 

Joseph went and dwelt somewhere in Judea. Surely the statement that he went back to Ju

dea requires some sort of qualification or specification? Davis notes that there is similarity 

between 2: 19-21 and 2 :22-23;. 'in both Joseph is advised through a dream by a divine agent, 

to go into a certain geograph!cal region.' This similarity cannot be·~derestimated. The an

gel-revelation theme is characteristic of Matthew's infancy narrative and so is the geographi

cal interest. This would indicate that 2:22-23 is typically Matthean ortypically 'redactional: 

Davis ~ays vs. 22 contradicts vs. 21 because Joseph did not go into Judea as the angel di

rected, but was led rather by his own motivations. However, the angel did not command 

Joseph to go back to Judea, but to Israel (vs. 20), and Galilee can easily be regarded as part 

of Israel. 9 1 It is difficult to understand what contradiction exists between vs. 21 and vs. 

22. In discussing the connection between 2: 13-1 Sa and 16-18 Davis says that nothing links 

them together apart from the 'catchword'. 'Herod' .. .But is 'Herod' merely a 'catchword'? 
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Surely this represents the theme that runs throughout the second chapter and links it to

gether as one continuous whole. 9 2 If Davis' redaction-critical analysis is correct then we 

would not expect to find that much typically Matthean terminology in the pre-Matthean 

tradition. However, in his pillar passage, 2 :19-21, the following typically Matthean words 

occur: toov, '{XLWOµat, Kar ovap, l\e10µ.evoc; 1 e1ep8eic; , "fTI and name~ and the following semi

Matthean words occur: a11e'Aoc; 1<.vpwv, 7rapa'Aaµ.{3avw and 7ropevoµ.at. 9 3 

True, Matthew may have reproduced a tradition which he received with his own termino

logy, but nevertheless this tends to undermine the idea of a separate, identi(iable ,tradi

tion. Lastly, and by no means least, the great difficulty of all such redaction-criticism, is 

its unverifiability. By this we refer to the ·fact that with the redaction-criticism of some 

Matthean passages we know his source (Mark), or we have a reasonable idea of his source 

(Qin Luke), while in the infancy narrative and in all especially Matthean material, we have 

no objective check on the method of redaction-criticism. All remains in the area of specu

lation. Redaction-criticism is yet a relatively young dicipline, and it may well be the case 

that subsequent research will reveal that it can only be used successfully where the source 

material is available to us. 

However, despite these criticisms, Davis' thesis does have some plausibility. It may well be a 

true reflection of the relationship between tradition and redaction in Matthew's infancy 

narrative. This leads to the positive results of such an inquiry. In his conclusion Davis gives 

what he believes to be the pre-Matthean tradition. Here it is noticeable that part of every 

· 'event' which Matthew relates remains. The virgin birth remains. The visit of the Magi re

mains. The role of Herod remains, though it has diminished. The flight to Egypt and 

the return remain. In other words, what Matthew added to his tradition is not the actual 

story of the events, but an interpretation of those events. This tends to support our conten

tion that Matthew operated with a Christian-midrashic rather than a Jewish-midrashic me-
• q. .. , 

thod. He did not fabricate the events. He attempted to pass on the tradition 'in good 

faith.' 94 

THE DATE AND ORIGIN OF THE MATIHEAN INFANCY TRADITION 

If the Matthean infancy narrative, in its present form, is clearly an integral part of the Gos- . · 

pel as a whole, then the date and origin of this narrative is intimately involved with the date 

and authorship of Matthew's Gospel. 
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1. Views of Matthean Authorship 

In recent research three positions have emerged concerning the authorship and the origin 

of Matthew's Gospel. There is firstly the hypothesis of a community product, secondly the 

understanding of 'Matthew' as an editorial theologian, and thirdly the view of Matthew's 

Gospel as including an eyewitness deposit. 9 5 The last view should be dissociated from the 

older, traditional belief in apostolic authorship. 

The first view was advocated by G.D. Kilpatrick. 96 He was followed by Krister Stendahl.97 

Kilpatrick advocated the view that Mark, 'Q' and 'M' were read in a church which developed 

a 'targum' of these Scriptures and finally produced a 'kind of revised gospel book, con

veniently incorporating into one volume the three documents of Mark, "Q" and "M"' 98 

Stendahl, working on the 'Habakkuk commentary' produced by the Qumran community, 

advocated the view that the Gospel was shaped by the catachetical teaching of the early church. 

It was formulated as a type of training manual to be used by teachers in the community. 

This view tended to deny the individual contribution of the evangelist, and was accordingly 

unable to account for the strong marks of an individual and original mind which pervades 

. the Gospel. This led to a reaction in the opposite direction, and to the second view, advo

cated by Bomkamm, Held and Barth, 9 9 The advantage of this view is that it can account 

for the dear evidence which is mounting as a result of the redaction-critical method. 

Clearly the author shaped the tradition he had received in order to present Jesus in a parti- · 

culai n:ianner. The author is now no longer the school, but the individual representative of 
. . 

a community which may have had a school. This position then goes further and emphasises 

that the author was a theologian in his own right who was formulating what he believed to· 

· be the answer to a particular church situation. In this case we do not find the original tra

dition of Jesus in Matthew as much as an understanding of Jesus. in a particular church si

tuation. This view has the difficulty of neglecting the tradition received, at the expense 

of the tradition· remoulded. Both these positions, the first and the second, have the diffic

ulty of being unable to explain the persistent tradition of the early church concerning 

apostolic authorship. 1 00 But the older view of apostolic authorship could not explain the 

fact that an apostolic author had based his work upon a non-apostolic writer (Mark). 101 

In addition, the tradition it relied upon (i.e. ·Papias) mentioned a Hebrew Gospel whereas 

the present Matthew was clearly written in Greek. A view was needed which could account 

for both the redactional nature of Matthew's Gospel and the persistent tradition of the early 

church.· In other words, there was need of an hypothesis which could account for the initial 

and formative influence of an apostolic witness while at the same time accounting for the 
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. evident non-apostolic nature of the present tradition (in extant Gospel). The need for the 

former requirement was made more evident by the discovery of elements in Matthew which 

indicated that· the tension between church and synagogue was still very much alive when the 

tradition was first documented. These elements have been highllghted by the work of 

Gunther Bornkamm, G. Barth and Sjef van Tilborg. 1 0 2 They seem to demand a time before 

the church had totally lost touch with the synagogue. 1 0 3 These requirements lead to the 

third position. 

Ffrstly, C.F.D. Moule advocated the view that behind the present Gospel (extant Matthew) 

there lies a collection of 'Aramaic traditions which were translated and ultimately collected, 

conflated and arranged fi!Jgether with other material, by another scribe, a Greek w~iter'. 104 

Secondly, and more recently, Robert H. Gundry has drawn his conclusions from a detailed 

investigation of the Matthean quotations of the 0. T. 105 He believes that these quotations 

give evidence of a triple linguistic tradition, based upon Septuagintal, Aramaic and Hebrew 

sources. In his view, such a triple language phenomenon could only occur in Palestine. 1 0 6 

He then goes on to affirm the view that this Palestinian tradition emanates from the apostle 

Matthew. 107 

With the information at our disposal at the present, it is not possible to be dogmatic about 

any view of Matthean authorship. What does seem to be required though, is:. 

a) in some sense a recognition of the early church tradition on apostolic authorship, 

b) a recognition of the redactional nature of the present Gospel, and 

c) a ~ecognition of the Jewish-Palestinian origins of much of the material. 108 

. The last point is one which is particularly required in the case of the infancy narratives. C.T. 

Davis, having specialised in the study of this infancy narrative, can state what amounts to 

a scholarly consensus, 'One point can be regarded as esta~lished by this line of research: the 

narratives of Matt. 1:18-2:23 are closely related in language, structure, and content, to 

Jewish tradition'. 109 This would lead us to believe that the infancy narrative is included in 
11 0 

that part of the tradition which is Jewish-Palestinian. Its whole character, as we have 

·seen from the Christian-midrashic method which it displays, is thoroughly Jewish. 

2. Views on Matthean Dating 

Matthew is usually dated after the fall of Jerusalem and often between A.D. 80 and 

100. 11 1 Conservative scholars have however argu.ed fo~ a date prior to the fall of Jerusalem 
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on the grounds that one cannot deny the possibility of a real prediction in Matt. 24 on a 

priori grounds. 1 1 2 Recently John A.T. Robinson has, true to style, rather overturned the 

tables on this issue. 1 1 3 He has strongly repudiated the usual arguments based on the fa,11 of 

Jerusalem and the synoptic records of Christ's prediction of this event. Far from indicating 

a date after A.D. 70, these passages (Mk. 13; Lk. 27; Matt. 24) argue for a date prior to A.D. 

70 for all three synoptics. 1 1 4 He then gives further reasons for an earlier dating of Matthew. 

There are certain links between Paul and the Matthean tradition, indicating that Paul may 

have known what Robin.son calls the proto-Matthean collection. For various reasons Matt

hew's gospel Shows evidence of a long history of traditon. Different layers of tradition can 

be seeh. Matthew therefore has some elements which indicate that it is the earliest gospel 

and some that it is the latest synoptic gospel. Papias's statement, while not fitting the ex

tant" gospel of Matthew, may therefore fit the earlier proto-Matthean collection. Matthew 

also has elements which indicate that the break with Judaism was not yet complete. The 

tension between church and synagogue was still acutely felt. His interest in Sabbath laws 

(Matt. 12:5-7), ii} sacrifice (9:13), his denunciation of the Sadducees (16:1-12), and his 

interest in the half-shekel tax (17:24-27) all argue for a date before the destruction of the 

temple, when all such issues would have become obsolete. Robinson feels these elements 

point to a date between A.O. 50 and 64. There are also links between the concept of the 

parousia in Paul's letters to the Thessalonians and Matthew 24. 11 5 Robinson therefore 

dates the development and the final writing. of Matthew. between A.D. 40 and 64. 11 6 

Not all scholars will agree with Robinson's conclusions. Our view is that his arguments on 

the fall of Jerusalem and Matt. 24 cannot be easily denied. His work will certainly mean 

that one can no longer assume a date for Matthew in the 80's. This is one of the weaknesses 

of Raymond Brown's approach to the infancy narratives. 1 1 7 A date prior to A.O. 70 can 

· never be proved. On the other hand it remains a distinct possibility. . 

Even if a date after A.D. 80 were to be accepted we could not deny the possibility of 

members of the family of Jesus and of the primitive Palestinian Christian community 

being alive when Matthew was written. Given the average length of human life, the brothers 

of Jesus may easily have lived to A.O. 80. 1 1 8 Further, in some of the Christian communi

ties in Palestine there must have been those who had known the mother of Jesus. All these 

points become more persuasive if one accepts a date for Matthew between A.D. 40 and 64. 

If one adds to this the clearly Palestinian character of the infancy narrative, and then in 

addition the fact that the subtraction of Matthew's editorial work (the testimonia) leaves 

a basic tradition intact, one is hard pressed to deny that the pre-Matthean part of the in-

. fancy narrative could have arisen from the family of Jesus. 1 1 9 In fact this becomes the 
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•most probable hypothesis. While one can never demonstrate that Matthew's infancy narra

tive did come from the family of Jesus, one has to maintain that the infancy tradition arose 

in proximity to the tradition of the family of Jesus, i.e. it arose in the same socio-cultural 

environment. The only way in which one can escape this conclusion is either to deny the 

existence of Christ's family, or to date the gospel of Matthew in the latest part of the first 

century or perhaps in the second century. It becomes difficult to accept that the pre-Matt

hean tradition was only influenced by current Jewish midrashic legends based upon the 

O.T. stories of Joseph, M:oses/Pharaoh and Balaam. The kind of transmissional process which 

Raymond Brown describes in his study of the pre-Matthean material sounds persuasive if 

it is considered in isolatfon from the question of dating . He discusses it in isolation from the 

question of dating because he assumes the late dating of Matthew to be correct. Once the 

pro~ity of the family of Christ to the development of Matthew's tradition is considered 

then it becomes more difficult to accept. Would not the traditions emanating from the 

family of Jesus have had greater effect upon the early Palestinian church than current 

midrashic legends.? 1 2 0 

This leads to the final conclusion that it is difficult, and indeed unwarranted, to reject 

. the substantial historicity of Matthew's infancy narrative. 

LUKE'S INF ANCY NARRATIVE 

THE LUCAN PROLOGUE AND THE INF ANCY NARRATIVE. 1.1 - 4 

The prologue is not part of the infancy narrative. The change in style is quite evident. 

However, coming as it does immediately before the infancy narrative, it's claims can hardly 

exclude the infancy narrative. In any understanding of the origin and source of the infancy 

narrative, hypotheses must take account of the claims which are made in the prologue. 

The first point to be noted, and one which most commentators note, is the classical Greek 

flavouring of this sentence. Alfred Plummer takes €1T€L5TJ1T€p, €7T€X€Lpf'/aav, avara~aa(JaL, 

5LTJ"fl10W and Ka(JE~T/\ to be classical rather than biblical terminology .1 2 1 More recent 

commentators repeat this observation. 12 2 The structure of the sentence (idiomatic rather 

than co-ordinate) is typical of the prologues of Greek historians. This does not mean that 

Luke was necessarily trained in Greek historiography, but it does mean that he was aware 

of its geperal requirements. 

Ka(Jwc; 1Tap€ooaav - this normally refers to oral tradition, but need not exclude written 

... ~ .. , 
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tradition. 1 2 3 Luke evidently made use of both oral and written traditions (avarntaaOac., 

6tfl")'1lUW )· 

aVT01TTaL Kat IJ1Tflp€ra~- the two terms are not mutually exclusive. The 'ministers' or 'atten

dants' may or may not have been eye-witnesses as well. At. any rate, Luke's material was 

taken from both eye-witnesses and the early preachers. Six claims may be noted from this 

· prologue: 

1. 1Tap17tcoXovfJ171<0Tt - the word literally means 'to follow a person closely so as to always 

.be ~ear to him.' In this context it means that Luke has followed the story carefully so 

as to bring himself fully abreast of the events.124 

2. av<..d!J ev- refers to the beginning of the story rather than to thoroughness. Luke claims 

to have gone to the beginning of the tradition and investigated the events 'from the 

first'. While the beginning of the gospel was usually taken as the ministry of John the 

Baptist ( Acts 1.22 ), the fact that Luke has included the infancy narrative indicates 

that his 'first' went back further. The content of the infancy narrative must therefore 

be included in his claims.1 2 5 

3. ?Taaw- 'all the events'12 6 This refers to thoroughness. 

4 atcpf/3wc; - this refers to accuracy. 

S. KafJetflt:- this would obviously refer to chronological order but may just as well refer 

to the general arrangement and structure of the narrative.12 7 

6. €11't")'VWC:··· aa'{KLX€t.a.V - 'that you may receive sure information', . 'that which may be 

relied upon', 'to learn the plair: truth. '128 

Such a sentence ·cannot be regarded as a mere literary convention fittingly affixed to the 

narrative. When Luke claims the basis of his work was eye-witness testimony he means this 

, in all sefiousness; 

an ancient writer could no more claim the 
authority of eye-witnesses without expecting 
his statement to be believed than a modem. 12 9 

The implications for the infancy narrative are important. Luke believes he is writing history. 

Clearly he does not understand that to mean 'critical history' in the modern sense. He does 

write from a particular point of view (1T€1TA.17poipop17µ€vwv- 'fulfill~d',· seems to connote 

revelat?ry significance), and believes the events he records have revelatory significance. 1 30 
• 

He may also have been creative in his handling of the tradition, though he does not regard 

himself as the creator of the tradition. Therefore, if it can be demonstrated that . Luke 

actually created the tradition, the implication follows irresistably that he was being deliber

ately dishonest. The problems created by such an understanding of Luke have then to be 

weighed up against the arguments which indicate th~t he created the tradition. What is not 



116 
possible is to hold the view that Luke 'sincerely' 'created' the tradition. In view of the prolo-

gue these two terms are mutually exclusive. 

THE TEXT OF THE INFANCY NARRATIVE 

Unlike Matthew's narrative, which has few issues of textual-critical debate, the Lucan nar

rative has raised a considerable amount of disagreement, and numerous theories of inter-. . 

polation have been advocated. The relevant verses are 1 :27; 1 :34-35 36-37; 1 :46; 2:5; 3: 

22-23. We need not repeat the detailed arguments as these have alreadv been given in the 

second chapter in connection with the work of Vincent Taylor and Gresham Machen. 1 3 t 

We may safely conclude though that the argument must go to Gresham Machen. It is noti-. 

cable that since that time the majority of commentators have rejected the interpolation hy

pothesis in regard· to the virgin birth. 1 3 2 

It is significant too that Vincent Taylor, who was perhaps the most able advocate of the 

hypothesis and who gave it its most scholarly presentation, had to concede that Luke 1 :34-

35 came from the hand of Luke. The complicated nature of the hypothesis which he had to 

formulate as a result of this admission is the clearest indication of its falsity. He admitted 

that the complexity of his hypothesis was problematical. In addition we may point out that 

these interpolation hypotheses were not caused by th.e ambiguity of the textual tradition. 

Such ambiguity as does exist is minimal: The real cause of these hypotheses was a dogmatic 

rejection of the doctrine of the .virgin birth. Any theory which has to tamper with the text 

in order to remove certain doctrinal problems is immediately suspect and needs considerable 

support before it can be accepted. This particular hypothesis is beset with difficulties and 

so must be rejected. The only significant textual issue which remains open to debate is the 

. question of whether the Magnificat should be ascribed to Mary or Elizabeth (Lk. 1 :46). 

We shall deal with this subject when we deal with the Magnificat itself .. 

THE ANNUNCIATION TO ZECHARIAH . LK. 1 :S-25 

The special issues related to this section are firstly the 'supernatural' elements (the vision, 

the angel, and the dumhnes.s), secondly the Hebrew-Palestinian elements which scholars 

· have often found in this narrative, and thirdly the midrashic manner in which the story is 

moulded on important O.T. texts. The historical probability of the section will be tested 

by the.conclusions which these three areas tend to produce. 

1. · The Supernatural Elements 

Firstly, regarding the 'supernatural' elements, those who are influenced by rationalistic 

presuppositions, such as"o}·. strauss, will have to reject the whole account out of hand. If 
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one presumes that such things cannot happen then the story before us can only be regarded 

as a legend. However, we have shown in the last chapter that such presuppositions are not 

necessary to the historical discipline. Our question is rather; are these elements narrated 

in such a manner as to give the impression of superstitious wonder, or are they narrated 

soberly and reservedly? A number of commentators are impressed by the general reserve of 

this narrative. It is noteworthy that the angel is not described at all. His message is merely 

recounted. Further, the recipient of the message is not in any way glorified or elevated by 

the ~xperience. He becomes dumb and is rather humiliated before the people. The only' 

reaction on his part which js recounted is his fear, which is certainly not an unusual re

action to such phenomena. If we are prepared to approach this narrative from the perspec

tive of the 'New Theology of the Resurrection' then there is nothing in it which is out of 

place. The angelic revelation must be placed in the same category as the angelic appearances 

at the time of the resurrection and the appearances of the resurrected Christ. Furthermore, 

the miraculous events are set in a thoroughly O.T. environment. We may affinn the words 

of Alfred Plummer, 'there is no violent rupture. with the past in making this new depar

ture'. 1 3 3 The miraculous elements cannot therefore be used as an argument either against 

or in favour of the historicity of this. account. Such an issue must be decided on other 

grounds. 1 3 4 This leads to the other two points. 

2. Evidence of a Hebrew Source 

The presence of an underlying Hebrew tradition or text, and the expression of first century 

Jewish-Palestinian customs is evident to a long-standing scholarly tradition, including Al

fred Plummer, Alfred Edersheim, Charles Torrey, J.M. Creed, Paul Winter, Rene Laurentin, 

E. Earle Ellis and Howard Marshall. Evidences of an underlying Hebrew source or tradition · 

have been found in Luke 1 :5,6,7 ,13,15,17 ,20. 135 

3. The Palestinian Background and Jewish Legends 

As regards the priestly courses (1: 5), the casting of the lots (1 :9), the burning of incense, 

and the general description ~f the temple ceremonies we may refer again to Alfred Edersheim 

and Paul Winter. 1 36 More recently E. Earle Ellis and Raymond Brown have endorsed their 

statements. 137 It seems to be particularly difficult to disagree with Winter when he says 

that these details could not have been written by a gentile author after A.D. 70 with no re

course to an earlier Hebrew-Palestinian tradition. If Rene Laurentin is right it is even more 

difficult to see how a Greek writer in a Hellenistic community after A.D. 70 could have re-
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fleeted such a subtle play on Hebrew words. Luke's description of the angelic appearance 

also fits in very well with the 'faith-situation' of first century Judaisrn.138 Pierre Benoit 

has also shown how the exact nature of Zechariah's dumbness, the priestly nature of John's 

parents, and their old age, do not seem to be accounted for in terms of O.T. texts and sug

gestions from Rabbinical tradition. 1 3 9 Not only are the details of the ~arrative distinctly 

Palestinian, but the story itself fits in well with the legends which were common in first 

. century Judaism. We refer. to Winter's detailed research on PseudoPhilo and the legend of 

the birth of Rabbi Yismael. 14 0 The fact that Luke's account fits into the general situation 

in which these legends were retold and the fact that parallels exist between them, does not 

mean however that Luke's narrative must also be legendary. The vital difference here is 

that Luke claims to have received reliable information and claims to be narrating historical 

events. As R. McL. Wilson has pointed out, Luke's use of Mark and Q do not lead us to the 

conclusion that he was given to fantasy. 141 An equally warrantable conclusion is therefore 

that the form of Luke's narrative was moulded by the terminology and format of Jewish 

folk-lore, while the substance of the Lucan redaction remains grounded on an historical 

tradition. The balanced statement of Pierre Benoit, which we have already alluded to, seems 

to state the situation very well. 1 4 2 The conclusion is supported by the research of Eder

sheim, who discovered that in many details this section differs from the theological notions 

current at the time. For instance it was believed that Elijah would return in person. In 

Luke's account John comes 'in the spirit and power of Elijah' and he is a separate individual, 

born of Elizabeth and Zechariah. The position of the angel at the altar also differs from 

current expectation. 1 4 3 

The impression of the Hebraic elements of this passage have been so strong that Martin 

Dibelius and Philipp Vielhauer have advocated the hypothesis of an independent Baptist 

source behind Lk. 1.5-25 and 57-66a. 144 However, this seems to go too far, and Pierre . ' . . 

Benoit's critical examination of this hypothesis has left it without much in its favour. 14 5 

lntimately, in the oral. tradition, a Baptist source may be possible, thought it is just as · 

possible that the details of John's birth were transmitted in the Christian community from 

the beiinning. 14 6 

4. The Use of the'O.T. and Luke's Midrashic Method 

Matching the Hebrew-Palestinian character of this narrative is the third point which has 

been referred to. The story closely parallels numerous O.T. stories. Sometimes there are 

even verbal correspondences. Added to this is the fact that in so many ways the text is typi

cally Lucan. We refer here to the work of Harnack, Turner and Benoit. 147 
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The conclusion that the present narrative comes from the hand of Luke may be regarded . 

as finally established. Not even Winter, who argues for the Hebrew origin of the tradition, 

doubts this. The most important O.T. parallels are as follows: 

Zechariah and Elizabeth correspond to Abraham and Sarah. Like Sarah, Elizabeth is barren. 

Both couples were said to be 'advanced in years'.Like Abraham, Zechariah doubts the pro

mise (Gen. 15: 18 - Luke I : 18). In this latter case there are verbal correspondences between 

the Septuagint and Luke. The appearance of the angel to Zechariah is similar to the exper

ience of Abraham (Gen·. 18:9-15) and Manoah (Jud. 13:2-25). The text of Lk. 1:13 has 

verbal similarities with Gen. 18:10,13 and Jud. 13:3,7. Lk. 1:17 follows the text of Mal. . . 

3:1 and 4:5-6. The prohibition of wine and strong drink reflects O.T. teachings on the 

Naz.arite vow (Jud. 13 :4-5; Num. 6 :24 ), Zechariah's reply in Luke 1: 18 has verbal similari

ties with Gen. 15:8. The continuation of Luke's account of Zechariah and the angel has 

many resemblances to Daniel chapter 10. Like Daniel (10:15) Zechariah was struck dumb. 

As with Daniel (10:12) the angel said 'fear not' (Lk. 1 :13). Daniel's prayer had been heard 

(Dan. 10: 12), and so had Zechariah's (Lk. 1: 13). The name given to the angel is the same in 

both accounts. 148 Clearly Luke has been strongly influenced by Genesis, Judges and Da

niel, in addition to various other texts. The parallels are evident to anyone who reads Luke's 

narrative with a fair knowledge of the O.T. 

Some scholars have taken the idea further. A good example is the work of Goulder and San

derson. 14 9 We shall not repeat what was described in the second chapter. What is signifi

cant .for the present study is that according to this theory the very names of the figures 

which appear in Luke's narrative are founded upon the application of the O.T. texts. 150 

These typologies, tied to the markedly Lucan language, lead these scholars to the conclusion 

that Luke's narrative is a 'pious meditation by St. Luke himself; a piece of Haggadah ', 

which obviously has no historical basis.1 5 1 

S. Historical Analogies or Midrashic Creation? 

It is evident that the second and third points of our present d.iscussion are mutually exclu

sive with the fourth. The fact that Luke must have had the benefit of genuine Palestinian

Christian tradition from before A.D. 70 in order to so accurately describe the temple pro

ceedings, etc. cannot be reconciled with the idea that he created the entire narrative as a 

pious meditation of the O.T. in accordance with Haggidic method. One of these hypotheses 

needs to give way. 

In comparing the two hypotheses, one cannot but notice that the work of a scholar such 
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as Paul Winter (and before him Alfred Edersheim) depends in the main upon verifiable infor

mation, while the hypotheses of the other school are unverifiable. For instance, the Lucan des

cription of the temple proceedings can be compared with objective data which are available 

from early Jewish writings. On the contrary, the theory that the name 'Zechariah' is derived 

from such an involved typological argument must ahvays remain in the area of speculation. 

It might be replied that the Haggidic method is itself gleaned from the same early Jewish 

writings. This is true, and we need not doubt that the scholars of the 'typological' school 

have carefully studied early Jewish methods of interpretation. However, the observation 

of the method in Rabbinical writings, and the di~covery of that method in Luke's gospel are 

certainly not to be equated. Further, as in the case of Matthew, this theory proves too 

much. The name Zechariah is derived from two involved typologies. But it seems difficult 

to believe that Luke would have had both of these in his mind at the same time. This im

mediately raises the question of whether the typologies are not more the product of the 

· twentieth century biblical scholar, than the product of Luke's mind. R.McL. Wilson com

ments that here 'typology has gone mad'. 152 If Laurentin is right, the names of Zechariah 

and Elizabeth cannot possibly be the product of Luke's typological mind because the subtle 

etymological allusions would similarly have to become the product of Luke's mind, and this 

is beyond the bounds of possibility. In addition, it is difficult to see how such a simple and 

life-like narrative could have been produced by such an involved mind. Benoit has pointed 

out that Luke's use of O.T. texts demonstrates a careful principle of selection which he re

gards as being motivated by the historical tradition. 

·The greatest weakness of this view (typological) is however the way in which the scholars 

who advocate it attempt to deal 'with the Lucan prologue. Speaking of Luke's understand

ing of his own work they say; 

We can be much less sure what form of in
spiration St. Luke supposes himself to be 
receiving and indeed perhaps St. Luke was 
less sure himself . .it may well be that he held 
a sophisticated theory of inspiration, and 
knew (hat he was writing symbolic trnth, 
and nothing more, as St. John knew ... Per
haps St. Luke started believing what St. 
Matthew believed and ended up believing 
what St. John believed, and never noticed 
the transition. 1 5 3 

This hardly sounds like the mind of the man who wrote the Lucan prologue. In fact, if this 

theory is correct, then Luke was being dishonest. The incisive statement of Jam es Orr still 

applies· with equal cogency. 1 5 4 There is no escape from this implication. 
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6. A Structural Explanation 

Does this mean that we must reject the fact that Luke'~ narrative coresponds to the O.T. at 

many points? Clearly, this need not be inferred. The dichotomy produced by these two 

scholarly opinions is not totally necessary. It is possible to explain the character of the Lu

can narrative in a way which gives due weight to the presence of O.T. parallels and yet 

which does not force one to the conclusion that tuke has created the tradition. A ce_rtain 

biblical ~tructure has been analysed by Gerard Meagher in his useful article on the 'Prophetic 

Call Na"ative '. 1 5 5 He takes a number of narratives in the O.T. where an individual received 

a divine calling and demonstrates that a basic structure is to be found which is common to 

them all. His research includes the calls of Gideon, Moses, Jeremiah, Abraham, Isaiah, 

Ezekiel and 'Deutero-Jsaiah '.The six points are as follows: 

1. The divine confrontation 

2. The introductory word 

3. The commission 

4. The objection 

5. The reassurance 

6. The sign 15 6 

Not every case will fit into the whole pattern. In this case the pattern would be as follows: 

1. The divine confrontation - Lk. 1: 11 

2. The introductory word - 1: 13 

3. The commission - 1 : 14-17 

4. The objection - 1: 18 

5. The reassurance - 1: 19 (In this case touched with an element of rebuke) 

6. The sign - 1 :20-23; 57-66 

In the case of the various O.T. figures, no one has suggested that Isaiah or Jeremiah (or their 

recorders-authors) had been searching for typological parallels in the calls of Abraham or 

Moses. Yet these callings evidence the same structure. This simply means that a particular 

fonn of narrative developed which had become traditional to the biblical writings, and that 

each individual had unconsciously repeated his own story in the same fonnat. Correspon

dences between two call narratives at a particular point (eg. Luke 1: 18 and Gen. 15 :8) in no 

wav Indicates a dependence of one narrative upon the other as regards the actual subject 

matter itself. The great significance which the 'typological' schola~s find in many of these 
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parallels tum out to be of little significance. They simply show that Luke was a writer who 

was saturated with the Q.T. scriptures. Many of his parallels may not even be conscious at 
an.1 s, 

It may be that he was conscious of his exercise in some measure. ·He obviously worked on 

the tradition which he had received and in a masterful way managed to draw a number of 

parallels with the great figures in Israel's past. We do know that the correspondences of 

Matthew's narrative were quite, self-consciously narrated. Luke has allowed these stories 

io influence him in his· choice of words. This however in no way denies the fact that he 

handled the tradition he had received with due respect. 158 

We conclude that there are no warrantable reasons for rejecting.the substantial historicity 

of this narrative. 

THE ANNUNCIATION TO MARY . LUKE 1 :26-38 

The special problems and issues of note which we find in this pericope are as follows: 

Firstly, the literary structure of the narrative is significant and requires analysis. Secondly, 

the language of this section needs to be analysed. Do we again find as much evidence of 

Hebraic influences, or is the language particularly Hellenistic? Thirdly, to what extent is 

the O.T. used in the narrative; does the story rely heavily upon Q.T. typology? Fourthly, 

how is Mary's question to be understood; does verse 34 present a discordant note in the na

rrative? Fifthly, what does the passage teach; does it in fact teach the virginal conception of 

Jesus? Does it imply the sinlessness of the child to be born? Does it bear witness to the In-

. carmi_tion? Is the divinity of the child implied? Sixthly. does the text give u~ reason to be

lieve that Mary was also from the Davidic family and if not, how are we to regard the fat

herhood of Joseph, granted that the virginal conception is taught? Lastly, how do we ex- . 

plain the origin of this tradition; does it come from the Hellenistic-Christian community? 

Does it perhaps come from Judaism or from the influence of pagan ideas upon either the 

church or Judaism? These issues have stimulated the minds of biblical exegets for genera

tigns.A vast amount of literature exists on the subject, which we cannot begin to deal with 

in the confmes of an exegetical study of this nature. However, we shall have to come to 

some conclusions on these vital issues. 

1. · The Structure of the Narrative 

The first and most striking aspect of this· pericope is the structural similarities it has with the 

proceeding narrative. 1 5 9 The parallelism is so obvious and so detailed that it becomes im-
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possible to believe that this pericope and the preceeding come form a different author. 

Without the linguistic data, we would still have to conclude that both narratives come from 

the same hand. The implications of this parallelism are significant in revealing to us the in

tention of the author. The parallelism operates in contrast. Zechariah is told that his prayers 

have been answered. There was some initiative on his part before the act of God. 160 How

ever, Mary is not presented with any initiative on her part whatsoever. Furthermore she is 

greeted with a sovereign declaration of grace; 'Hail, 0 favoured one, the Lord is with you'. 

The play on the words xaipe KfXapirwµe1111 gives further impact to the greeting. Mary was 

'troubled' and 'considered'. Zechariah was 'troubled' and 'fear fell upon him'. There is a 

suggestion that Mary's conscience was relatively untainted, while Zechariah is overcome by 

fear in the holy presence *of the angel. Mary is said to have 'found favour with God'. Zecha

riah is said to have received an answer to this prayer. The former speaks more of the so

vereign grace of God. Mary's son will be µeyac;. The word is not qualified, ·as with John, 

who will be µeyac; €11W71'Wll KVPWV . 

. Jesus will sit upon the eternal throne of David and will be called the 'Son of the Most High; 

while John will come as the forerunner of the Messianic age. Mary asks about the manner 

of the fulfilment of the angelic promise: 'How can this be? ',while Zechariah asks for a sign in 

order to believe the promise at all. 1 6 1 Jesus is born of the Holy Spirit, while John is to be 

filled with the Spirit from his mother's womb. John is Spirit-filled. Jesus' very origin is of 

the Spirit. Mary is offered a sign which she did not request. Zechariah is chastised for the 

sign he demanded. Mary immediately submits to the will of God. Zechariah has to learn 

obedience through his chastisement. His obp,fo~nce is delayed till the birth of the child. 

Mary's submission is immediate. Laurentin's careful examination of this contrasting struc

ture removes the pattern from the realm of conjecture. 1 6 2 

We have noted how the annunciation to Zechariah follows a typical biblical pattern which 

has been termed the 'prophetic call narrative'. Clearly the same conclusion follows for this 

narrative. 163 The single notable addition to the typical format is Mary's response 'Behold, 

I am the hand-maid of the Lord. Let it be to me according to thy word'. While the termino

logy of the sentence can be found in the 0.T. (Gen. 30:3,35), the way in which it appears in 

this context is without parallel. 1 6 4 This suggests that Mary's reply should certainly not be 

taken as an anti-climax or in any way less significant than the preceeding passage. This point 

will be elaborated in the next chapter. 

The facf that this pericope fits so well into both the preceeding narrative and the O.T. 'call 
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narrative', is the best reason for rejecting the interpolation hypothesis regarding 1.34. With

out this verse, the structure loses a vital poinL The implication is that this narrative is en

tirely biblical and Hebraic in its structure. The Hebraic origin of the narrative becomes a 

real possibility, and at least we have to maintain that the author was exceedingly well

versed in the Septuagint. We need not insist that this structuring is entirely deliberate. It 

is possible that an author who had been saturated in the O.T. may have unconsciously re

produced such a structure. However, t!lis may well be an incorrect conclusion and it is as 

likely that he was conscious of the structure. 

The fact that the structure falls within the literary genre or structural form of 'prophetic 

calls' leads us to question whether Luke saw both Zechariah and Mary in a prophetic role. 

We would be led to this question from the narrative so far even if the Magnificat and the 

Benedictus were not part of the present narrative. Given their presence in the narrative, this 

possibility becomes an almost certain conclusion. To this we may add that Luke's infancy 

narrative is particularly well-endowed with references to the 'prophe(ic' (Luke 2:29-35; 

2:36ff). Barnes Tatum and Paul Minear have in different ways both drawn attention to the 

'-prophetic' emphasis in the Lucan infancy narrative. Minear prefers to call it the 'theology 

of the time of fulfilment'. 1 6 5 As regards the source or tradition, the parallel structure of 

the first two pericopes (1 :5-25; 1: 26-38) means that we cannot easily postulate one source 

for the narrative (i.e. early-Palestinian for the Annunciation to Zechariah) and another 

source for the other narrative (i.e. later Hellenistic-Christian for the Annunciation to Mary)'. 

It also leads us to wonder how much of the structure is due to the tradition he received. 

The ·p~stulation of separate sources could just be possible if the second narrative were 

derived from the first, i.e. if we believe that Luke worked up the second narrative on the 

basis of an early tradition he had received for the first narrative. This was the view of

Dibelius and Vielhauer. However we have already rejected that view. The story of Christ's 

childhood cannot be regarded as a secondary element of the infancy narrative. This means 

that the theory of a Palestinian-Christian origin for the first narrative must coincide with 

a similar origin for the second narrative. Conceivably both narratives may be late. They may 

be entirely the product of Luke's artistic creation. 166 The structure would then be late 

while the content of the narrative may be early. However, it is as likely that the structure 

itself is early, since, as we have already noted, the structure .is biblico-Hebraic. 16 7 In Paul · 

Winter's view the parallel structure of these narratives argues against a Christian author, 

since a Christian author would have been unlikely to place John and Jesus. in a parallel 

structure. 1 6 8 In this case the manner in which the parallel has been used (i.e. to show 

contrast) would be Lucan while the parallel structure itself would be Palestinian. However, 

it is difficult to separate the content of the tradition from its structure. The structure is 

. woven into the very fabric of its content and the content only has meaning in this particular 

structure. The best solution is that both narratives, in both structural and essential content, 
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are the product of the early Palestinian Christian community, though Marshall is probably 

correct when he says that 'the present narrative cannot be settled simply by consideration of 

the form'. 169 This subject will be discussed at greater length in the structu.ral analysis of 

the infancy narratives in the following two chapters.170 

2. Evidence of a Hebrew Source 

Is the language particularly Hebraic or is it particularly Hellenistic? Ones the preponderance 

of Lucan terminology exclude the possibility of a Hebrew source? Evidence of a Hebrew 

substratum has been found in Lk. 1 :26, 30, 32, 35, 37, 78. They are as frequent as in the 

previous pericope. 171 We may add to these linguistic considerations the oft-quoted com

ment of Charles Gore on Lk. 1 :32,33; 

It breathes the spirit of the Messianic hope 
before it had received the rnde and crus
hing blow involved in the rejection of the 
Messiah. 1 7 2 

It should be noted once more that to regard these phrases as Hebraic does not deny the fact 

that Luke could have also used the Septuagint as a guide in his translation or editing. If we 

postulate another translator between the Hebrew source and Luke the same would apply to 

him. This observation tends to weaken the objection which Nigel Turner has broughtagamst 

Winter's arguments. 1 7 3 

Alongside these Hebraisms we find clear evidence of Luke's terminology .174 A few phrases 

are Hellenistic. For instance the play on xmpet KexaptTwµev11 is typically Greek ( 1 :28). 

The Lucan and Hellenistic elements are so evident that we need not go to any lengths to de

monstrate them. The conclusion that avoids most difficulties is to regard the Hebraic and 

Lucan elements as not mutually exclusive. There is evidence both of an Hebraic tradition 

and a Lucan redaction. 17 s These two elements should not be opposed to each other. Our 

conclusion concerning the linguistic nature of this pericope confirms the conclusion we 

have come to on the structure of the narrative. 

3. The Use of the O.T. and Luke's Midrashic Method 

Closely related to the linguistic nature of this narrative is the use of O.T. texts. This element 

may lead (as it has led some) to the conclusion that the entire narrative is the result of 

Luke's creative skill. This needs to be investigated as much as the preceeding elements. 
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Firstly, a number of Roman Catholic scholars see a background to the angel's greeting ( 1: 28 

and 31) in the 'daughter of Zion' passage in Zeph. 3: 14-1 7. 1 7 6 Secondly, a more advanced 

stage of the midrashic theory finds O.T. origins for most parts of this pericope. 1 77 Lk. 

1:28a is based on Dan. 10:11,19; l:28b on Jud. 6:12; Lk.1:31 comes from Isa. 7:14 

and Gen. 16:1 lf; Lk. I :32-33 closely follows Isa. 9:6,7. Lk. 1.:35 comes from Ex. 40.34 

and Mary's response from I Sam. l :11. Lk.l :32 is influenced by 2 Sam. 7:14. Thirdly, 

a more extreme form of the midrashic theory finds the starting point of the pericope in 

a single O.T. passage (Gen. 28: 12 - 30:35) which has been midrashically interpreted. 1 7 8 

Regar~ing the third, the question that needs to· be asked is whether it would be possible 

to use this method in any narrative section of the N.T. with equal success. If one took for 

inst~nce a section of the passion narrative and placed it alongside the servant passages in 

Isaiah or some nf the Psalms, could we not find an equal number of verbal pa.rallels? In 

terms of sheer statistical probabilities and the fact that the same language tradition is to 

be found in both narratives one would have to answer this in the affirmative. The difficulty 

with this method"is that when taken to these lengths it can be used to prove anything. 179 

Any significant correspondence that does exist beween the story of Jacob's dream and 

Luke I :26,38 can be readily explained by the fact that Jacob~s story to a certain extent 

·partakes of the structure of the 'prophetic call narrative'. It is not difficult to critidse this 

type of typologising. 

The second theory is more plausible.because the correspondences are at least more obvious. 

However its weakness lies in the fact that the more random the O.T. allusions appear to be 

the less is the likelihood that any single O.T. narrative has actually prompted Luke to write 

a story. The fact that Luke is selective in his use of O.T. texts demonstrates, as Pierre Be

.noit has noted, the fact that Luke cannot have been motivated by the 0 .T. itself. 1 8 .o 

It implies that he has been motivated by the tradition he received, and that in order to 

heighten the biblical character of his narrative he has used words and incidents from the 
; 

sacred text of the O.T. We can in fact never be sure exactly how conscio1:1s Luke was of 

these allusions. A writer who was so steeped in the Septuagint as he was, may easily write 

in a biblical style and allude to many texts without being conscious of doing so. The same 

phenomenon. is found in many of the N.T. epistles. One is never certain where to draw the 

line between conscious or semi-conscious allusions (e.g. Rom. 11 :2; I Sam. 12:22). In this 

pericope we may take the reference to Isaiah 9:6,7 and 2 Sam. 7:9-16 as a conscious quota

tion. 181 The others have unequal probability .1 8 2 Certainly there is no reason to under

mine.the historicity of the text due to these allusions. 
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4. Mary's Strange Question 

'Mary asks a question and her words have embarrassed countless commentators'.1 8 3 

The difficulty which is felt by many commentators is that nothing in the angels announce

ment specifically mentions an immediate conception. Mary could have assumed, quite rea

sonably, that she would conceive in the natural way .once she had been married to Joseph. 

The traditional Roman Catholic view is that Mary had taken a vow of perpetual chastity and 

therefore had not foreseen any children at all. This raises as many difficulties as it solves and 

has been rightly rejected by many modern Catholic scholars. 1 8 4 Some commentators have 

postulated that the original Hebrew of 1 :31 would have been in the perfect tense, which 

could refer either to the present or the future. The Hebrew text could have read 'And be

hold, you are conceiving in your womb ... •. This would remove the difficulty. However, 

the speculative nature of this emendation has not lent support to the theory and commenta

tors have generally not taken it very seriously. 1 8 5 The only two viable solutions are, firstly, 

that Mary may have understood the words of the .angel to apply to the immediate future, 

and, secondly, that Luke 1 :34 is a literary device used by Luke to highlight the next angelic 

declaration. In deciding between these two possibilities it is noteworthy that Alfred Plum-

. mer does not even comment on this problem. He merely presumes the former explanation as 

the most obvious way of looking at the angel's message. 18 6 He notices the Roman Catholic 

idea of the vow, but makes no further comment on the problem. The explanation for this 

silence on his part is, we believe, the fact that the difficulty which has been felt concerning 

this verse has arisen as a result of the interpolation hypothesis advocated by Adolf von 

Harnack and Vincent Taylor. Plummer wrote before this controversy and did not feel the 

problem. This means that the problem has not arisen from the text as much as from the 

wider argument which has made use of this so-called problem in its support. It is clear from 

Vincent Taylor's book that he does make a great deal of this difficulty. Since then the in

terpolation hypothes.i.~ has fallen into disfavour. Not many recent commentators accept it 

and we have noted that the work of Gresham Machen put an end to this discussion to a 

large extent.18 7 

It may be true then that ·the_ problem has only been felt by a certain type of mind, the kind 

of mind that approaches the text with a certain presumption, namely, a disbelief of the tra

dition of the virginal conception. Further, this type of mind disbelieves that Mary could 

have really had an experience of angelic revelation. When the text is regarded from a purely 

academic and literary point of view there may indeed be a problem but , as soon as one is 

prepared to accept the possibility of a revelatory experience, the problem falls away. What . 

happens to the feelings of any ordinary human being when addressed by an angel? A non-
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sensical remark is attributed to Peter when faced with asimilarexperience (Mk. 9:5). Fur

ther, does not the sheer drama of an angelic declaration insinuate the idea of something 

which is urgent and immediate? We may recall the immediate events which often followed 

in the O.T. when 'the word of the Lord' came to the prophets. Given the fact that Mary's 

marriage may still have been a year or so in the future; given the dramatic immediacy of an 

angelic declaration, and given the purely human nature of Mary, there does not seem 

to be any reason for finding difficulty with this verse. 

The second explanation: that of the literary device is quite possible. 188 To some minds 

it may be more satisfactory. There is no logical necessity of preferring it to the former 

explanation. 

S. The Theological Implications of the Narrative 

What does this passage teach? What are the theological implications? There are four related 

areas, which will be mentioned in descending order of clarity. Firstly, does it teach the vir

ginal conception? Secondly, does it teach the sinlessness of Christ?. Thirdly, does it teach the 

divinity of Christ? Fourthly, does it teach the Incarnation? 

The Virginal Conception. 

Joseph A. Fitzmyer has seriously suggested that if we strip our minds of the ,Matthean in· 

' fancy narrative there is no reason to conclude that this passage definitely teaches a virgi

nal conception.18 9 He accepts that various points may militate against this view. Firstly 

Mary's question indicates that the conception took place before marriage. His reply is to . 

quote the interpretation of J. M. Creed, which we have referred to, that Luke l :34 is a 

'literary device• on the part of Luke. 1 9 ° Conceivably the original tradition may not have 

contained these words . .Secondly, the angelic declaration that 'the Holy Spirit will come 

upon you and the power of the Most High will overshadow you• has been taken to teach the 

vifginal conception. He replies that the language is highly figurative. and that ·neither 

E1TEAevaeTat nor emqKmae ~ave any connotation of conception, let alone sexual implica

tions. These words do not exclude the virginal conception, but neither do they clearly af· 

firm it. Thirdly, Luke 2:5 affirms the virginity of Mary while she was expecting. Fourthly, 

Luke ~:23 ('as was supposed') implies the virginal conception. To the latter two he proposes 

a textual error or scribal gloss. 

· It must be said in support of Fitzmyer that he has rightly shown that the virginal conception · 

is not central to the infancy narrative, and neither is it the vital part of the angel's message. 

It is to his credit that as a Roman Catholic he has had the honesty to say this while many 
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Protestants still emphasise the virgin birth as a 'central' part of this narrative. Luke did not 

emphasise it. However, it seems to us that Luke most certainly did assume it, and conse

quently his narrative definitely implies it. 

Raymond Brown, whose initial article prompted Fitzmyer to write his views, dissociates 

himself from Fitzmyer's view. He replies that Luke 3:23 indicates that Luke did not think 

that Joseph begot Jesus after the angel's annunciation to Mary. Further he argues that in 

view of the parallel and contrast drawn between John and Jesus, the fact that John was 

filled with the Holy Spirit from his mother's womb implies that Jesus' birth was a greater 

miracle, and this indicates that Luke did believe in the virginal conception. Added to this 
~ 

is the praise given to Mary for her faith in contradistinction to the chastisement of Zechariah 

for his unbelief. If all Mary believed was that she would give birth in the normal way to the 

Messiah it is not apparent why she should be praised for her faith. 1 91 We have drawn at

tention to this contrasting parallelism already, and when the entire picture is taken together 

it is indeed very difficult to accept that Luke did not intend to narrate the virginal concep

tion. Further, Fitzmyer has not seen all the problems. He resorts to a textual insertion in 

Luke 2:5 and 3:23. He does not notice that Luke 1 :27 twice repeats the fact that Mary was 

a virgin. 1 9 2 This· seems to be a preparation for the message which the angel is about to 

bring. Then in 1 :36 Mary is given a sign to believe. In the O.T. a 'sign' need not always im

ply an unnatural event. However, Mary is given a sign in order to encourage her faith. 

Now it does not seem to be logical that her faith must be encouraged if her experience was 

to be the same as Elizabeth. In fact, given an ordinary conception, her experience is of a 

lesser order than Elizabeth's, because Elizabeth was old. The sign given to encourage Mary's 

faitb indicates that Mary was to experience something of grea~er magnitude, and since Eliza

beth already had an unusual conception, Mary's must be a miraculous conception.19 3 

We have already argued against the interpolation hypothesis, and we have also shown that 

the idea of a literary device is not necessary in the case of Luke 1 :34. This removes Fitz

myer's reasons for rejecting this verse, and if it is left to stand Luke clearly implies the vir

ginal conception. 

Lastly, Fitzmyer believes that Luke 1 :35 need not teach the virginal conception. Granted, 

this may be so. However, when this verse is seen in context, i.e. in the contrasting paral

lelism pf the two annunciations,then it certainly does imply a virginal conception. This is 

very much in line with what Raymond Brown has indicated. We conclude that the virginal 

conception is assumed by Luke. We do not conclude that it is staunchly advocated by 

Luke. Rather, he seems to write as if it were common knowledge in the Christian com

munity. 
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The Sinlessness of Christ. 

It is often argued by those who deny the doctrinal importance of the virgin birth that the 

N.T. nowhere connects Christ's sinlessness with the virgin birth. This point was forcibly 

· made by Paul Lobstein. 194 Our argument. here should not be taken to mean that the vir

gin birth is a central doctrine. It is not. However, it is taught in the N.T. and in this particu

lar passage it does, we believe, imply the sinlessness of Christ, or perhaps it would be better 

to say that the virginal conception (rather than birth) implies his holiness (rather than sin

lessness). The ve.i;;s~.,in question is Luke 1 :35. It is not certain exactly how this verse should 

be construed. If KA.11e116eraL is taken with vw' eeov then it would read 'The holy thing 

which shall be born shall be called the Son of God'. If KA.11e11aeraL is taken with a')'wv then 

it would read 'that which shall be born shall be called holy, the Son of God'. 1 9 5 

One of the reasons for taking the former is that a')'WV does not seem to be a title. But this 

is questionable. Th~ 'Holy One' was a common appellation for the Messiah in pre~hristian 

Judaism. 196 The latter is to be preferred not only because 'Holy One'could be used as a 

title. In Luke 2:23 Luke inserts the word 'Holy' into the text he quotes from the O.T. (Ex. 

13:2,12; Num. 3: 13). This indicates that he laid stress upon this word. Further, as Plummer 

has shown, in all other cases when KA.11e11aeraL is used in this construction, the appelation 

preceeds the verb. 197 This, together with the force of 6w and the correspondence between 

rrvevµa a')'wv and a')'WV KA.11e11aeraL demonstrates that the holiness of the child is derived 

· from the manner of the conception. 1 9 ~ Plummer remarks, 'the unborn child is called 
- . 

a')'WV as being free from all taint of sin'. 199 Two considerations may be used to weaken 

this J.nwlication. Firstly, if 'Holy One' is a Messianic title, the emp~asis is more on the title 
than on the moral state of the person so calleci. But what then is the.meaning of the title 

.· iri: the first place, if it does not imply holiness? Granted that the title may not have been used 

to connote sinlessness, it was used to connote holiness, and in this particular construction, 

with the emphasis upon the word 'Holy', and the mention of the supernatural birth, the 

Messianic title is stretched beyond its common context. Secondly, it may be said that the 

rrvevµa a')'wv_ in this verse does n_ot connote the third Person of the Trinity, as in later 

dogmatic formulations of the church. This is certainly correct. As most commentators 

point out, the concept of the Holy Spirit here does not go beyond the O.T. conception 

of the creative power of God. But again, why did the Hebrews use the term at all,' and why 

does Luke use it, if he does not mean that God's Spirit is holy? We conclude that this 

passage does teach the moral holiness of Jesus, and that holiness is said to be a direct 

result of the virginal conception by the Holy Spirit. 
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. The Divinity of Christ 

The fact that a-ywv should probably be taken with 1'AT/011aerat does not weaken the force 

of the following phrase VW\ eeov. 'Therefore the child will be called holy, the Son of God'. 

This last phrase is no less derived from the therefore (Sw), it simply acts as a further expli

cation of the former part of the verse, 'The Holy Spirit will come upon you and the power 

of the Most High will over-shadow you'. His divine Sonship is also then the implication of 

the virginal conception by the Holy Spirit. It must be emphasised that in both these points 

the motivating element ·is the Holy Spirit rather than the virginal conception. The virginal 

conception happens to be one of the implications of this passage. The driving force behind 

it is the work of the Holy Spirit. That work is qualified in a definite sense by the parallel 

6uvaµt\ vl/Jtarov. As most commentators point out, this would be a reference to the She

kinah that hovered over the Tabernacle in the wilderness and which filled Solomon's temple. 

The idea is that just as the theophany overshadowed ( ema1'i.aa<:t) the tabernacle so that 

God was in the midst of his people (Ex. 25 :8; 40:43), so the glory of God will make the 

woml:> of Mary its dwelling place. i. 
0 0 The result of this overshadowing will be the VW\ 

8eou. Corresponding to this is the unqualified µe-ya\ of l :32. 2 0 1 Add to this the delibe-

rate contrast with µe-ya\ EVW1TWV 1'upwv ( l : 15) and it is not possible to avoid Luke's 

implication. This child is 'son' in a unique way, in a sense that places him more on the side 

of God than of man. 2 0 2 This is not all Luke says. Three phrases need to be understood 

together; VW\ vl/ltarov (vs. 32) must be connected with 6vvaµt\ vl/Jtarov which as we 

have already seen, is parallel to 1Tvevµa a-ywv ( vs. 34 ). There is therefore a link between VW\ 

vl/ltarov and 1TVeuµa which cannot be missed. The 6vvaµL\ and the 1TVevµa are 'of God' in 

the sense that they belong to the very nature of God. 'l'w\ vl/Jtarov must also be connected 

with the 1TPO'{ITJTT/\ vl/Jtarov (l.76) who goes before the Lord (1'upwv). Again one can 

scarcely miss the implication of Luke's thought. In 1: 16,17 this 'prophet' must go before 

the 1'vpwv rov eeov. Jesus is equated with the Lord God whom Elijah must precede. There· 

is also an allusion to Isa. 40:3 where the prophet prepares the w~ for the Lord. Luke's 

identification of Jesus with 1'VPW\ is found again in 1 :43 and 2: 11. Thus while it is true 

that VW\ Seo\ can be used to denote sonship in an analogical sense (as in Ps. 2:7) in this 

particular context it has unmistakable connotations of the divinity of the Son.2 0 3 

The Incarnation 

Does this passage refer to the Incarnation? If by this term we mean an explicit reference to 

the pre-existence of the Logos then the answer is clearly NO. The infancy narratives show 

no signs of the later dogmatic development of the church into Trinitarian theology .. Inci

dently, a reas~nable deduction from this is that the infancy narratives are earlier than Jo-
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hannine theology. If by Incarnation we mean that God came to be with man in Jesus 

Christ, then this passage certainly teaches the Incarnation. We !lave already noticed that 

the etrEAEVCTErai of l :35 recalls the theophany of the Mosaic tabernacle. God would come 

down and make the virgin's womb a dwelling place and therefore the son would be called 

holy, the Son of God. This is the equivalent of Matthew's use of 'Emmanuel'. The identity 

of God's act in the person of Jesus is thought of here more in the context of eschatology 

than of ontology. This dissociates the teaching of the infancy narrative from the idea of 

pre-existence and the eternal generation of the Son in later Trinitarian theology. However, 

the esc~atological notion of God active in Jesus Christ is, according to Wolfhart Pannenberg, 

the true basis of the divinity of Christ and· the basis of the theology of the Incarnation.2 0 4 

In th,is sense we may say that the Incarnation remain.s just submerged in Luke's narrative. 

It would be too much to say that it has been specifically stated. 

6. Mary's Davidic Descent? 

Those who hold to the Davidic descent of Mary usually base their belief on Luke 1 :27. 

Commentators differ as to the construction of this verse. The earlier commentators leave 

the way open for this interpretation. Plummer believes that 'it is unnecessary, and indeed 

impossible, to decide whether these words go with avopt, or with trapOcvov or both' (i.e. 

E'~ oucov L\avio )." lu."> However, J.M. Creed totally rejects it. The order of the words in 

the sentence forbids the interpretation of Origen who wishes to attach e~ oucov L\aviiS 

·to 11"apOevov'. He is prepared to allow the possibility of Mary's Davidic descent. 'Of course · 

it might be supposed without inconsistency that Ma.ry was in reality of Davidic descent on 

her father's side and was related to Elizabeth by her mother'. 206 ·conservative scholars 

have often quoted Luke 1.32 ( 0 povov L\avio rov trarpoi:; avrov ) 1.69 and 2.5 in sup-

. port of this. This certainly remains a possibility. But it can never become a certainty and 

it would be better not to place any weight upon it. 2 0 7 If Mary was not of Davidic descent, 

and if we accept the virginal conception, what becomes of the phrase just quoted? (Lk. 

1 :32). This will always remain a problem for modern minds who have not been conditioned 

by the biblical and Jewish forms of thought. Whether it is really a problem given that en

vironment of thought is another questioi:i. The most basic question whi".h lies at the 

bottom of this problem is whether God should or can accommodate himself to a particular 

environment at a particular time. If he does, and can, then the adoptive Davidic sonship 

of Jesus is quite. ac<:eptable. The view advocated by Gresham Machen remains the best solu

tion; that Jesus was Joseph's.adopted son in a sense which went deeper than ordinary adop

tion because in other cases the child would have a living human father. In the case of Jesus 

this was not so. Joseph was the only man who Jesus could look to as a father. Can a child 

be more dependent upon a father than that? The only difference between such a relation

ship and ordinary generation is one of genetics. Socially, legally, morally and emotionally, 
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Jesus was Joseph's son as any child is the son of its father. Whether God's accommodation. 

to the Jewish legal understanding of adoption at the same time fulfilled an inner necessity 

which exists between the virginal conception and the Incarnation is not really a question we 

can ever answer. As James Orr pointed out, we need not understand these issues before we 

can rationally assent to them. 10 8 This problem does, however, remain in the sense that the 

origin of the tradition of the virginal conception becomes very difficult to explain if it did 

not arise from an historical event. How those who were looking eagerly for the redemption 

of Israel from a specifically Davidic Messiah could create the idea of an adopted Davidic 

Messiah' remains an insoluble question. 

7. The Origin of the Tradition of the Virginal Conception 

aow did the tradition of the vir~inal conception originate? This is the question which respon

sible historians have to answer rather than 'was Jesus born of the. virgin Mary?' The latter 

question can never be answered with certainty from a historical point of view, while the 

·former question may in fact lead to a degree of probability which becomes an answer (not 

the answer) to the latter question. 

We may safely say that the older attempts to explain this tradition have now been rejected 

by the majority of scholars, or so modified as to become a different explanation altogether. 

It was often asserted that the tradition was incorporated into the early church from pagan 

mythology. This view of direct incorporation is no longer tenable. The thorough and ex

.haustive work of Thomas Boslooper cannot be lightly dismissed. 109 It was also sometimes 

argued that Jewish belief could have produced the idea of the virginal conception. Much 

use was made of the Philonic writings. But there is absolutely no evidence of this idea in 

pre.Christian Judaism. Allen accepted the possibility of Isaiah being influenced by Canaanite 

ideas. 2 1 0 More recently the excavation of the Nikkal Poem at Ras Shamra has led to a 

scholarly debate which may have implications for an O.T. understanding of virgin births.211 

But such possibilities are, at the best, tenuous. So far there can be no concrete evidence of 

the idea in pre.Christian Judaism. The Canaanite beliefs ref erred to by the above scholars 

were in any event long before the N.T. period. The idea of direct influence from Judaism 

has therefore also been rejected by the majority of scholars. 

The view that is held to by most today is the indirect influence of pagan ideas upon Chris

tianity and the theory of Christian origin. There are basically two hypotheses. The one is 

advocated mos~ly by theologians. Here the operative word is 'theologumemon', which is 

not always clearly defined. 11 1 Basically the idea is that the belief developed through faith 

seeking an explanation of the events which confronted it. The resurrection and the Incar-
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nation were first experienced by the church as revelation. The resultant faith began to de

mand the idea of the virgin birth. 

The other view is mostly advocated by anthropologists (though Thomas Boslooper and 

those involved in ths study of comparative religion may be included). This is the hypo

thesis that the environment of the early Christian C()mmunity somehow produced this be

lief. Various reasons are given for this production. The final conclusion as to the historical 

origins of this tradition can only be made at the end of this chapter when the historical · 

value of the infancy narratives in general will be discussed.2 1 3 

The fundamental problem with the theologumenal hypothesis is one of dating. Its advo

cates rely upon the argument from silence to show that the idea of.the virgin birth is not an 

integral part of N.T. theology. They must set the date of the origin of this theologumenon 

sufficiently later than the period of the primitive church in Jerusalem to exclude the possi

bility of family tradition. But this.excludes the origin of the idea from most of the first cen

tury, if embarrasing questions are to be avoided. This in tum destroys the hypothesis itself 

because the infancy narratives must be dated well within the fir~t century. The difficulties 

. involved in accepting this hypothesis make it easy, or perhaps easier, to accept tne tradi

tional explanation of the origin of this tradition.2 14 

The anthropological theory suffers from its irrevelance. The evidence that is forthcoming . 

from various anthropological sources has no real connection with the N.T. understanding of 

virginal conception. This is admitted by many of the anthropologists themselves.2 1 5 

If we must reject various attempts that have been made to account for the origin of the 

tradition of the virginal conception of Jesus, does this mean that we can now accept the 

traditional interpretation of this subject? At the present the most we can say is that non

tr•dition approaches have failed. If the traditional view is also found to be without suffi

cient support, we will have to conclude that historical criticism cannot account for the 

origins of the tradition. The validity of the traditional approach can only be discussed once 

we have completed our critic~l examination of the infancy narratives. 

THE MEETING OF THE nvo MOTHERS. LK. 1 :39-56 

1. Luke's literary-theological device 

The narrative part of this section is often regarded as a literary-theological device on the 

part of Luke to show the subordination of John to Jesus. Thus John's mother salutes 

Jesus, mother and John himself, while stiifm'the womb, begins to herald the coming of 
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the Messiah.2 16 There can be no doubt that Luke has written this narrative in order to 

·show the special significance of this event. That does not however rule out its hi.Storicity, 

which must be tested on other grounds. 2 1 7 

2. Evidence of a Hebrew Source 

In this regard it is significant that scholars have continued to find evidence of Hebraisms in 

this section no less than in the others. Thus for instance Paul Winter believes that 'T"Tlil 

opewrw in 1 :39, which remains a difficulty for commentators and translators, is to be ex

plained by the underlying Hebrew. The Hebrew term is found for instance in Jos. 10:40 

and 11:16. 218 Then in 1:42 Ev'Ao-yf/µEVf/ av ev ')'VVatttv is noted as a Hebraism by 

Plummer. 2 19 Also notable is Plummer's contention that Elizabeth's greeting (1 :42-45) 

is clearly marked with the characteristics of Hebrew poetry. He sets the Greek text out in 

verse and proposes that the translations of Greek into various languages should have this 

section in verse form as much as Lk. 1 :46-55; 68-79; 2: 14 and 2:29-32; 34-35. 22 0 This 

suggestion has been taken up by J. Norval Geldenhuys and Raymond Brown. 2 2 1 Her 

statement is· certainly introduced as forcibly as the other songs (compare 1 :41 b-42 with 

1:46; 67; 2:13; 28). 222 The introduction is markedly similar to the utterance of Zecha

riah (1 :41; 1 :67) and may suggest that Luke deliberately introduced the prophetic ut

terance of John's parents in the same way. If this suggestion has any merit, it would have 

important implications for the textual debate over 1 :46. The Magnificat has impre~sed the 

majority of scholars with its Hebraic colouring. Paul Winter has actually attempted to recon

struct the Hebrew text. He regards 1.51 as a special case where the Greek seems to express 

an underlying Hebrew text~ 3 3 Rene Lauren tin finds the greatest number of his etymological 

allusions in the Magnificat.2 2 4 The idea of the child leaping in the womb in an act of. 

praise is also typically Jewish. Rabbi Gamaliel deduced from Ps. 68:27 that the unborn 

children sang in praises while the Israelites crossed the Red Sea. 
2 2 ~ 

3. The Use of the O.T: and Luke's Midrashic Method 

As against these Hebraic elements which tend to indicate a Palestinian origin> various scho

lars nave found typological motives in Luke's narrative. For Goulder and Sanderson, the 

leaping of John to meet Jesus, the new Israel, is based upon the fact that the twins leapt in 

Rebekah's womb before the birth of Israel (Gen.25:22). The journey to a 'city of Judah' 

is based upon David's journey to a 'city of Judah" in order to be hailed king ( 1 Sam. 2: I). 

Thus the unborn Messiah is already hailed as king by Elizabeth and the unborn John. W.R.F. 
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Browning finds the source of Luke's narrative in the story of David taking the ark up to 

Jerusalem in 2 Sam. 6. Mary becomes the ark in which the glory of God.dwells, and just 

as the Israelites held festivities every year in commemoration of the coronation of Jahweh 

and David his servant, so Jesus is carried up to Jerusalem to be greeted by Elizabeth. 226 

In continuation of his particular theory, C.T. Ruddick compares Mary, 'arising' and going 

to the hill country, to Jacob's journey to the East (Gen. 29: I). Just as Elizabeth greets 

Mary and blesses the fruit of her womb so Jacob is warmly greeted (Gen. 29:40 and Rachel 

is 'deprived' of the fruit of her womb (Gen. 30:2). Elizabeth exclaims, 'blessed is she who 

believed' and Leah says, 'Blessed am I' (Gen. 30: 13). 22 7 

~ 

The difficulties of these. theories have already been mentioned. Once again the journey to 

Judea is compared to three different O.T. journeys, (Jacob's, David's and the Ark's) by 

three scholars using the same method of interpretation. Did Luke have all these in mind? 

If not, is one of these theories right and the others wrong, or are they all wrong because 

the method is wrong? The latter seems to be indicated. The suggestion which may just be 

possible is the one made by Browning, but W .J. Harrington, who takes note of it, declares 

that this interpretation 'must remain doubtful'. 2 2 8 

There does not seem to be any reason for rejecting the historicity of this occurrence. If 

Luke is being true to his general historiographical method, he would not have invented 

a whole· scene, though he has of course. drawn out the significance of certain elements. 

Many scholars take µ11r11p rov Kvpwv µov in 1 :43 to be a Lucan redaction. This may well 

be so, .though we cannot rule out prediction on a priori grounds if we are· prepared to allow 

for the reality of prophetic inspiration. It is true that Luke is particularly inclined to equate 

K.vpwt; with Jesus, though this has sometimes been over-emphasised.2 2 9 

4. The Ascription of the Magnificat 

The ascription of the Magnificat to either Mary or Elizabeth has a long history of scholarly 

debate. It is not within the scope of this study to deal thoroughly with this question. The· 

fundamental arguments will be mentioned. The Magnificat has a strong resemblance to 

the song of Hannah (1 Sam. 2: 1-10). Elizabeth's situation is more in keeping with that of 

Hannah than Mary's. Tmrewwaw fo 1 :48 would seem to describe Elizabeth better than 

Mary. Zechariah's prophesies in 1 :67f. It would fit the pattern of Luke's narrative far 

better if his wife gives utterance to the other Lucan hymn. In vs. 56 EµELVEV ae Maptllµ 

avv· avr11 would follow better from 1.46 if Elizabeth was mentioned in I :46. The repeti

tion of 'Mary' is unnatural. The a7ro rov vvv of I :48 would make better sense if it refer-

. red to the first movement of the child felt in Hannah's womb. In Luke's infancy narrative 



137 

Mary is portrayed as quiet and pensive. This prophetic utterance does not suit her cha

racter. 2 3 0 In favour of the traditional reading is firstly the overwhelming textual evi-

. dence.2 31 Secondly, as opposed to referring Tmrewwaic; to Elizabeth, it may be argued that 

6oVA1lC: (vs. 48) alludes to 6ov'X11 in vs. 38. Against the argument from vs. 56 is the fact that 

vs. 45 is very difficult to understand in conjuction with 'Elizabeth'. Would Elizabeth sud

den}~ begin to exalt in her own victory immediately after drawing all the attention to 

Mary? Further, if 1 :42-45 is poetic, as Plummer maintains, then Elizabeth has already been 

attributed with a proph~tic utterance. Finally, if Rene Laurentin is correct, the allusion to 

Mary and Jesus in vs. 46-67 conclusively establishes Mary as the speaker. It seems best 

therefclre to accept the traditional reading, although no argument will ever be final in this 

type of discussion.2 3 2 

S. Lucan Authorship of the Magnificat 

Scholarly commept on the Magnificat is as extensive as the history of the textual issue. 

Our main interest in the discussion is whether the Magnificat can be- attributed entirely to 

Luke or whether it reflects an earlier Palestinian-Christian or Jewish source. The great majo-

. rity of scholars have traditionally taken the latter to be the obvious case. More recently 

however more scholars have been inclined to follow Adolf von Harnack in attributing the 

authorship to Luke himself, who is said to have deliberately imitated the Septuagint. So far 

in this study we have substantially accepted Hamack's work on the Lucan authorship of the 

extant infancy narrative. At this point we must point out that there are serious weaknesses 

in his position when it comes to the Magnificat. Here, if anywhere, his hypothesis fails to 

carry weight; so that while we .may accept his findings elsewhere, it is not possible to fol

low him here as well. 2 3 3 It is unfortunate that subsequent commentators have usually 

rep.lied heavily upon Harnack without always being aware of the ILrnitations which were 

found in the remainder of his study. In the prose section of Lk. 1-2 his study was substan

tiated. However, more stringent tests revealed that his thesis could not be followed in the 

Magnificat as well. One notable exception amongst the modem scholars who have relied on 

Harnack is Pierre Benoit. He holds strongly to the Lucan authorship of Lk.l-2, but not to 

the Benedictus. This he believes may derive from a Hebrew source. Benoit's position is prob

ably due to the fact that he has made an independent study of the linguistic content of Lk. 

1-2. 234 

The Lucan authorship of the Magnificat cannot be demonstrated. Lucan editorship cannot 

be rejected either. If we add this negative conclusion as to the so-called Lucanisms of the 

Magnific.at to the possibility of a number of Hebrew etymological allusions as indicaterl 

by Rene Laurentin, the Hebraic origin of the Magnificat becomes a real possibility. This 

conclusion depends so far upon the linguistic nature of this psalm alone. When this is 
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combined with the other general characteristics of this psalm, the hypothesis of a Hebrew 

original becomes almost certain. 2 35 

6. The Origin of the Magnificat 

In recent years more and more information has become available on the psalmography of 

post~xilic Judaism. As a result of this information it is no longer possible to maintain that 

first century Jews could. not compose psalms in Hebrew. It has become clear that this was 

in fact a regular habit, as such Hebrew songs were often used in synagogue wor~hip. The 

psalrnS of Solomon, which are found in Greek, were probably written in Hebrew. The Lu

can psalms show a number of marked similarities with the Psalms of Solomon. 2 3 6 Further, 

the Magnificat evidences the typical poetic characteristics of the Hebrew psalms of the post

exilic period. This has been recognised by many scholars since the work of Herman Gun

kel. 2 3 7 · Added to the poetic characteristics of the Magnificat, is the significance of its 

content. It is remarkably free of Christian ideas. Nothing can be found which is specifically 

Christian. The lifting of the poor and the scattering of the proud is an idea which was com

mon in pre-Christian and first century Judaism. The emphasis.of
0
the psalms falls more upon 

Israel and the posterity of Abraham than on the church of Jesus Christ. These character

istics are enough to demonstrate the Jewish-Palestinian origin of the Magnificat. One ques

tion remains. Is it Jewish-Christian Palestinian or purely Jewish-Palestinian? A number of 

scholars following Gunkel have taken the latter as the best explanation. We have already 

mentioned Paul Winter's hypothesis on Maccabean battle hymns.2 3 8 This question has 

been.thoroughly examined by Douglas Jones. He states his position as follows~ 

The conclusion will emerge that the three 
psalms. fi.e. Magnificat, Benedictus and 
Nunc Dimitus) betray striking similarities to 
one anot~er, in their use pf the 0. T., in their 
echoes of the LXX, in their relation to 

· latfr Jewish psalmography, in purpose and 
character, and they are Christian-Jewish, not 
Jewish. Nevertheless they are more easily 
understood as composed originally in 
Hebrew, rather than in Greek. 2 3 9 

He has examined the Benedictus and the Nunc Dimitus in the same manner. His rather de

tailed work will not be repeated here. The following common characteristics are to be 

found:· 

I. Much use is made of the 0.T., but there is never direct quoting. Elements of particular 

"""·psalms (Ill, 107 and 98 Septuag'Ult) are scattered throughout the Lucan hymns; ·-· ·. 
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2. The Lucan psalms show . an acquaintance with the thought world expressed in the 

Testament of the XII .l'atnachs, the Qumran writings and the Psalms of Solomon. 

The author was completely at home in a thoroughly Hebraic environment. 

3. They celebrate the fulfilment of the salvation-event. The vocabulary is limited to the 

O.T., but conceptually the thought goes further. Salvation is no longer looked for. 

It has come. The fulfilment of the law and the prophets has occured. There is a strong 

sense of joy. This indicates that these are Christian psalms. No post-exilic Jew would 

have thought like this. 

4. They are structured around a secondary and individual personality. The individual is 

secondary to the Messianic fulfilment, but otherwise is central. Here it is interesting 

that in post-exilic psalmography the individual psalm of thanksgiving predominated. 

There is evidence that amongst the Therapetae and the Qumran covenanters psalms 

were often composed by individuals and sung in the meeting of the brethren. 

5. They are the product of a highly developed tradition of osalmography. The O.T. 

words and phrases are never borrowed as quotations.· They are so well digested and 

worked together that the final product has a form and unity of its own; 

The actual words and phrases of the canoni
cal psalms are so freshly minted in new com
binations that they look like quotations. 24 0 

. These conclusions lead Douglas Jones to suggest two possible settings for the Lucan psalms. 

Either they must be placed in their original Lucan setting, or in the worship of the earliest 

community of Jewish Christians. He is inclined to accept the latter because he feels the 

highly developed nature of these psahns would not suggest the spontaneous circumstances 

suggested by Luke. 

A last point needs to be discussed. Some of the scholars who advocate an early Palestinian

Christian and Hebrew origin for the Magnificat find it necessary to regard certain phrases as 

redactional. Is this a necessai:y conclusion, or does the present Lucan text show evidence of 

a poetic unity? Douglas Jones' linguistic examination of the Magnificat has been matched 

by a thorough examination of the poetic composition by Robert C. Tannehill, who builds 

· upon the work of Douglas Jones. 2 4 1 

Three things stand out from Tannehill's examination. Firstly, although the poetic stru~ture 
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in its present form depends upon the Greek language· at many points, the poetic fonn it

self is Hebraic. ~econdly, the poem moves dynamically from the particular to the universal. 

The thought is gradually expanded from the child's mother to God's dealings with men in 

his mercy from generation to generation. It moves from God's social !evolution to the final 

eschatalogical reversal. 

Thus the mighty God's regard for a ht,mble 
woman becomes the sign of God's eschata
logical actfor the world. In that small event 
this greater event lies hidden. 

Thirdly, there is the organic unity; 

A text which contains such careful patterns 
of repetition and contrast, is striving for the 
organic unity of literary art, a unity which 
causes the various parts of the text to in
teract so that one phrase enforces another 
and deepens its meaning. Tlze text's truth 
is inseparable from the tensive unity of its 
poetic language. We lose that truth when we 
ignrm~ the texts form and dissolve this ten
sion. 242 

In the light of this last point attempts to amend the text should be resisted. The present text 

of the Greek poem has a unity of its own. The second point which Tannehill has made could 

be an answer to Douglas Jones when he does not feel that the Magnificat really fits into the 

spontaneous situation suggested by Luke. Noticably Tannehill also draws attention to the 

poetic art of this psalm. The tension between the individual and the universal and the way 

in which the individual mother operates as a sig~ of God's eschatalogical event would lead 

to the conclusion that the psalm fits very well into the situation suggested by Luke. In sup

port· of this is J. Massingberde Ford's recent article arguing for strong Zealot influence in the 

Lucan infancy narrative. Many of her arguments are admittedly speculative. However, she 

has argued persuasively 'enough for ·us to accept a pneumatic enthu~iastic Zealot commu

nity as a very possible Sitz im Leben for the Lucan prophecies (i.e. canticles.) While such a 

historical setting can never be proved, her work has shown that we can no longer reject the 

Lucan account out of hand. If an enthusiastic, prophetic and pneumatic movement, alive 

with Messianic expectations, did exist during the rough period of Herod's death, as she sug

gests, then we have a very likely historical setting which makes Luke's account quite intelli

gible. 2.4 3 

These observations show that there are no good reasons for rejecting this setting, unless 

of course one cannot believe in such a thing as a spontaneous prophetic utterance. Such 

a scepticism is unwarranted in this present age, where the rediscovery of the 'charismatic' 
.. ,··. '' (.'.:\'~; .. :,:.~ . ..:::.~:;..,;.)''~, .. 
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element of Christian worship is becoming common-place in many countries. This is not 

the right place to include a study of such phenomena, but the phenomenon of 'prophecy' 

in the modem movement of spiritual renewal in the churches may prove to be the best way 

of understanding the Sitz im Leben of the Lucan psalms. One wonders if a great deal of 

scholarly argumentation on sucn passages of scripture is not evidence of the poverty of the 

experience of the Christian church since the first century.244 It may be added that if Rene 

Lauren tin's theory is correct, then it becomes impossible to regard these hymns as a se

condary addition to the narrative. 2 4 5 

THE BIRTH OF JOHN THE BAPTIST. Lk. 1:57-80 

1. Critical Problems in the Narrative 

The naming of the child at circumcision presents a problem. So far there is no concrete evi

dence from the first century to show that the name was given at the circumcision of the 

child,. exct!pt for this passage in Luke. Such evidence as does exist for the Jewish habit 

_comes from the eighth century A.O. 2 4 6 The habit .is reflected in similar practices amongst 

. Greeks. Some scholars have deduced that Luke has read his own ideas into the story. This is 

probably going too far. As Paul Winters has shown, this passage is an excellent reflection of 

Jewish habits concerning the naming of the child. 2 4 7 The gathering of the neighbours and 

the 'fete' of rejoicing is typical of ancient Jewish practice. Secondly, the Greek practice is 

not exactly the same. The child could be named seven or ten days after birth. 2 4 8 The 

eighth oay here reflects a Jewish practice (Gen. 17:12; Lev. 12:3). 249 Thirdly, while there 

is no other first century practice to attest the conjunction of the naming and the circum

cision there is no evidence to show that this was impossible. Our present knowledge does 

not permit dogmatism. 2 5 0 

A further problem which exercises some scholars, but which seems a little strange, is the 

supposed fact that according to this narrative Elizabeth also received a revelation of the 

child's name. This is what caused the whole affair to be a 'marvel' (I :63). The story then 

appears to have a strongly legendary character. 'The story loses all point if we imagine that 

Elizabeth and Zachariah had a"anged the matter previously'. 2 5 1 This is hardly a necessary 

interpretation. The marvel was not that Elizabeth knew the name, but that the name was 

John rather than Zechariah. This is made quite clear by the text;' Kat E8avµaaav rravTEc;' 

follows directly after Zechariah's emphatic 'Iwav17c; EaTw ovoµa avTov'. Further, if Zec

hariah could write messages on that occasion, it is hardly likely that no communication on 
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this vital subject had taken place between him and Elizabeth during the last nine months 

when both were in retirement from ordinary life (see 1 :23 and 24-25). One has to presume 

the story to be devoid of historical reality in order to make this kind of deduction in the 

first place. 2 5 2 

A further problem for some is the fact that vs. 62 seems to suggest that Zechariah was 

·deaf as well as dumb. Plummer feels, 'the question is not worth the amount of discussion 

which it has received.' 2 5 3 J. Weiss did not agree. This addition is 'a false trait which would 

readily occur in a popular story'. 2 5 4 To this it may be replied firstly that evevevov (vs. 62) 

need not indicate deafness. One may notice how it is used in Jn. 13 :24 and especially in 

Acts 24: 10. Secondly, KWlj?D<; in vs 22 can indicate deafness as well as dumbness, thus re-
, f 255 

moving the 'addition o vs. 62. . 

.In line with the idea of Elizabeth's so-called revelation being the marvel of this passage, 

many scholars regard this section as a mere addition to the 'marvellous' revelation of the 

angel to Zechariah. He had his revelation. Now his wife must have her revelation. Hence the 

whole narrative is 'marvellous·~ 2 5 6 

·However, Elizabeth had no revelation and her part is certainly riot the centre of this narra

tive. The text makes it quite clear that the all-important point was the name 'John' which 

was given in the place of the father's name. The name, 'God is gracious' is very much part 

of the whole message of'Luke's infancy narrative. Lauren tin's work on the way these names 

may have formed an important part of the narrative tends to support this. 

Only two Hebraisms have been deteCted by scholars in this prose narrative. The idea of Eli

zabeth's lfay being fulfilled' (rnA.T]a811 - vs. 57) , and the use of p11µam for 'things' (vs 65) 

is Hebraic. 2 5 7 

It is . possible to deduce that Luke's influence is more strongly felt in this passage than · 

usual, although its brevity would prevent us from any degree of certainty. 

I 
.I 

·I 
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2. The Origin of the Benedictus 

Literature on the Benedictus is perhaps eveu more profuse than on the Magnificat. As with 

the Magnificat our first task is to examine the possibility of Lucan authorship as advocated 

by Harnack and those who follow him. Our other task is to examine the use of the Septua

gint, the possible dependence or similarities with intertestamental Judaistic psalmography, 

and the existence of an underlying Hebrew text: 2 5 8 

The results of such an investigation are as follows: 

I. There is just enough Lucan terminology to prove Lucan editorship, but not Lucan 

authorship. 

2. The frequent contacts with the literature of later Judaism forbids us to regard the 

psalms as an imitation of the Septuagint. The author must have been at home in the 

language and thought-forms of first century Palestinian Judaism. 

3. There are enough hints at a Hebrew substratum to make the theory of an Hebrew ori

ginal quite probable. 

4. The use of Christian ideas and the emphasis on eschatalogical and Messianic fulfilment 

forbids one to define this hymn as purely Jewish. 

5. The sacerdotal element in the psalm makes an origin in a priestly environment quite 

possible.2 5 9 

These characteristics demonstrate that the psalm is at least early Jewish-Christian in origin 

and the setting which Luke gives cannot be rejected on any objective grounds. In saying this 

we do, of course, take into account the fact that in the present narrative these hymns are 

clearly inserted. This is best explained by the hypothesis of two stages of Luke's editorial 

activity. 2 6 0 Beyond this N.T. criticism can only enter into the realm of either faith or spe

culation. 

IBE BlRTH OF JESUS CHRIST. LK. 2:1-20 

1. The Census 

The main questions of discussion about Luke's statement in 2:1-4 are well summarised 
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by J. Norval Geldenhuys: 

I. Is there enough evidence to accept the fact of an imperial censQs for the whole 

empire in the time ot Caesar Augustus? 

2. Would a Roman enrollment call upon residents to travel to their native home? 

3. Could a Roman census be held in Palestine under the reign of Herod? 

4. Was not the first census, mentioned by Josephus, taken in A.D. 6-7? 

5. What evidence is there that Quirinius held a position in Syria before B.C.4 ? 2 6 1 

Before the work of Sir William Ramsay most of these issues led to a negative estima

tion of Luke's accuracy. Ramsay's work, as we have already mentioned,advocates the 

following solution: 

1. There is clear evid~nce of a fourteen yearly system of census inaugurated by 

Augustus for the whole empire. The first one probably took place in B.C. 10-9. 

2. The situation in Palestine would have led the authorities to conduct the census 

according to the customs of the Jews. Documents used in Egypt show that 

people had to travel to their ancestral homes in that country at least. 

3. The taking of an oath to Caesar in Palestine under the reign of Herod indicates 

that his position was one of vassalship. The taxation of Judea to Rome also 

indicates this subservience, and it is quite evident that Herod's relationship 

with Augustus had deteriorated during this time. 

4. . The first census need not have been the one in A.D. 6 .. 7. Luke is aware of 

that Census himself (Acts 5:37). The fact that the Jews rebelled in A.D. 6-7 

may simply indicate that this was the first census conducted in Roman style. 

· 5. There is a possibility that Quirinius held a special position in Syria between 

B.C. 8-6 and he may have been in charge of the administration of the cen
sus.2 6 2 

Ramsay's work helped to swing general scholarly opinion in favour of Luke's accuracy. 

The question which now arises is whether that position has been maintained, or has 

subsequent scholarship reversed Ramsay's work? The answers to this que~tion are 

unfortunately diverse. 

An examination of recent research leads to the unsatisfying belief that despite the tem

ptation to come down either in favour of Lucan accuracy or against Lucan accuracy it 

seems that we are not permitted by the present state of discussion to come to a de-
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finite conclusion. 2 6 3 We therefore concur with the wise position adopted by W .J. Har

rington: 

The troth of the matter is that the available 
evidence is an inadequate basis for any firm 
conclusion, but by the same token, it is too 
scanty to convict Luke of historical inaccu
racy- a charge that has often been levelled 
at him. 2 64 

Ramsay's argument certainly needs to be rejected on one point. He was uncompromi

sing in his belief that Luke must either be totally right or totally wrong. He seems to 

have overlooked oqe possibility, that Luke may have received his information from his 

sources in good faith and possibly confused either the name of the governor or the na

ture of the census. 

What is certainly inadmissible is to reject the entire Lucan narrative just because one 

element of it has one aspect which is in doubt. Here, in this passage of all places, the 

midrashic technique of interpretation must be excluded. Luke is quite evidently at

tempting to give a chronological link to Christ's birth, as he does in 3: 1-2. Yet this has 

not prevented J. D. M. Derrett from advocating a symbolic or numerological meaning 

for the name Quirinius (he relates it to the 'horn' of the Messiah) and from finding the 

motivation for Luke's reference to the Messiah in midrashic beliefs about a census.2 6 5 

Such speculations place a further doubt upon the entire procedure of using Jewish mi

,drash as a principle of interpreting the N.T. 

As with the former passages in the infancy narrative there are markedly Hebraic 

characteristics to the narrative as well as a profusion of midrashic interpretations by 

modem commentators.2 66 

2. Evidence of a Hebrew Source or Lucan Editorship 

The Hebraic characteristics include the terminology, content and structure of the nar

rative. Evidence of Hebrew influence has been found in Lk. 2:4; 2:8; 2:11; 2:13 and 

2: 15. 2 6 7 The picture of the shepherds keeping watch near Bethlehem in this distinctly 

Messianic context fits extremely well with contemporary Jewish beliefs about 'the 

towef of the flock' in Micah 4:9-10. According to the Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan on 

.Gen. 35.21 'Jacob proceeded and spread his tent beyond the tower of flocks, the place 

from whence it is to be that the king Meshiya will be revealed at the end of days.' 2 6 8 
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The structure of the narrative has certain similarities with the 'prophetic call' narrative form. 

Of the six points mentioned by Gerard Meagher, three are repeated here, and a fourth is ob

liquely referred to. The divine confrontation is found in 2: 10-11, and the sign is mentioned 

in 2: 12. They are not verbally commisioned, but their willing response (2: 15) becomes an 

indication of the commission they had clearly perceived in the angels revelation. The objec

tion and the reassurance are missing, but not every narrative fits exactly into the form. 2 6 9 

The 'sign' has structural similarities with the preceeding narratives. The sign to Zechariah 

(1 :20) is realised in 1 :64. The sign to Mary (1 :36) is realised in her meeting with Eliza

beth (1:41). The sign to Simeon (2:26) is realised when he sees the child (2:28). The sign 

to the shepherds (2: 12) is realised when they find the child (2 :i 6). This sign-realisation 

structure repeats itself four times in the two chapters. The attention given to the reactions 

of the people is characteristic of every case (1:21, 63, 65-66; 1:29; 2:18-19; 2:33;2:48). 

These characteristics are typically Hebraic and are a strong reason to regard this pericope as 

an original part of the inf;mcy tradition. Source theories which separate the second chapter 

from the first must explain these structural similarities satisfactorily in order to become at 

all viable. This pericope must be regarded as part of the early Palestinian tradition or source 

which Luke received as much as any other part of the infancy narrative. 

In conjunction with these Hebraic elements are particularly strong elements of Lucan ter

minology and style. A remarkable feature of Gresham Machen's more restricted linguistic 

test of Lucan terminology is that Lk. 1: 15-20 evidences a pocket of undeniable Lu

canis~. 2 7 0 Machen does not mention this but it is evident if one notices the occurrences 

of clear Lucanisms in his research on the first two chapters of Luke. The first few verses of 

this chapter are also typically Lucan. They can be compared with the similar ,chronologicai 

link given in 3: 1-2 and his general historical method displayed in the 'Acts. These observa

tions may be significant in giving some idea of the way in which Luke edited his material. 

The central section is markedly Hebraic (vs. 6-14) while the beginning and the end show 

clear signs of Luke's hand. There are of course some Lucanisms which are evident in the . 
central section as well. 

3. The use of the 0.T. and Luke's Midrashic Method 

As regards the midrashic interpretation of this passage it is possible to divide modem com

mentators into two types. On t~e one hand there are those (e.g. R. Bro".h'11, Laurentin, Har

rington) who restrict their midrashic unclerstandinl! of I 11ke's method to the Rabbinic belief 

concerning the 'tower of the flock' and the reference to Micah 4:8 and 5:2-4. 2 71 On 
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the other hand there are a number of scholars who go much further and who believe that 

Luke saw deep significance in the symbolism ·of the shepherds, the sign, the swaddling 

clothes and the manger. 2 7 2 

The interpretation of the latter revolves around the meaning of CT'f1µewv. The usual inter

pretation of this term is to see the sign as a confirmation to the shepherds of the message 

which they received from the angels. In this sense no special significance is given to the con

ditions in which the child was born. Rather, the fact that the shepherds found him as the 

angels had described him constitutes the confirmation of the sign. It is essential to the mi

drashic theory that 017µewv is 'used in a rather more meaningful sense. 2 7 2 

* 

This use of 017µEwv is supported for these interpreters by the use of the word p17µa in vs. 15. 

This reflects the Hebrew dbr. In Semitic thinking the 'thing' and the 'word' could not be 

distinguished. A word was an event, and events were often understood as words. Thus when 

the shepherds said 'let us go and see this thing' ( p11µa), they meant 1et us go and see this ev

ent which has meaning~ The condition in which they found the child, the manger and the 

swaddling clothes, contained a profound meaning. The meaning of 017µEwv is then carried 

one step further. The sign was given to the shepherds. However in Luke's narrative the role 

of the shepherds themselves has theological significance (in line with the 'tower of the flock' 

Messianism). This is clear from Luke's threefold use of vµw. The good news is 'to you' 

the child is born 'to you' and the child in the manger is a sign 'to you'. This means that the 

recipients of the sign themselves become part of the sign. In addition, these interpreters 

make much of the word ovµ{3aJ...A.ovoa (vs.19). While they admit that it may simply mean 

'to ponder', they add that in Lucan usage (Acts 4: 15; 17: 18) the word is used in the sense 

of 'discuss' or 'debate', and that Josephus used it for the act of 'grasping' the meaning of a· 

· dream or a mysterious ~vent. This indicates that Mary was caused to ponder the mysterious 

meaning of these symbolical events. There are three symbols which have significance: the 

shepherds, the swaddling clothes and the manger. 

An essential point of this interpretation is that the shepherds should not be seen as a symbol 

of the poor and· the despised. This they believe is a false idea associated with Christian le

gendary additions to the 'Christmas story'. Rather thev must be seen as representatives of 

the venerable tradition of shepherds in Israel's history. 2 7 3 

A number of typological meanings are given for the manger, some of which are quite 

remarkable. 2 74 
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The significance of the swaddling clothes is usually found in an allusion to Wisd. Sol. 7: 14, 

which refers to kings being wrapped in swaddling clothes at their birth, or to Ezek. 16:3-6, 

where Israel was pictured as a child without protection or acceptance. 

We must confess to finding great difficulties in this form of midrashic interpretation. The 

rather morbid and grotesque interpretations of Duncan Derrett are perhaps the most 'ad

vanced' fonn of this method, and it seems to be self-evident that they are very far removed 

from the narrative of Lk. 2: 1-20. He notes that few readers would guess that such interpre

tations were to be found in Luke's theological method. This is very much the case, and per

haps few would believe that Luke intended such meanings even after Derrett's rather invol-, 
ved exposition.2 7 5 

He states that no unprejudiced reader can fail to see that Luke wished the manger to have 

a prominent place, but this has not been self-evident to a great number of commentators. 

The threefold repetition may be taken to imply that Luke regarded this as a central element 

in his narrative, but it could equally be taken to reflect a characteristic Hebraic repetitive

ness, which need not have any special significance. The net result of this method of interpre

tation is that the real centre of the narrative is hardly mentioned, namely the child himself, 

who is born as the Messiah of Israel. It needs hardly to be said that the central motif of this 

pericope is found in 2: 11 and 2: 13-14. The child to be born is a OW'iflP (a favourite Lucan 

word) who is X,Pwroc; Kvpwc;, and this fact is declared as the good news, eva)')'€A.tooµm 
- : . 

(vs. 10). Whatever the connotations of vs. 19, clearly the object of Mary's thought is not the 

conditions in which she finds herself, but the news that was brought from outside, the 

news of the names which the heavenly angels gave her child. This form of midrashic inter-

. pretation removes the central motive of the narrative and replaces it with a mass of involved 

typology which the advocates of this idea cannot agree upon. 

The starting point of the whole enterprise is the meaning of C1'17µewv. Here it seems that 

they have misunderstood both the O.T. and Luke's infancy narrative. When the movement 

of the sun on Hezekiah's sundial is taken to signify the 'redressing·(of) his father's cultic 

misdeeds' one wonders whether a certain understanding of artµewv is not being read into the 

Q.T. rather than deduced from the 0.T. There is of course a prophetic and dynamic use of 

'signs' in the O.T., but the use of the concept is not as clearly defined as these scholars 

would ·suggest. That Luke understood artµewv in this sense is most improbable. This is be

cause the - Lucan usage is defined by the occurences of this wofd in the narrative of the in

fancy in general. It is not possible to see Elizabeth's pregnancy as somehow an explanation 

· of the meaning of the angel's message to Mary, or an event which caused Mary's sign to 

• '1 

·1 
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find its fulfilment. Rather a11µEWJJ_ simply signifies the fact that Mary receives a confirma

tion as to the validity of the angelic revelation. Neither is it possible to see Zechariah's 

dumbness as an explanation of the meaning of the angelic revelation which he received. These 

cases define the meaning of a11µEwv in Lk. 2: 12, which is not the meaning postulated by 

these scholars. 

The word p11µa certainly does reflect the Hebrew dbr. The 'thing' which the shepherds saw 

can indeed not be separated from the 'word' they received. But the 'thing' was a child, who 

was the object of the angelic 'word'. There is no need to include the typological meaning of 

the swaddling clothes and the manger. 

Th~ centrality of the shepherds is supposed to be stressed by the threefold vµw •. But this is 

not so. In vs. 10 1TaJJTL rw Xaw places the emphasis upon 1/TL<; EaraL 'which shall have the 

special character of being for all people - The f/TL<; has manifest point here'. 2 7 6 The em

phasis is not on the shepherds themselves, as much as the shepherds as representatives of the 

people.2 77 Against the background of Luke's theology of the 'poor' it is difficult not to 

see the shepherds as a symbol of all those 'not many wise, not many powerful, not many of 

noble birth' (l Cor. l :26-27) who in the majority populated the fust Christian congrega

tions.2 7 8 The supposed allusion to Isa. 1 :34 presents a typical case where two scholars 

using this method come to opposite conclusions. The idea of divine rejection is exactly the 

opposite of divine sustenance.2 7 9 

Do these criticisms mean that no element of midrash can be found in Lk. 2: 1-20? We re

ferred in the beginning of this discussion to the more restricted form of midrashic inter

pretation, especially due to the attested fust century ideas about the 'tower of the flock'. 

· The correspondences between Micah and Luke, as shown by Rene Laurentin are stri

king.2 8 0 These correspondences would be almost persuasive, were it not for the fact that 

Luke does not specifically refer to Micah, as for instance Matthew does. There is always 

the possibility of reading a meaning into the text. This midrashic allusion, if taken in the 

sense of 'Christian midrash' is probably correct. We are now in a position to discuss the his

torical probability of this narrative. 

Those who doubt the historicity of this pericope usually do so on the grounds of the arti

ficiality of Luke's theological-midrashic method. 2 8 1 The past discussion has shown that 

the so-called midrashic theory fr1 its extreme cannot b.e substantiated, and that the exege

sis of the text through such methods is beset with grave difficulties. On the other hand 

the more restrained and limited use of this method as proposed for Luke does not lead to 

a diminishing of the historicity of the narrative. Such research leaves the starting point of 
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the narrative very much on the side of the historical tradition rather than O.T. typology. 

A further point is that the narrative shows clear signs of Lucan editorship at the beginning 

and the end. This means that the narrative has been carefully reconstructed by Luke and 

the general status of Luke's historiography must determine, to some extent, the value of 

this narrative. Luke's historiography will be discussed at the end of this chapter. 

4. .Was Mary Luke's Witness? 

Conunentators have traditionally taken Lk. 2: 19 as a sign that Mary was the witness whom 

Luke (or the tradition) was depending upon for this account. This question can only be 

fully discussed in relation to the authorship and date of Luke-Acts and the general result 

concerning the origin of the infancy tradition which Luke received. At this point an exe

getical question arises. Can Lk. 2: 19 and 2:51 be taken as a claim of eye-witness evidence? 

E. Burrows argued in favour of such a claim on the basis of similar allusions in the gos

pel of John (Jn. 13:24; 19:26; 20:2; 21:7; 18:5f; 21:23; 1:14) and the Johannine epistle 

(1 Jn. 1: 1-4). 2 82 More recently F. Neirynck has advocated the theory that Mary is descri

bed by an apocalyptic formula which portrays her as a 'keeper of the vision'. He bases his 

contention upon what he regards as a cluster of terms used in apocalyptic visions,a-y-yEA.o~, 

6oxa,Ev601aa.~, and avvE'TT'/PEL ra pTJµara - vs. 10, 14, 19). 2 8 3 

Ben F. Meyer has carefully examined this theory and found it wanting. These terms were 

used in apocalyptic literature but they were also used in a wide variety of contexts. 2 8 4 

The significant contribution which Meyer then makes is to show how Marv's reaction can

not be totally isolated from the other 'reaction' terminology which is a distinctive 'feature 

of Luke's narrative. For instance Lk. 1 :66 uses similar terminology to describe the reac

tion of the Judean people at the birth of John, and Mary's reaction is linked with that of 

others (2:33;2:50). 

Further, a recurring theme of the infancy narrative is the reaction of those who receive a 

Messianic disclosure (1:18-23; 1:29; 1:63,66;2:15,20 2:28-35). Mary's reaction is apart of 

this overall structure. Meyer's contribution therefore displaces Neirynck's theory. However 

it does not support the older view of E. Burrows. Meyer rejects _the traditional view on the 

grounds that Mary's reaction is part of a general 'reaction' terminology of Luke and because 

he believes Lk. 2: 19 and 2:51 are derived from the Palestinian source which Luke re

ceived. 2 8 5 His work has certainly shown that one cannot make a direct comparison 

........ 
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between the Johannine references and Mary's reaction recorded here. However, the conclu

sion needs to be slightly altered on two points. Firstly, in 2:19 Mary's reaction is clearly dis

tinguished from that of the people (T/ oe Mapw.1Tavm avveTT/Pet etc.)2 86 Luke does seem to 

place more emphasis· on Mary's reaction than on any other. The general character of the 

infancy narrative shows evidence of a feminine view of things, and the story is clearly told 

from Mary's point of view. Joseph's role is hardly described, and his reactions, though 

mentioned briefly, do not really figure in this narrative. Secondly, it is doubtful whether 

Lk. 2: 19 and 2 :51 are derived from Palestinian tradition. As has been noted, Lk. 2: 15-20 

is particularly well endowed with distinctive Lucanisms. The word avµ{3aA.A.ew (2: 19) oc

curs six times in the Lucan writings, not at all in the remainder of the N.T., and is rare 

in the Septuagint. 2 8 7 The argument of E. Burrows has been somewhat weakened, but·it 

is still not easy to avoid the conclusion that Luke meant us to understand that he was re.

lying on Mary's personal testimony. 2 8 8 Whether that claim can be at all justified will be 

discussed at the end of this chapter. 

THE PRESENTATION IN THE TEMPLE LK. 2:21-40 

. 1. Evidence of a Hebrew Source 

This pericope continues to present evidence of a Hebraic source or tradition. Scholars 

have found traces in 2:29; 2:32,34; 3:7. 289 The circumcision of Jesus is not em

phasised. There is no theological significance placed on this event. The name receives 
290 

;·prominence (vs 21 ). The naming of the child in conjuction with circumcision has 

been dicussed in relation to John's birth. 

· · 2. Critical Problems in the Narrative 

Lk. 2:22-24 presents various difficulties. Firstly, two ceremonies are combined in the 

narrative which were quite distinct in the law (Lev. 12:1-8; Ex. 13:1-2; Num. 18:16). 

The purification of the mother required a sacrifice but the consecration of the fust

bom required no visit to_ the temple. However, that the two ceremonies were distinct in 

Jewish law need not mean that they could not be accomplished at the same time. The 

redemption of the fust-bom could take place only thirty-one days after birth accord

ii:ig to Rabbinical law, while the purification of the mother took place fourty-one days 

after birth. This gap of up to only ten days could easily cause mothers to combine the 

. · two ceremonies. Working from Jewish tradition, Edersheim states that, 

' mothers who were within convenient distance 
of the temple, and especially the more earnest 



among them, would then naturally attend 
personally in the temple and in such cases, 
when practicable, the redemption of the 
first born and the purification of the mother 
would be combined. 2 9 1 

152 

There are no good grounds for regarding Luke's account as incompatible with Jewish 

practice, although it must be admitted that the various Jewish ceremonies have been 

.'assimilated to one another so closely that it is difficult to disentangle them'. 2 9 2 

Secondly, Ka8apwµov avTwv presents a difficulty. According to the law only the 

mother was ceremonially unclean. Some have !:!ken avTwv to refer to the Jews (Eder

sheim), others to refer to Mary and Jesus, and others to Mary and Joseph. The avrrra'Yov 

of the second part of the verse makes the last interpretation the easiest.2 9 3 It cannot be 

finally concluded though that any of these three suggestions is impossible. If the last 

case is to accepted, it means that Luke understood Joseph to have derived his impurity 

from Mary during the period of forty days. This may reflect a Lucan redaction. The 

fact that Jesus or Mary is portrayed as in need of ritual purification can also be taken 

as a mark of the historicity of the narrative. The apocryphal gospels regarded the birth 
I 

as painless and spotless. Such a detail as is introduced here would be unlikely if the 

narrative was spontaneously or imaginatively developed. 2 9 4 

The €7rATfa8rwav of vs. 22 may indicate that Luke saw this event as theologically 

significant. The Lord, whom Simeon had been seeking (Mal. 3: l),and whom John was 

to precede in the spirit and power of Elijah (Mal. 4:5),had now come to his temple. 

The days of Mary's 'fulfilment' pointed to a far more profound fulfilment. 2 
9 

5 It must 

be said though that if this was in Luke's mind, he has only insinuated it with restraint. 

It is not obvious from the narrative. The popukr tendency amongst commentators to · 

see this as the 'climax.' of Luke's infancy narrative takes the evidence too far. 2 9 6 

Some scholars (e.g. Creed, Bultmann) regard the response of Mary and Joseph, and the 

name rather' given to the la_tter (vs. 33) as an indication of an original tradit.ion that 

was unaware of the virginal conception.Such' a view is not supported by a number of 

commentators and introduces an artificial criterion into the narrative. If Simeon did 

make.such statements the lack of such a reaction would be totally inexplicable in terms 

of Mary's humanity. 2 9 7 

The return to Nazareth, mentioned in 2:39, conflicts with Matthew's infancy narrative. 

The best solution is to follow this order: the birth, the presentation in the temple, the 
··, ,.· 
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return to Bethlehem (not Nazareth), the visit of the Magi, the flight to Egypt and the 
2 9 8 . 

return to Nazareth. Luke was clearly ignorant of Matthew's account and, as was 

his habit, rounded off the narrative with what he presumed to have been the obvious 

course of events (2:40 and 1 :80). This does not constitute an irreconcilable con

tradiction between the substance of the two infancy narratives. Given the qualification 

of time introduced into Lk. 2:40 from Matthew's tradition, the two accounts can be 

harmonised quite satisfactorily. Strauss' attempt to make this single problematical 

verse into a huge problem is totally unnecessary. 2 9 9 

3. The Identity of Simeon • 

The identification of Simeon with the son of Hillel is usually rejected out of hand by 

commentators. 300 However, a recent article by Allan Culter should cause us to pause 

before merely accepting this scholarly consensus. 3 0 1 He seems to have specialised in 

the subject of the .. Hillel family. 3 0 2 

The evidence which he brings can certainly never give us anything more than a possi

bility, but at the same time should prevent us from regarding the theory as an im

possibility. 3 0 3 Such a possibility would argue strongly for a primitive tradition. A iater 

Chr.istian writer would never have willingly associated a later member of the Sanhedrin 

with this welcoming of the Christ-child. 

4. ·Simeon's Prophetic Utterance 

The nunc dimitis once again evidences characteristics which place it in the context of 

early Palestinian Christianity. There are correspondences with the Septuagint, with 

later Jewish psalmography, and elements which indicate that the age of fulfilment has 

come. 3 04 This need not be a prophecy after the event. The terminology is very much 

that of Isaiah (Isa. 52:9-10; 49:8; 46: 13; 42:6; 40:5). The predictions are too general 

to be clearly linked with the subsequent life of Christ. 

Of course those who cannot believe in such predictions and in the work of the Holy 

Spirit will have to regard it as a prophecy after the event. Such a belief is not demanded 

by the historical method and the current experience of the church in numerous cases 

giyes enough evidence of the reality of such phenomena. 3 0 5 

S. The Use of the O.T. and Luke's Midrashic Method 

This pericope is accounted for by Goulder and Sanderson as follows: Zechariah, the 
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old Levite, prophesied over John's circumcision. Levi's brother was Simeon, and 'Sim

eon was kept for a slave till the coming of Israel's son Benjamin, in Genesis'. Jesus' cir

cumcision is greeted by another Simeon who is thereby released (2 :29). Luke uses the 

words of Abraham to express this release (Gen. 15 :2). Simeon's utterance is an amalga

mation of Isaianic texts. 'The Nunc Dimitis is a meditation on Isaiah, set once more on 
·- . 

the basis of Genesis between the two pillars of Abraham and Israel.' 'Anna' is founded 

on the O.T. 'Hannah', and as she comes from the last of Israel's tribes (Asher) she is the 

last to greet the New Israel; 

eleven of her twelve weeks of years have 
been spent in virginity in widowhood, one 
week of years in marriage, presumably sym
bolic of the first kingdom, is behind her. 
With the twelve weeks, as with the twelve 
judges, and the twelve tribes, and the twelve 
prophets, Israel is complete, and the Mes
siah is at hand. 3 0 6 

The ingenuity of these typologies is remarkable: too remarkable for Luke's simple 

narrative. The artificiality of this view is apparent .. 3 0 7 Despite a few problems, the 

historicity of this pericope cannot be rejected on any objective grounds. 3 0 8 
a Even 

Strauss was prepared to admit that Jesus must have been circumcised. The scene in the 

temple is within expectations. The only real 'difficulty' is again the element of the 

miraculous which can only be defined as a difficulty with a certain set of presupposi

tions which are not necessary to historical criticism. While Luke cannot be said to have 

created the narrative from O.T. texts, Laurentin's examination of Luke's use of 

Malachi does indicate that his language is meant to identify Jesus as the Lord who 

has come to his temple. J 0 s b 

IBE BOY JESUS IN THE TEMPLE LK. 2:41-52 

1. Evidence of a Hebrew Source and a Palestinian Background 

It must be admitted that Hebraisms are not as frequent in this narrative as in the other sec

tfons of the infancy narrative. Paul Winter mentions one verse (Lk,2.52); rrpoeKorrrev ev TT/ 

OOl{JLCL reflects the Hebrew text of 1 Sam.2.25 better than the Septuagint text, and rrpoeKorrrev 

ev T/ALKLCL Kat xapLn he terms £zn inept translation of the Hebraic expression'. 3 0 9 

The structure of the language does show a certain tendency to Hebraic forms. 'Nearly all 

the ·sen'tences start with Kai followed immediately, or almost immediately by the verb. '31 0 

The subject matter does show an acquaintance with Palestinian customs. The way in which 

Jesus was lost on the way is in keeping with the manner of travel to and from the temple 
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feasts. The wives and children would travel separately from the men and then all would meet 

together in the evening. Jesus was of such an age that Mary could have easily thought him 

to be with Joseph and Joseph could have thought he was with Mary. 311 The way in which 

Jesus was found in the temple 'sitting amongst the reachers, listening to them and asking 

them questions• (vs. 46) is also true to custom. The asking of questions by the pupil formed 

an essential element in the ancient Jewish method of instruction.' 312 

The preparation of young boys prior to their induction at the age of thirteen has been held 

to be attested. 31 3 However, Henk J. de Jonge·has made a good case for the view that the 

age of twelve reflects the age of youth as distinct from the age of manhood. Luke uses this 

r~re therefore to bring out the extraordinary intelligence of the child. 3 14 Further the 

evidence for the bar mitzvah practice at the age of twelve or thirteen comes from much 

later than the N.T. Consequently not too much weight can be placed upon this point as an 

indication of a Palestinian background. By the same token it does not deny such a back

ground either. The belief that Jesus' acknowledgement of God as his father reflects the later 

Christological development of church doctrine has been called in question by Paul Winter's 

exhaustive study on Targum Yerushalmi. 31 5 His work has been criticised by Rene Lauren

tin. 316 However, while the possibility remains that he is correct in his thesis we cannot au

tomatically take Lk. 2:49 as a reflection of later tradition. The fact that Jesus is found sub

mitting to the Rabbis (unlike the apocryphal gospels), and the fact that the suggestion of 

his disobedience is allowed at all, makes it difficult to accept the pericope as a creation of 

the evangelist or of the primitive community. 3 1 7 

2. The Ignorance of Christ's Parents 

A difficulty felt by some scholars is the ignorance attributed to Jesus' parents. This they feel 

conflicts with the knowledge. which Mary is said to have received at the annuciation. The 

conclusion is then made that this pericope must have circulated in an independent tradi

tion. 3 18 But such logic must first presume the non-historicity of the narrative. As soon as 

Mary and Joseph are accepted as real human beings who actually experienced the eve.nts 

which are recorded, the artificiality of these objections becomes plain. If the disciples were 

first attracted to Jesus because of his Messianic image, but only really understood the full 

implications of his identity after the resurrection, one can scarcely expect a young Jewish 

mother of Galilee to understand more, despite the revelations she received. Of course one 

cannot simply presume the historicity of the account either. This does not detract from the 

fact that it is an unwarranted assumption to presume its non-historicity. 
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3. Fonn-critical and Redaction-critical Analyses. 

This pericope has often been analysed by form-critics, and here a variety of interpretations 

are to be found. According to Martin Dibelius the pericope was a typical case of Personalle· 

gende. This is a story told about a person of special virtue or holiness who is regarded as 

especially favoured by God. The pericope is said to be devoid of cathechetical interest. 

Neither is it a part of the kerygmatic tradition. It belongs rather to the genre of story

telling where the persoIJal reactions of the individuals are paramount .. 3 19 B. van Iersel 

takes the opposite view. He finds it to be a typical case of a Paradigma or 'prouncement 

story.' The text is concise and sober. The beginning and the end of the sto~ is rounded off 

by aJiterary device (2:41-42 and 51-52). At the end of the dialogue comes the logion (vs. 

49) which is the main point of the story. He concludes the 'The paradigmic form GJf the ori

ginal narrative is not without importance. It shows that the primitive story is n~ither legen

dary not novelistic', it 'belongs to a primitive stage of the tradition', and therefore 'provides 

us with the most. reliable information about Jesus that can be derived from the synoptic 

gospels. '3 2 0 

Henk J. de Jonge argues for two traditions in this pericope, one earlier, where the accent is 

on Christ's unique consciousness of Sonship, and the later, which emphasises the common 

motif of a famous child with an unusual intelligence. He believes the present narrative 

shows signs of tension between the two traditions and holds that the latter is due to the li

terary traditions of Luke while the former is due to pre-Lucan tradition. 3 2 1
. 

These widely differing estimations of the pericope illustrate the difficulty of the fonn

critical method itself. It is well known that while European scholars tend to go beyond the 

·actual 'form' of the narrative, and use their conclusions to make judgments upon the his

toricity of the narrative, the English form-critics tend to restrict the method to the question 

of form. They do this because they believe it is illegitimate to apply the form-critical met

hod to another area of enquiry. 3 2 2 Their approach to the method tends to be substantiated 

by the very diversity of opinion that exists on the 'primitiveness' or 1ateness' which dif

ferent scholars often attribute to the same pericope. In the case of this particular pericope 
f f 

it does not seem that one can give much weight to the form-critical approach simply because 

the pericope is not quite like any particular narrative type. It stands midway between the in

fancy narrative and the ordinary gospel narrative and so there are no criteria with which it 

can be judged. The same problem applies to the redaction-critical method in this case. Simply 

because .Jesus is portrayed as an unusually intelligent child certainly gives us no warrant to 

conclude that the account is fictitious. The idea of a Personallegende does not really 

apply. 323 . 
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The redactional nature of verse 47 (Van lersel, de Jonge) is not clear to all comentators 

(Marshall). 3 2 4 The tensions between the two traditions (de Jonge) are quite possibly only 

in the mind of the modem scholar. 3 2 511 

4. Lucan Theological Motifs 

The pericope draws attention to two prominent Lucan theological themes. Firstly, apart 

from the origins of Jesus' statement about his father, the text as it stands in the Lucan re

daction emphasises the Sonship of Jesus as the central point. Jesus is set in contrast to his 

parents. His understanding (avveaet vs 47).iscontrasted with their lack of understanding (vs. 

SO ov aVVT/Kav), and 'your father ' (7raTT/P aov vs 48) is contrasted with 'my father' (rov 

rrarpoc; µov vs. 49). This growing appreciation of his unique Sonship is found side by side 

with the combination of terms which Luke uses for Jesus. Firstly he mentions the babe 

( ro {3pe4P0c;), then the child (rrat5wv vs 40) and now the boy (o 7rmc; vs. 43). This pre

pares us for the plain mention of 'Jesus' in vs 52. The same idea of development is found 

iii 2:40 and 2:52. The growth in physical and spiritual stature is matched by a growing 

awareness of his unique Sonship which will bring to an end his submission to his parents (vs 

S 1 ). The theology of Christ's Sonship is set in the context of the transition from childhood 

to adulthood and so the infancy narrative is brought to an end and the way is prepared for 

the 'way preparer' himself, John the Baptist. The pattern of the children is now ready to be 

repeated in the two public ministries of John and Jesus. 

Secondly, Luke was particularly interested in Jerusalem and the temple. The infancy narra

tive opens with the temple ritual, and it ends with two scenes back in the temple. The life 

of Christ ends with the scenes in the temple and the history of the church begins again in 

. the temp le. This theme becomes evident in this final pericope. 3 2 5 
b 

·Thirdly, the DEL ('I must'.) can be linked with the sense of urgent mission in the remainder 

of Jesus' ministry (Lk. 4:43; 9:22; 17:25; 22:37; 24:7,26; 13:32-33). 32 6 

THE GENERAL STATUS OF LUCAN IDSTORIOGRAPHY A.L'lD THEOLOGY 

In the final analysis the historical value of the infancy narrative must be related to the ge

neral nature of the Lucan writings. This introduces us to a subject which is much under 

discussion at the moment and about which a great deal is being written. Here only a basic 

position can be adopted and certain arguments can be stated. 



158 

1. The dating of Luke-Acts 

The first issue that needs to be dealt with is that of dating, since a great deal follows 

from the partkular date which is adopted. The actual identity of 'Luke' will not be 

discussed at this point. 

Three possible dates have been advocated. Firstly a date soon after the imprisonment of 

Paul and prior to the fall of Jerusalem has been suggested. Secondly, a date after the 

fail of Jerusalem but prior to A.O. 90 has been suggested. Thirdly, some have suggested 

that Luke was written between A.O. 115-135. 

The last dating mentioned has not met with much success. 3 2 7 Thus for instance 

Howard Marshall mentions that there are only two 'serious possibilities' in the dating 

of Luke, namely the first and second dating mentioned above. 32 8 We shall not discuss 

the third suggestion here. The two remaining possibilities are intimately connected 

with the dating of Acts. Those who adopt the earlier dating of Luke place Acts at 

about A .. D. 64, while those who adopt the later dating date Acts between A.O. 70 and 

A.O. 85. The synoptic relationship between Mark and Luke means that the earlier 

dating of Luke must go hand in hand with the earlier dating of Mark. (It is of course 

possible that the standard synoptic source theory is incorrect.) The issue is therefore 

rather complex. 

We shall begin with a discussion of the latest book first, namely the Acts. Kiimmel 

began his argument in favour of a later dating of Acts as follows; 

Since Acts, as the second part of the Lucan 
double work, must have been written later 
than Luke, which was written after 70, a 
date before 80 is out of the question. 3 2 9 

-To this he added no arguments, except that he rejected the attempt by O.Neill to 

make a comparison between the writings of Justin and Acts. 

This reveals a fundamental weakness in the later dating of Acts. The whole position is 

based upon the dating of Luke, and in fact a particular point in the dating of Luke, 

namely the supposed reference to the fall of Jerusalem. Donald Guthrie cogeqtly 

argued that; 

it is a doubtful method of dating early books 



to use a particular interpretation of the one 
available datum and then to build a super
structure of the other books upon it. It will 
be clear that if a predictive element in the mi
nistry of Jesus is allowed the whole basis of 
this generally held dating collapses! 3 3 0 
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Against this rather weak argument for the later dating of Acts are a number of per

suasive arguments in favour of an earlier date. They were clearly stated by Bruce in his 

C011llTlentary on Acts. 

1. Luke betrays little acquaintance with the Pauline epistles. Kilmmel agrees 

·that this is an almost 'universal opinion'. 3 3 1 

2. Acts ends abruptly with Paul's Roman imprisonment. 3 3 2 

In the light of the fact that Luke has followed Paul's career so closely up to this point, it be

comes almost impossible to believe that he would have failed to mention Paul's death had he 

known about it, and even more difficult to believe that he would not have mentioned Paul's · 

trial. 3 3 3 Attempts to evade this by postulating an imaginary 'third volume' to Luke's work, 

or referring to a supposed reference to Paul's death in Acts. 20:25, or suggesting that Luke 

· did not want to include Paul's death because he did not want to compare it with Christ's 

death are not satisfactory. 3 3 4 J .A.T. Ro bin son terms these arguments the 'recourses of 

desperation'. 3 3 5 

As regards Acts 20:25 there is enough evidence in Acts and the Pauline epistles to show that 

Paul did have a premonition of his death. In fact this argument can be reversed. The Pastoral 

Epist.les seem to show that Paul revisited-Eohesus. 3 3 6 · Would Luke have left his statements in 

Acts 20:25,38 to stand if he had known this? 337 Further Paul's statement in Acts 20 is 

quite understandable in view of his intention to go on to Spain (Rom. 15 :230. 

3. The attitude of the Roman authorities in Acts makes it exceedingly difficult 

to believe that the Neronian persecution had already taken place. 

4. No mention is made of the fall of Jerusalem. Luke notes the fulfilment of the 

prophecy of Agabus (Acts 11 :28). In additon Jerusalem had a significant place 

in both his theology and his history. It becomes very difficult to see why he 

did not mention or even allude to this momentous event, especially since he · 

gives Christ's prediction of it in Lk. 21:20-28.33 8 
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S. Issues which were important for the church prior to the fall of Jerus_alem re

ceive considerable attention, for instance the position of the gentiles in the church, 

the food. requirements of the law, and the apostolic decree from the Council 

of Jerusalem (Acts 15). 

6. The primitive nature of the Christology in Acts adds to the earlier date. Jesus is 

given such names as 7Tat' 0eov,vwv rov av8po1TOV and o tow' (4:27, 7:56; 

20:28).
339 

Further, the disciples are called µa811n (An early term). The 

Jewish Nation is called the Aao,. Sunday is termed, 'the first day of the week'. 

The theology of the resurrection given by Luke also seems to be cop.sistent 

with an earlier rather than a later date. 3 4 ° C.K. Barrett's belief that Acts is 

rather 'remote and vague' about the early history of the church, and that Luke 

was: 'describing one age of the Church, and that a unique one, with the pre

supposition of another' is not based upon objective criteria. 3 4 1 He refers to 

a number of 'anomalies' in Acts as. a basis for this opinion. For instance, did 

the gift of the Spirit precede, accompany, or follow baptism? The question is, 

are the anomalies which Barrett sees really historical anomalies or are these a 

true reflection of certain experiences within the early church and perhaps the 

church of all ages? This question need not be viewed as Barrett viewed it, conse

quently the basis of his position is precarious. Further, the lack ofa theologia cru

cis 342 
has been taken by Barrett to show that Luke's theology is much later 

than Mark's. 3 4 3 .But this so-called lack is questionable. Leon Morris points out 

that at an earlier stage Plummer could see Luke's gospel as especially one of 

'Atonement and Propitiation'. 1n fact', Morris says, 'the cross dominates the 

whole'. For instance the journey to Jerusalem receives special emphasis (w:ith 

Jesus 'setting his face to go up to Jerusalem' Lk. 9: 51) in Luke, which builds up 

to the climax of the cross. It is true that Luke does not state the meaning of the 

cross in the same manner as Paul or John, but that does not mean that it is not 

central to his theology. 344 In similar vein Howard Marshall points out that: 'As 

compared with Mark and Matthew ... Luke's silence about the death of Jesus 

in the Gospel is not especially remarkable'. 3 4 4 b 

It is true that there is no emphasis on the cross in Acts. But this is d~e to the fact that Luke 

has .'preserved one form of the early preaching in which particular stress was laid on the 

resu"ection ', and in fact the atoning significance of the cross is not altogether absent from 

.. ·.~,;.. .. 
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Acts. 3 4 5 Marshall concludes, 'it is going too far to say that he has no rationale of salva

tion." 346 We may add that if Luke has preserved the emphasis of tl.e resurrection rather 

than the cross, this can be used to argue for the primitiveness of his view of the cross as 

much as the lateness of his theology. 347 

The so-called 'early catholicism' of Luke's theology is taken as an indication of its lateness. 

This will be dealt with below. At this stage we may point out that the whole question of 

Luke's 'early catholicism' is still much under discussion, as is the supposed 'historicising' 

of the primitive kerygma. 348 It is often assumed that Luke's portrayal of Paul is irreconci., 

!able with the Paul of the Pauline epistles. This will also be discussed below. At this point 

we may simply note that while there are real difficulties we see no reason why these need be 

forced into an irreconcilable contradiction, and we question whether a balanced view of 

this problem need demand a later dating of Acts. 34 9 

These arguments do not therefore weaken the force of the other considerations which we 

have mentioned. The arguments in favour of an early dating for Acts are so persuasive that 

any arguments for the later dating of Luke must be especially strong if they are to displace 

the earlier dating of Acts. It is interesting to note that in his recent rather revolutionary 

book, J.A.T. Robinson begins his argument for the early dating of the Synoptics with a 

consideration of the dating of Acts. We must agree with him that this is the place to start, 

because the fall of Jerusalem and the trial of Paul are two of the very few anchors which we 

have for the entire dating of the N.T.books. It is also interesting to notice how in Robin-

. son's work Harnack is shown to have moved to an early dating of Luke and Acts against his 

own thinking. His work in this field is one of the most exhaustive studies that has ever 

been undertaken. 3 5 0 

The basis of the later dating of Luke revolves around the so-called prediction ex eventu 

in Lk. 21. Kilmmel gave four arguments. Firstly, according to Lk. 1: 1 'many' had already 

written before him; According to Kilmmel this could not have been the case in A.D. 60. 

No reasons for this assumption were given however. S.econdly, Luke 'looks back upon the 

fall of Jerusalem'. 3 5 1 The basis of this assumption was that when one compares Mk. 13: 14 

with Lk. 21 :20 it is evident that Luke has replaced the apocalyptic imagery of Mark with 

a clear picture of the actual circumstances that took place during the seige of Jerusalem. 3 5 2 

In addition to these two arguments was firstly the fact that Luke used Mark, and Mark is us

ually dated not earlier than A.D. 68, and secondly that Matthew is iater, and it is held that 

Luke and Matthew could not have separated each other much in time. Of these four argu- · 

men ts the prediction of the fall of Jerusalem is the one which carries most weight for the 
353 

advocates of the later date. However, this argument is dubious, to say the least. B. 
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Reicke h~s gone so far as to speak of it as an amazing example of uncritical dogmatis"': in 

N. T. Studies'. 3 5 4 Firstly, a number of scholars believe that when Luke does not follow 

Mark exactly it may ~e that he has the benefit of an independent tradition. 3 5 5 

Secondly, other reasons may be given for Luke's different statement of this prediction. The 

Markan language would be understandable to Jews, but Luke would be more understand

able to Romans. There is a concensus of opinion that Luke usually Hellenises Mark. 3 5 6 

Then th~re is the difficulty of why Matthew, if he had also written after the event, did 

not re-shape the narrative in the same way. Further, Luke's description (in the mouth of 

Jesus) of the seige of the city uses language that was common to ancient military cam

paigns. It is general and not specific, and so cannot be regarded as an 'exact description' of 

the events that took place. There is the further problem that some of the events ran counter 

to the details of the prediction which is recorded in the synoptic ,gospels. 3 5 7 A much, better 

explanationis that Jesus spoke both of the 'desolating sacriledge'and the seige works around 

the city 3 5 8 It may be held that there is a presumption against the possibility of such a good 

prediction. To this it may be answered firstly that this kind of argument is usually the pro

duct of an erroneous understanding of historical probablility (see chaper 3 above). Se-

. condly the flight of the Christians to Pella tends to indicate that they were aware 6f it (and 

note, the advice to those in the city to flee out of it comes from Lk. 21 :21 and not Mk. 13). 

Thirdly, given the kind of Person Jesus was, the likelihood of such a prediction becomes 

very good. Donald Guthrie mentions the accurate predictions of Savanarola concerning the 

capture of Rome. 3 5 9 Concerning the prediction it is interesting to note that Ki.immel, 

. who bases his argument upon the fact that Luke 'looked back' on the event, states that 

'Jesus prophecy of judgement upon Jerusalem must be regarded as historical'. 3 6 0 This 

admission tends to undermine his whole position. The use of the ex eventu argument is 

therefore very weak. In fact J.A.T. Robinson following B. Reineke, is of the opinion that, 

if anything, the apocalyptic discourses in the synoptic gospels argue for a date before A.O. 

70, for all the synoptic gospels. 3 6 1 

The other three reasons are withouLmuch weight. The later dating of Mark is not univer-
36 2 

sally accepted by N.T. scholars. In any event Luke, if he was a colleague of Mark in_ 

Paul's missionary team, may have had recourse to Mark soon after it was written. There 

seems to be no good reason for maintaining that Luke must have been written during the 

same ·period as Matthew, and there is no good reason for h.oMing that 'many writings; 

could not have been in circulation by A.O. 60. 3 6 3 All this leads to. the conclusion that the 

reasons for the later dating of Luke are not strong. They cannot therefore displace the · 

persuasive arguments in favour of an early dating for Acts. Consequently the earlier dating 

······ . .-{-:.·.-,.: 
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for both Luke and Acts is preferable. 

This conclusion can then be taken further. It then becomes clear that the most likely inter

pretation of the 'we' sections in Acts is that the author was a companion of Paul, and the 

traditional authorship of Luke-Acts by Luke, the physician, becomes the most probable 

hypothesis. C.K. Barrett comments that; fit is wildly improbable that this (Le. the 'we' sec

tion) is mer~ly a device of fiction which the author used when he remembered to do so, but , 
.more often forgot. 3 6 4 

This means that he had first-hand testimony of Paul's career, and that he must have met 

men such as Barnabas and Paul's missionary workers. He probably met Peter (Gal. 2: 11 O. 
During Paul's imprisonment in Caesarea he must have met Philip's household (Acts 21 :8-9). 

In Jerusalem he stayed with Mnason, one of the early disciples (Acts 21.16). He met James, 

the Lord's brother, 'and this contact with the holy family may suggest a possible source 

for the nativity narrative of Lk. 1 and 2 '. 3 6 5 

The previously cautious conclusion which has been given as to the claim of Mary's authority 

. behind the infancy narrative can now be taken further. It now becomes distinctly possi

ble that Luke received the tradition from the holy family, who in turn were dependent 

upon the· mother of Jesus. 

Such reasoning can never be proved, but while even a good possibility exists that such were 

the circumstances of Luke's authorship, it becomes precarious to make sweeping state

ments about Luke's 'inaccuracy' or 'misunderstanding' of the history of the early Christian 

community. The burden of proof is upon those who wish to impugn his accuracy in 

· these matters. 

2. Luke the Historian · 

There are two basic areas of enquiry when it comes to the historical worth of Luke's writing. 

Firstly, there is the question_of 'Luke among the historians', that is, his relationship to an

cient Hellenistic and Jewish historians. Secondly, there is the question of the various tests 

of his accuracy in terms of redaction-criticism, his references to geographical and political 

details, his use of the speeches in Acts, and his theological emphases. 

C.K. Barrett has suggested that Luke's literary method may be compar.ed to the Hellenistic 

romance. He mentions specifically Philostatus' Life of Appolonious of Tyana, where 

according to the author, Appolonious 'healed the sick, raised the dead, cast out demons, 

and preached the good news'. He also compares Luke's historiography to the Jewish hi,sto-
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rians (particularly 1 Maccabees) who saw history from a religious point of view. They wrote 

history as a confession of faith: He notes that these writers wrote without scrui;>les about 

supernatural events and that Luke shared with them, 'the naivete' of a pre-scientific out· 

look on nature. Howard Marshall similarly compares Luke with ancient historians. He says, .. 

'it is legitimate to ask to which historian Luke stands nearer: Josephus or Polybius?' Does 

Luke stand amongst those Greek historians who wished to please with their rhetoric rather 

. than demonstrate the truth, or does he stand nearer to Jewish historians like Josephus who 

·could easily distort the events in favour of his own people, or neither? In answer to this 

Marshall points out that in many of the speeches of Acts Luke has chosen crudity of style 
. I 

rather than rhetorical effect. This seems to indicate that he was not simply out to please. 

Further, the speeches in Acts are so unlike anything else in either Greek or Jewish history 

that it is best not to make too many hasty comparisons. Marshall comments; 'Our conclu

sion is that the attempt to set Luke in the context of ancient historians does not lead to 

any firm result'. 3 6 6 

The value of his history must be tested on other grounds. 3 6 7 The historical work of Luke

Acts has undergone a great deal of discussion since the monumental study of Sir William 

Ramsay. On the one hand Martin Dibelius, on the basis of a form-critical approach to.Acts, 

tended to reject the conclusion which Ramsay had advocated. He proposed that Luke used 

the speeches in Acts according to the typical Hellenistic habit of placing words in the mouth 

of certain individuals in order to enhance the literary effect of the narrative. 3 6 8 Both Ber

til Castner and Arnold Ehrhardt tended to reverse this conclusion. They emphasised the 

Semitic nature of Luke's writings and concluded that he was sincere in his attempt to re

late what really happened. 3 6 9 From a rather different approach Robert Morganthaler sup

ported the fact that Luke did not simply write as a creative author. His artistry, if it could 

be so termed, was to structure his history into couplets, which he intended to operate as the 

'twb or three witnesses' required for legal justif:cation. 3 7 0 The most negative estimation 

of Luke's history has come in recent years from Hans Conzelmann and Ernst Haenchen. 3 7 1 

Conzelmann's basic stricture of Luke's writing is in terms of his so-called 'historicising of the 

early kerygma '. The early church believed in the imminent arrival of the parousia. They 

were disappointed in this ·expectation. Luke therefore developed a view of historical process 

which could give an answer to this problem. 3 7 2 He reconstructed the hi~tory of redemp

tion into three epochs: 

The period of Israel .. . 

The period of Jesus ... and 

The period between the coming of Jesus.and His parousia. 37 3 
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While this reconstruction was a 'fruitful perception' according to C.K. Barrett, in Conzel

mann's view it nevertheless caused him to falsify the historical ori~ins of the early church, 

and in particular the essence of the· apostolic kerygma. 3 7 4 Ernst Haenchen follows Conzel

mann in his view that the delay of the parousia played such a vital role in the shaping of 

Lucan theology. He advocates that Luke sought to bridge the gap between the time of Jesus 

and time of the church by the history of the process of the word of God from the one 

period to the other. For this reason Luke has submerged the real nature of the explosive 

issues, such as the relationship between Jews and Gentiles and the origin of the Gentile miss

ion. His picture of Paul is therefore demonstrably false. 3 7 5 Following this line of argu

ment these scholars belieye that a real contradiction exists between Luke's portrayal of Paul 

and the Pc:ul known to us from his epistles. 3 7 6 They. also believe that Luke has placed an 

emphasis on the church as the vehicle of salvation in the place of the lost awareness of the 

eschaton. The term for this emphasis on the church is 'early Catholicism', though the con

tent of this term can vary considerably. 3 7 7 

Before discussing these two scholars it will be helpful to mention the areas where objective 

criteria can be used in the testing of Luke's historiography. Firstly in terms of chronology, 

geography and contemporary politics Luke's accuracy remains a firm conclusion which is de

manded by the evidence. 3 7 8 Hans Conzelmann has attempted to show that Luke's geograp

hical ref~rences are confused and symbolic rather than historical, but his arguments have 
379 . . 

not carried weight. Against this A.N. Sherwinwhite has concluded that; 

on matters of Hellenistic geography and poli
tics, Roman Law and vrovincial adminstra
tion, Luke can be demonstrated to befor the 
most part a reliable guide . 3 8 0 

His work has been endorsed by Blaiklock, Herner and van Elderen.3 8 1 ln this regard it is signi

ficant thal prior to his ·own presence in the narrative Luke's chronological references are 

minimal. After his appearance they suddenly increase. 3 82 This would indicate that he did 

not fabricate such evidence, and the accuracy which is evident from those areas where he 

can be tested is a good indication that he is also accurate where he cannot be tested. There 

are some indications that the primitive Jewish community portrayed in Acts has links with 

the Qumran literature. 3 8 3 

Another area where Luke can be tested is his use of Mark. Redaction-critical scholars have 

discovered that Luke has subjected his sources to a stylistic revision. He has arranged his 

Markan and non-Markan material in alternating blocks. In terms of order he has followed 

Mark rather closely. He has not taken over much of Mark's distinctive theology. He has of-
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ten inserted his own ideas into the narrative. He has also tended to Hellenise Mark. How

ever, despite these tendencies to freely adopt the fonn of Mark's narrative, in terms of es

sential content of the narrative he has changed remarkably little. The oft~quoted remark of 

F.C. Burkitt has aptly stated the situation: 'what concerns us here is not that Luke has 

changed so much but that he has invented so little'. 3 8 4 

Where we are able to test his use of Q it seems that the same applies (i.e. it seems that he 

has followed Qin the travel narrative, Lk. 9:51-18:14). Such conclusions do not give the im

pression that Luke has in any way failed to live up to his intentions as stated in the prolo

gue {Lk. 1:1-4). 

As regards the speeches in Acts it should be said at the outset that it is completely out of 

place to expect a deposit of eye-witness 'shorthand' summaries of the original sermons. The 

question is whether Luke has substantially reproduced the content of what was originally 

said. Here only a few brief comments must suffice. Luke was capable of writing good 

Greek. His style in many of the speeches is inferior to the narrative. This indicates that he 

may have depended on Aramaic traditio.n. 3 8 5 Against this it canriot be argued that the 

presence of Lucan terminology and style in these speeches is evidence that Luke created 

them Luke has thoroughly rewritten his sources throughout his work and it is not neces

sary to find Semitisms in order to accept that Luke was using primitive tradition. 3 8 6 Luke 

bears witness to the frequent use of testimonia in the early sermons. However, unlike Matt

hew, he does not even use this method in his own writing. In this regard the thesis of B. 

Lindars, that Acts 2:25-31 represents a use of testimonia which Luke himself could not 

have understood, is significant. 3 8 7 A primitive Christology may be expressed in the ear

liest speeches. The objection that all the speeches in Acts, including those of Paul and Peter,. 

follow a Lucan literary thereotype has some validity, but need not be stated in such a manner 

so as to deny the primitive elements in the speeches. 3 8 8 Further the speeches are very 

much in character with the speakers and the situations. Thus Paul's address to the Athe-
. +'~ -

nians may be compared with his appeal to natural revelations in Rom. 1: 19f.: the defence 

of Stephen is full of O;T. reminiscences, and Paul's last address to the elders at Ephesus has 

many correspondences with the terminology of the letters to the churches. 3 8 
'J In addi

tion one cannot deduce as a general fact that Hellenistic writers created speeches ·to be 

placed in the narrative for creative purposes. At least in the case of Thucydides, he attemp

ted to adhere us closely as possible to the general sense of what they really said'. In the 

light of Luke's use of Mark and Q there is no reason to doubt that his method would have 

been more in line with Thucydides than other Hellenistic historians. 390 Thus 'the fact 

remains that they fit remarkably well into their contexts, and they do the task which they 

are required to do for the hearers at each stage in the narrative.' 3 9 1 

I 
•I 

I 
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Against these objective criteria the arguments of Hans Conzelmann and Ernst Haenchen must 

be termed relatively subjective, since they deal with a particular interpretation of Luke's 

theology. 392 Much has been written of their views. We may note a fewcriticisms. Firstly 

a great deal of weight is placed upon the theology of the delay , if we may so define it. 

These scholars tend to base their entire system upon this assumption. 3 9 3 But it is not at 

all certain that the early church was so preoccupied with this problem. 394 It seems in 

fact that the problem is more in the minds of those who have connected the idea of im

mediacy with existential decision, which is admittedly a concern of twentieth century 

philosophy. 3 9 5 We may refer here to the arguments which Howard Marshall has brought 

against this position. 3 9 6 Secondly, far too much weight is placed upon far too few scrip

tures in the establishment of the three epochs. 3 9 7 Thirdly, it may well be the case if Oscar 
- ·- ... 

Cullmann is right, that Luke's so-called Heilsgeschichte view of history is in fact the view of 

the early church, including Jesus himself. Cullmann 's analysis of the biblical view of history 

has many similarities with Conzehnann's interpretation of the Lucan idea of the 'middle 

time'. Culhnann· states without compromise that it is a 'false assumption that 

the redemptive history is only an external framework which the Christian faith can unhe-
. . l d" d I 39 8 Sltatzng y zscar . 

In reality that which then remains as alleged 'kernel' is not at all a particularly characteristic 

feature of the Christian revelation. · Far from having historicised the prini.itivekerygma, 

Luke may in fact be completely correct in his view of history. 3 9 9 

Fourthly, it is far from certain that Luke is devoid of an eschatological emphasis. Leon 

Morris strongly opposes this idea. He says: 'It seems a misreading of the evidence to see 

Luke as uninterested in eschatology'. 4 0 0 

Fifthly, the so-called 'early Catholicism' of Luke is carefully examined by C.K. Barrett 

and his resulting definition of the term removes all idea of a misinterpretation of the 

apostolic rule, of the sacramentalising of the church's worship, and the institutionalising of 

the church's authority structure. 

For Luke the apostles are essentially witnesses 
... There is nothing in his treatment of this 
subject to suggest that Luke had any eccle
siastical axe to grind, ... it can scarcely be 
maintained that Luke's view of the sacra
ments represents the church as purveying sal
vation along official sacramental channels. 40 1 

Sixthly, one of the essential weaknesses of Conzehnann's approach to Lucan theology is 



his almost total neglect of the infancy narrative. He states that ; 

In the present structure the birth story is in
serted before the account of the baptism, and. 
as regards its significance it is in fact a doublet. 
In the structure as it stands the birth story 
does not introduce one of the three phrases, 
but forms a preliminary scene of manifesta
tion for the whole of the gospel. 

His comments on Lk. 1-2 are few and rather brief. 4 02 
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In view of the problems attached to the positions of Conzelmann and Haechen, we can con

clude that the basic accuracy of Luke as an historian of the first century and a theologian of 

the 'early church is well attested. 4 0 3 We have already noted that Luke probably had the 

benefit of information from James, the Lord's brother, as to the tradition of Christ's in

fancy. To this we may add one last point. The proto-Luke hypothesis has not been entirely 
- -

accepted. It does _produce certain difficulties. However, it still remains a possibility and ac-

cording to Howard Marshall, 'the less ambitious form of the theory stands proven, namely 

that Q and L were combined before they found their way into Luke'. 4 0 4 If Luke is to. be 

dated before A.D. 70, and if Luke collected the sources behind Q and L before he made 

use of the Markan material (dating earlier than the writing of Luke), it means that the 

origin of L, including the infancy narrative, must be pushed back well before A.D. 70, 

(i.e. to between A.D. 50 and 60 or at least beween A.D. 60 and 65). 4 0 5 This considera

tion is fatal to the 'theologumenal' hypothesis regarding the virginal conception, which we 

have already referred to, and tends to substantiate the other arguments in favour of the 

early Palestinian origin of the infancy tradition in Luke. Finally, the way in which Luke 

makes use of his sources and his approach to history in general, which has become evident 

·from this discussion, makes it very difficult to accept the extreme form of the 'midrashic' 

theory. It becomes difficult to assume that Luke was not narrating a basically historical 

series of events. The last consider.ation leads to the next topic. 

THE INF ANCY NARRATIVES AND MIDRASHIC METHOD 

' 
Up till this point the question of the use of the Jewish midrashic method in the infancy 

narratives has been dealt with inductively. The proposed midrashic nature of each peri

cope has been examined in turn. The examination so far has led to the conclusion that 

this theory creates considerable problems and that if Matthew and Luke did use this me

thod at all, the method had been radically changed and Christianised. For this latter meth

od we used the term 'Christian midrash' as opposed to 'Jewish midrash '.This question must 

now be examined from a more general point of view. What exactly is meant by the term 
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'midrash '? Does a clear definition exist and do the infancy narratives partake of the genre in 

any way? 

During the nineteenth century much of the ancient Rabbinical material became avail

able, but little was done to carefully examine the nature of the material and the study of 

such material was not systematised. During the first half of the twentieth century the 

study of Rabbinical literature became steadily more systematic, and the turning point 

in the special area of midrashic literature came with the work of Renee Bloch. In particu

lar her article on midrash in the Supplement au Dictionnaire de la Bible and her Note me

thodologue pour l'etude de la litterature rabbinique gave a new synthesis to the history of 

the development of Rabbinical interpretation. Renee Bloch described Rabbinical midrash 

as follows: 

1. Its point of departure is Scripture; it is a reflection or meditation on the Bible. 
2. It is homiletical and largely originated from the liturgical reading of the Torah . 
.J. It makes a punctilious analysis of the text, with the object of illuminating any ob

scurities found there. 
4. The biblical message is adapted to suit contemporary needs. 
5. According to the nature of the biblical text, the midrosh P.ither tries to discover the 

basic principles inherent in the legal section ... (halakhah); or it sets out to find t11e true 
·significance of events mentioned in the narrative sections of the Pentateuch (haga
dah). 406 

Her work certainly placed the subject in a systematic area for the first time. However in 

one sense her position has led to real difficulties. Her priJnary concern was not so much the 

definition of the literary genre midrash, but the description of the origins and historical 

development of Rabbinical literature in general. As a result her definition of midrash is very 

broad. It tends to encompass the entire system of Rabbinical interpretation. Thus for 

instance the third and fourth points mentioned above could be used to describe almost any 

form of biblical exegesis. The result has been that subsequent scholars have veered off into 

different definitions of midrash which all stem from Renee Bloch's work, but which are now 

so diverse that the word has come to have very little meaning. Addison G. Wright has 

discovered some nine different uses of the term, 'Indeed', he says, 'if some of the defini

tions are correct, large amounts, if not the whole Bible, would have to be called midrash ', 

including the body of the gospel itself. 4 0 7 · Clearly a more limited definition of the term is 

required. Another problem is that no distinction is often made between midrash as a parti

cular corpus of literature dating from a particular period, and the actual literary form which 

is midrashic. In the case of the former, a large amount of general literary material is in

cluded which is not specifically midrashic. To use such a definition of the term is to include 

a great diversity of literary forms. Wright has attempted to answer the need for a clear 
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definition in a detailed study of the subject in two articles, (based on his doctoral disserta

tion). 408 It is most unfortunate that N.T. scholars involved in the study of the infancy 

narrative have not taken sufficient note of Wright's work. He gives a thorough investigation 

of the history of the· term itself, and examines the origin, content, purpose, techniques and 

characteristics of the midrashic tradition. After a careful definition of the method he then 

examines various examples of pre-Rabbinic literature to determine the extent to which they 

may be regarded as part of the midrashic genre. His study inc!udes the Passover Haggadah, 

the Qumran Pesarim, the Palestinian Targums, the Antiquites of Pseudo-Philo, the Genesis 

Apocryphon and various other documents. It is not necessary to repeat his thorough work. 

A number of salient points will be repeated. 

The term midrash is derived originally from 2 Chron. 13 :22 and 2 Chron. 24·:27. The term 

literally means to 'seek' and seems to have moved from the initial connotation of 'narrative' 

to 'study', 'inquire', 'investigate', and hence 'interpret'. It was used at Qumran without 

clear definition, and even in classical Rabbinical literature the term was never technically 

defined. Historically the method arose during the post-exilic period when the Torah be

came the canonical scripture of Judaism. By the time the final redaction was made there 

was quite evidently a gap between the original injunctions and the lives of post-exilic Jews. 

This called for a method of interpretation which could bridge the gap and make the text 

meaningful to the present. 

Three types of midrashim are to be found. Firstly, the exegetical midrashim consist of a 

verse by verse commentary on the biblical text together with cross references to other 

·verses, the quotation of various rabbi's, and the particular circumstances in which comment 

was made. 409 Secondly, the homiletic midrashim tend to be rather more devotional than 

. exegetical. They probably arose from synagogue services. Here the discussion of the text is 

rather more extended and greater creative freedom takes place. Thirdly the narrative midra

shim .involve an actual rewriting of the biblical text with the addition of legends and non-. .. . . ..... ' .;> 
biblical traditions. In both the latter types however the starting point is always the bibli-

cal text. The technique of commenting on the text may be either a creative historio

graphy or a creative philology. In the case of the former the intention is to make the bib

lical narrative more attractive, edifying and intelligible to the listener. This can easily merge 

into good story telling. In the case of the latter, deductions are made from the minute de

tails of the te.xt. Since the Torah is the word of God, it is held to contain a multitude of 

meanings which may even be discovered in the numerical value of the word. In this latter 

sense the midrashic method developed into the Cabalah.4 1 0 

The special characteristics of this genre· are as follows. The starting point of the exercise is 

always the text of scripture. This operates as the mo.tivation point from which the process 
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of interpretation begins. 'Midrash then, is a literature about a literature'. 411 The technique 

itself involves a process of deduction .from the original text to the .contelT!porary situation, 

story or legend. The way in which this sequence of thought develops form the text is not 

important. The text must somehow be shown to be the starting point of the whole endea

vour. This method is not confined to Jewish literature. The same method is attested in 

Egyptian literature as well. If it can be found in Christian literature it must conform to the 

basic pattern. 4 1 2 Various non-Midrashic pieces of literature have often been confused with 

midrash due to lack of ~nderstanding of various important distinctions which emerge from 

the study of this genre. The fact that an O.T. s.cripture is cited does not necessarily mean · 

that the literature is midrashic. Either the text may be quoted to make a contribution to 

a new composition or the new composition may be written as a contribution in the text of 

scripture. The two should not be confused. 

Thus, we see that in biblical citation two di
rections of movement are possible, either a 
biblical text contributes to the new composi
tion and is for the sake of the new composi
tion or the new composition contributes to 
an understanding of the text cited and is 
for the sake of the biblical citation. Only the 
latter is midrash since only there does the 
composition actuaiise Scripture. 4 1 3 

Three forms of literature have been confused with midrash, firstly anthological literature, se

condly redaction or glossing, and thirdly apocalyptic. The first form is particularly impor

tant for us because it seems the closest parallel to the infancy narrative. With this type of li

terature the expressions, ideas and terminology of biblical passages are alluded to, borrowed, 

adapted and transformed so as to become part of a new composition. Often meditation 

has been involved. The motivation for this may be simply to speak the language of holy 

writ, or to show that the new compositions are part of the biblical tradition. Often a mosaic 

of biblical citations is welded together into a new 'patchwork' design which then becomes 

an entirely new pattern. This form has been called 'allusive' theology. A typical example is 

Prov. 1-9. Here words and phrases have been taken over .from the Pentateuch and the pro-
/ 

phetical literature so as to indicate that the wisdom being written is within the tradition of 

the more ancient writings. No particular texts are used as the starting point of the com

position. 

The infancy narratives.are closely related to anthological or allusive theology. For instance 

the Lucan psalms are a mosaic of biblical quotations, but 

by no stretch of imagination could they be 
conceived of as in any way being written for 
the benefi.t of the original text or even of 



some of the text ... the way they are cited in
dicate that it is a case of prior texts serving 
as a source and providing terminology and 
atmosphere for a new work. 414 
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With both Matthew and Luke the starting point of the narrative is the attempt to interpret 

the significance of the Person of Christ. 41 s The use of Matthew's quotation of the O.T. in. 

the body of his gospel demostrates that the event of Christ is always the starting point and 

that O.T. allusions and citations are subservient to this event. Wright then goes on to suggest 

that the infancy narratives are not simply anthological literature either. They have a great 

simil~ty with infancy narrative in general. Perhaps they should best be defined as simply 

. infancy narratives. 

This conclusion is perhaps the best. The matter is really one of terminology. Either the in

fancy narratives are midrash of a particular type; inverted or Christian midrash, or they are 

not midrash at all. They are infancy narratives which have been expressed in a~thological 

form. They are certainly not Jewish midrash proper.4 
I 6 

Does this mean that" the infancy narratives can be termed historical narratives in any serise? 

This all depends upon one's definition of history. If by history we mean either positivistic 

history or scientific history, or history written from a materialistic world view, then they 

are clearly not history. 4 1 7 However, if it is allowed that the ancient prophetico-biblical view 

of history is a form of history (i.e. following Pannenberg and Montgomery as against Col

lingwood and Bultmann), then the infancy narratives are historical due to the ,fact that they 

stand within the Biblical historical tradition. It is no criticism to say that they regard the 

course of history as the outworking of a divine plan of promise and fulfilment. The eschato-

. logical view of history has been shown by scholars such as Oscar Cullmann, John Montgo

mery and Wolfhart Pannenberg to lie at the very basis of the Western view of'historidal pro

gress. Neither is it legitimate criticism to say that the evangelists approach the event from a 

certain point of view, i.e. from the presupposition of faith. Every historian ultimately begins 

with some world view (whether it be submerged Marxist materialism as in the case of E.H. 

Carr, or the biblico-eschatological world view as in the case of Pannenberg and the biblical 

writers). The difference between modem historiography and Matthean histotjography is that 

the former attempts to be unbiased and attempts to be critical while the latter is always 

written from faith to faith and is not always very critical. The infancy narratives are part of 

the gospel literature and accordingly are written from the point of view of evangelical histo

riography. The infancy narratives have the added dimension of being anthological or allusive 

theological historiography. Perhaps it may be retorted that the terms 'allusive-theology' and 

'historiography' are mutually exclusive. However this distinction is one that Luke would 

not have accepted. To quote Howard Marshall;,.'because he (i.e. Luke) was a theologian he 
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had to be a historian'. 41 8 Clearly for Luke, and the same can be said for Matthew, history 

and theology could not be separated. 4 1 9 His writing of history was an act of interpreta-

. tion, but the interpretation could not exist except as an interpretation of particular his

torical events. It would be meaningless for him if we objected that, to the extent that in

terpretation had taken place, to that extent history has been distorted. Luke deliberately 

set out to write the truth. Nevertheless the truth he wrote was, he believed, about certain 

events which had been 'fulfilled' (rrrn'Ar;pol()Opr;µevwv Lk.1.1) amongst the early disciples. 

By using this word he alludes to the clearly eschatological character of the events as having 

revelatory significance. By the use of a1<.pL{Jwc: a!1d rr'Ar;pow Luke dissociates himself from 

the Kantian distinction between facts and meaning. He would never have accepted such a 

philosophical distinction, and neither would Matthew. We shall not at this point discuss 

whether their understanding of history caused them to narrate objective historical events. 

One issue which may be used to impugn the historicity of these narratives is the relation

ship which they bear to each other. If serious contradictions can be found then obviously 

their historical pr9bability must be called in question. 

TIIE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INFANCY NARRATNES OF MATTHEW AND 

LUKE. 

It is unfortunately true that this issue has rather stagnated since the scholarly writings of 

men such as Vincent Taylor, Douglas Edwards, Adolf von Harnack and Gresham Machen. 

Modern scholars tend to take up dogmatic positions and simply reproduce conclusions of 

previous generations. There do not seem to be any fresh arguments in this field. Thus for in

stance Raymond Brown states that the 'basic stories are outwardly irreconcilable ... They 

. agree in so few details that we may say with certainty that they cannot both be historical in 

to to'. As a basis for this comment he notes the discrepancy between Matt. 2: 14 and Luke 

2:39, the two genealogies, the problem of where the family (particularly Joseph) actually 

resided and the fact that the two narratives tell a different story (i.e. details in Luke are not 

found in Matthew and vice versa). 420 Joseph Fitzmyer similarly refers to 'their basically 

different stories about the infancy of Jesus'. 421 As regards the genealogy E.L. Abel begins 

a recent discussion of the subject with the comment that, 'Today, however, the various 

attempts of harmonising the genealogies are regarded as being rather fanciful: 4 2 2 In the re

mainder of his article he explores the possibility of the Lucan genealogy reflecting a tradi· 

tion to the effect that Jesus was a prophetic Messiah,and that as such his genealogy must 

have come through Nathan, the son of David, who was confused with Nathan the prophet in 

esoteric Jewish literature. However, he notes himself that this particular Jewish tradition is 

much too late and none of the other evidence he mentions is at all decisive. On the other 
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hand in an article on the genealogies in the New Bible Dictionary,F.F. Bruce endorses the 

arguments of Gresham Machen. 4 2 3 Clark H. Pinnock examines the difficulties presented 

by the genealogies and states that 'assuming no colossal mistake in either gospel, two solid 

explanations are possible'. The theory that Luke traces the genealogy through Mary contains 

the difficulty that one would have expected Luke to have been more explicit. 'It is however, 

clearly possible, and would provide a simple solution of the problem of the double genea

logy.~ The other possibility, that of Levirite descent as advocated by Gresham Machen has the 

'chief weakness of .. a s~ries of happy coincidences required to make it function'. However, 

having considered both possibilities he concludes that 'enough is known ... to show that the 

apparent discrepancy between the two genealogies is not insoluble'. 4 2 4 Both Howard Mars

hall and Leon Morris make use of Gresham Machen's work, but do not attempt to bring the 

issue to a conclusion. 4 2 5 

It must be admitted that the two genealogies still present an insoluble problem. It is true 

. that the proposei:i solutions are possible. However historical-criticism could never term these 

solutions probable. Ultimately, in view of our lack of information at this point in time, 

· the· full acceptance of these genealogies must depend upon a belief in the inspiration of 

scripture, which belief of course will differ from individual to individual and from theologi

cal tradition to theological tradition. One cannot say for certain that the two ge.p.ealogies 

are demonstrably irreconcilable. Given the problem, does this mean that the two entire 

infancy narratives must be fictional? Such a conclusion is surely unwarranted. It would 

seem far better to adopt the position of Albright and Mann that the two genealogies were 

received from the tradition and inserted by the evangelists in good faith. Attempts to prove 

the numerical symbolism of Luke's genealogy are not very convincing and consequently it is 

not possible to hold that Luke was merely 'theologising'. The genealogies cannot be used as 

a vital argument in the dicussion of the historicity of the narratives. 

What then are the 'basic dzfferences', and the 'irr-econcilable' problems,in the relationship .,, 

between the narratives, which lead to the conclusion that 'they agree in so few details that we 

may say with certainty that they cannot be historical in to to'. 4 2 6 The discrepancy between 

Lk. 2:39 and Matt. 2: 11 has already been dealt with and it was concluded that the problem 

does not really influence the historical value of the narratives. Apart from this are there then 

no other problems? Odd as it may sound, after such strong statements, there are in fact no 

other serious problems. The. different emphases on the place of residence need hardly be 

forced into an insurmountable contradiction. The same applies to the fact that two narratives 

are told. from a different point of view. 4 27 
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This makes the reiteration of the 'irreconcilable' nature of the infancy narratives sound ra

ther hollow. It seems most strange that serious scholarship should make such a large issue 

out of these rather meagre problems, especially since the relationship between the two 

narratives is still considered to be a strong reason for the rejection of their historicity. We 

may reply that if such problems can prove a document to be completely unreliable then our 

knowledge of the historical past must vanish into the small co11ection of 'undeniable facts' 

which are held to be 'overwhelming probabilities'. The result must be historical scepticism. 

It might be replied that there are two other serious difficulties. One may quote the 'insu

perable difficulty' discovered by D.F. Strauss. In.Matthew the announcer of the revelation is 

called"the angel of the Lord' in Luke he is called 'Gabriel'. In Matthew he comes to Joseph, 

in Luke to Mary etc. 42 8 Strauss calls these 'contradictions'. If such differences are called 

'contradictions', one has to ask the meaning of the word 'contradiction'. It is obvious that 
•. 

these differences are due to a different story altogether. Why two people involved in a 

momentous event must experience it in exactly the same> way with exactly the same detail 

of experience ,is ~ot easy to understand. Why then use the word 'contradiction' to describe 

what really amounts to independence? Against this meagre collection of problems is the 

Jong list of essential agreements which various scholars have often repeated. They need not 

be mentioned here.429 

We conclude that the problems raised by the comparison of the two infancy narratives are 

not such as to impugn the historicity of the accounts. It is also noticable that the argument 

from silence continues to be used by scholars. Both Raymond Brown and Joseph Fitzmyer 

give· considerable space to this argument, though admittedly their statements are rather 

more guarded than previous scholars.4 30 We will not venture to become involved once more 

in the long debate. The issues were thoroughly stated in the second chapter. At this point 

we may say that the arguments from both sides tend to cancel each other out. If anything 

the argument from silence has been shown to be precarious. It certainly cannot be legiti

mately used to decide. upon the historicity of the infancy narratives. We would reverse 

Brown's conclusion that the argument tends to support the theologumenal hypothesis. If 

anything the evidence. of the remainder of the N.T. tends to support the historicity of the 

infancy narratives. The arguments of Douglas Edwards, Gresham Machen and Manuel 

Migeuens are to our view more convincing than those of Vincent Taylor, Joseph Fitzmyer 

and Raymond Brown. 4 3 1 

CONCLUSION CONCERNING THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE INF ANCY NARRA

TIVES 

In bringing this discussion to a close we must briefly discuss a question of critical method. 
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in examining the infancy narratives a number of 'sources' will often be presented. These in~ 

elude O.T. stories which seem to run parallel to the infancy narratives (i.e. Herod-Pharaoh 

typology), various O.T. texts and words (mentioned by the midrashic school of interpreta

tion), Messianic. and eschatological ideas in pre-Christian Judaism (i.e. the Qumran wri

tings), Christian post-resurrection terminology, Christian post-resurrection Christological 

developments (i.e. the reading back of Rom. 1 :4 to Christ's baptism and then his birth) and 

finally the presence of specifically Lucan or Matthean theological emphases. On the basis of 

these 'sources' and influences one can 'explain' almost everything in the infancy narratives. 

This identification of 'sources' is agreed upon,.to greater or lesser extent, by all scholars, 

_,and we have accepted this method. However the conclusions that can be drawn from such 

data are a different matter. An easy, and to our understanding, a simplistic conclusion, is to. 

term all parts of the infancy narratives which can thus be 'explained', as non-histo~ical. Only 

those parts which remain after all these sources have been investigated are possibly the re

sult of historical traditon. This approach is used consistently by Raymond Brown in his 

monumental work. This method is very similar to the negative use of the traditio-historical 

principle in the search for the historical Jesus. What can be ascribed to either the early 

church or first century Judaism cannot be allowed to Jesus. An illogical leap is often made 

in this method. One begins with the assertion that what cannot be ascribed to either the 

early church or contemporary Judaism is probably to be ascribed to Jesus and then disco

vers that this assertion has been silently transformed into another assertion, namely, that 

what can be attributed to the early church or Judaism is probably not historical. This me

thod or criterion for authenticity has been rightly criticised by a number of scholars. 4 3 2 

In the case of the infancy narratives we may use a simple illustration. A builder may gather a 

large collection of bricks, cement, sand, wood, roofing materials etc., which would be suffi

cient to build an entire house. But the mere collection of such materials does not produce 

a house. The materials must be put together in a particular way. The completed building will 

consist, not just of bricks and mortar etc., but of building materials plus an architect's plan 

plus the action of the builder. In the case of the infancy narratives the mere collection of 

O.T. parallels, intertestimental ideas, post~resurrection Christian terminology, Lucan theo

logy and Matthean theology, does not 'exp,!ain' the infancy narratives. There has been 

another 'cause' which is responsible for the present coherent story. This may be the imagi

nation of the Christian community. It may be the brilliant expression of Lucan and Matt

hean theology. It may equally, or more probably, be an historical tradition. The use of this 

rather simplistic method in the infancy narratives recalls the 'god of the gaps' response by 

conservative theologians to the encroachment of evolutionary science. The either /or. which 

is posed by this method is not at all necessary. We therefore cannot agree with many of Ray

mond Brown's historiographical conclusions.4 3 3 
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This discussion has shown that there are no good or objective reasons for denying the histo

ricity of the infancy narratives. It has also shown that both evangelists believed they were 

handling reliable tradition, and that the sources, (whether oral or written or both) behind 

the infancy narratives are derived from the early Palestinian Christian community. With 

Luke the case for an eye-witness tradition is quite possible. A negative verdict on historicity 

is then excluded. Does this mean that on purely historical grounds we can come to a clearly 

positive verdict, i.e. that we can positively state that these narratives are historical? Here 

the final estimation is still best expressed in the words of Charles Gore. 

The historical evidence .. .is not such as to 
C01)'1pel belief There are ways to dissolve 
its force. To produce belief there is needed 
... besides cogent evidence, also a perception 
(lf the meanir1g and naturalness, under the 
circumstances, of the event to which evi
dence is born. To clinch the historical 
evidence there is needed the sense, that 
being what He was. His human birth could 
hardly have been otherwise than is implied 
in the virginity of His mother. 4 34 

This point will be discussed further in the last chapter. The verdict of Karl Barth, who takes 

note of the critical problems is similarly balanced. 

It certainly cannot be denied that outward, 
explicit evidence for the dogma in the state
ment of Holy Scripture is hedged about by 
questions. But still less can· it be asserted 
that the questions raised are so hard to 
answer that one is forced by exegesis to con
test the dogma. 4 3 5 

Both these comments are concerned with the doctrine of the virgin birth. However, in trea

ting that doctrine both scholars have grappled with the infancy narratives in general. Their 

conclusion can serve as a fitting statement of the historicity of the narratives in general. The 

evidence will not compel belief on a historiographical level. The narratives are hedged about 

with questions. But none. of the difficulties are so great as to impugn the historicity of 

the accounts. Historical scholarship on its own can go so far and no further. Sweeping state

ments beyond this point are precarious, either on the side of historical scepticism or apolo-
- -· ~ . 

getics. However, given the 'Theology of the Resurrection 'and,in the case of Montgomery's 

theology, given the inductive inspiration of the scriptures, the infancy narratives can be po

sitively. accepted as bearing witness to objective events. This last verdict goes beyond the 

field of historical-criticism and enters into the field. of theological belief, or Christian his

torical belief.This last term will be discussed in the last chapter. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

AN EXEGETICAL STUDY OF THE INF ANCY NARRATIVES 

In the previous chapter the major critical problems attached to these narratives were dealt ' 

with, aqd an attempt was made to answer the historiographical question. The conclusion 

was made that both Matthew and Luke were interested in recording events, but that their 

historical method was of a particular type which needed to be carefully defined. We also 

concluded that this particular type of historical writing is concerned with more than the 

facts, that history and theology are regarded as inseparable complements of one whole. 

Here and there the theological message of the writers was mentioned.However, the critical 

and historical issues were our main concern. This means that the essential theological pro

clamation of these narratives has not yet been examined. Before this enquiry is taken any 

further, it ought to be pointed out that the majority of commentaries and scholarly articles 

on the infancy narratives do not go very far beyond the point we have reached so far. In 

most cases the kind of issues which were dealt with in the previous chapter and the kind 

of questions that were put to the text are regarded as being the entire task of critical exe

gesis. Beyond that it becomes a matter of homiletics. It is true that the 'midrashic' school 

of interpreters have ventured to go further than the purely historical-critical issues. How

ever, in this case, a large question about the method remains unanswered and one cannot 

. be sure that the end result is not very far removed from the intentions of the original 

authors. Is there then a way ahead whicll, while avoiding the pitfalls of 'midrashic' exegesis, 

nevertheless progresses beyond the purely historical-critical issues? The essential point of 

this thesis is that there is such a way ahead and its basic contribution is to investigate that 

exegetical possibility. Before this exegesis begins, one ought also to say that if no such 

possibility exists then the infancy narratives have not yet been truly understood and their 

essential theological message has never truly been heard. This is because after all the critical 

exegetical work has been done, it is clear that the narratives have not been allowed to speak 

for themselves. To deal with- such questions as, 'what was the nature of Lukes historiogra

phy?' or, 'are the Lucan psalms the product of Lukes own mind rather than the product of 

the early Palestinian community?' or, 'how did Luke make· use of the Old Testament in his 

reconstruction of the infancy tradition?' is not really to listen to the text itself. When all 

these critical issues have been answered ( and when will they all be finally answered?) the 

real concern of the authors of these narratives has not yet been investigated. 
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J.n the past this question was answered dogmatically. Surely, it was said, the real subject of 

these narratives is the virgin birth. While this enquiry has not rejected the historicity of the 

virgin birth, and while that subject has received a certain amount of attention, we must 

say that the virgin oirth is not the central concern of these narratives. Purely from the 

statistical perspective, the number of verses that deal with this subject are minimal. Some 

scholars have even ventured to suggest mat m the ca~e of Luke, the removal ot a rew minor 

interpolations would remove the subject from the narrative altogether. This hypothesis is 

not acceptable. But it illustrates that the doctrine of the virgin birth cannot be regarded 

as the central concern of these narratives. 1 For instance, the apologetic work of Gresham 

Machen is one of the most thorough treatments of the infancy narratives that has been 

written. A !if e-time of exacting research is expressed in the pages of this book. Yet at the 

end of such a thorough work one cannot say that the infancy narratives have been allowed 

to speak for themselves. 

In this regard it is most gratifying to see the direction of the most recent research which has 

come about as a result nf the redaction-critical method. With the contributions of Oliver, 

Barnes Tatum, Paul Minear and Howard Marshall the infancy narratives are, in greater measure, 

allowed to speak for themselves.2 However, even here, if too much attention is paid to'the 

actual redaction of the tradition, the text will be unable to speak. This was illustrated in the 

work of Davis, who approached the Matthean infancy narrative with a strong redactional 

concern. When his task was completed, we were left with what he regarded as the original 

pre-redactional tradition. However, neither the theological contribution of the original trad

ition; nor of the redactional product was investigated. Despite this criticism of redactional 

method, the starting point of this thesis is to be found in the contributions of the redaction 

critics, especially Paul Minear and Howard Marshall. 

It may be.answered at this point that it is not the task of N.T. resears;h to go beyond such issues; 

that beyond this point .one must move into the area of exposition and homiletics. This is 

surely to evade the issue. It may not be the task of critical exegesis to go beyond this point, 

but it is certainly the task of biblical theology to oo so. further, the whole purpose of crit

ical exegesis is to prepare the way for biblical theology, which then seeks to understand 

the original theological intentions of the author. In fact, what we may call the 'theological

critical exegesis' of the infancy narratives, becomes a vital task. It is as this point that 

stnictural analysis becomes a useful exegetical tool. With structural exegesis the actual 

text is exanuned at face value (or on the level of the 'manifestation '.of its 'meaning effect). 

Its various parts are discussed in terms of their structural inter-relationships. The text is not 

'dissected' in order to discover the development of the various traditions, or the redactional 

activ.itics of the editor. It is 'decomposed' into its constituent parts and then 'recomposed' in 
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such a way that its underlying or 'deep' structure is revealed. These statements reflect a 

number of methological assumptions that are present in structuralism and it is therefore nec

essary to give some clarification. This is important, firstly because structuralism· is new to 

N .T. studies, and secondly because it is so diverse in its definition and applicatio~ that some 

description must be given of the way in which it will be applied in this study. 

STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS 

Our discussion of structuralism will include a general description of the concepts used 

and a rather more involved consideration of some of the methodological issues. This will 

be followed by a structural analysis of the infancy narratives. 3 

Structural Concepts 

1. The Text as a Vehicle of Communication 

Structuralists stress the fact that language is a sign system or semiotic structure which is 

a means of communication. In semiotic systems of communication in general one is always 

dealing with three factors; the sender, the message and the receiver. In linguistic systems 

one is dealing with author, text and reader.4 Traditional approaches to the N.T. have always 

focused attention mainly on the first and third factors. All the traditional methods of in

vestigation, historical-criticism, source-criticism, form-criticism and redaction-criticism 

focus attention on the author, his Sitz im Leben ithe language available to him at the time, 

.the particular historical situation that he sought to address, and the various factors that 

influenced him in hi.s writing. The results of such methods have, unfortunately, not illu

minated the text in many cases, but have rather blurred its true significance. Structura

lism has reacted strongly to this emphasis, and focuses its attention entirely on the text 

as it stands, without reference to genetic or external factors. Some structuralists have 

gone so far as to say that the structure of a text must be studied without any reference 

'to its author's semantic intentions. 5 The Russian and Czechoslovak{an schools have empha

sised the autonomy of the text and the 'intrinsic immanent laws of literature' that are to be 

examined before any other questions are asked. 6 This takes the structural emphasis too far, 
but, 

one must ask ... whether historical exegesis 
which sought "objectivity" by situating 
the biblical text in a life-situation of its time, 
has been so successful that another way of 
approach which situates the text in its set or 
system may not be a helpful corrective for 
working objectively with the texts. 7 



181 

This question must be answered positively. Historical-criticism has not produced all the 

answers. The approach which focuses its attention on the third factor (reader) is associated 

with the hermeneutical methods of existentialism. The work of Bultmann and subsequently 

the 'new hermeneutic' is representative of this approach. This approach has problems of 

its own, particularly for those not inclined to the phenomenology of Heidegger. To many N.T. 

scholars, the excessive subjectivism of this approach is a serious problem. Structuralism 

provides a different option to biblical studies. 

As such, structuralism is a philosophical op
tion which is to the area Text what pheno
mepology is to the area Reader and historic
ism or positivism could be to the area of 
Author. 3 

2. Diachronic and Synchronic Analysis of the Text 

Closely related to what we have just discussed is the theoretical distinction first intro

duced by Ferdinand de Saussure between diachronic and synchronic analysis.9 This distin

ction was fi~t applied in the area of linguistics and later applied to the study of narrative. 

Saussure emphasised that language is a system which can only be understood in its total 

existence rather than in terms of its particular parts. Words have meaning only because of 

their context in the particular sentence, and phonemes only have meaning in relation to the 

particular morphological position they take in the system. This is because there is no neces

sary cc;mnection between the linguistic sign (signifier) and that which it signifies (the signi

fied, or concept). The connection is completely arbitrary and has meaning only in the 

position it has in the system of signs.1 0 This distinction can be extended to the level of a 

· sentence, text (pericope) or narrative. Diachronic analy~is must be regarded therefore as 

secondary to synchronic analysis. The particular history of a word, and its etymological 

origins, cannot be regarded as decisive to its meaning. On the contrary, its plaGe in context is · 

decisive to its meaning. Diachronic analysis is that which 'compares languages or meanings at 

two different stages', Le. it focuses attention on the evolutionary aspect of a word or text. 

Synchronic analysis 'takes a 'cross section of languages, meanings, peoples and cultures at a 

given point in time'. 1 1 In the area of linguistics, this insight has been ably defended by 

James Barr. 12 In our particular case, it is most helpful because after the historical origins of 

the infancy narratives have been thoroughly examined (diachronically), the meaning of the 

narratives still eludes us. Synchronic structural analysis provides the opportunity to explore 

the text from a different perspective. The results prove to be far more fruitful than the 

traditional approach. 
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3. Deep and Surface Meanings in the Text 

Levi-Strauss is perhaps best known for his distinction between 'conscious linguistic phen

omena' and their 'unconscious infrastructure'. He studied this in the analysis of myths, 

where he discovered that certain habits or structures of the. human mind repeat themselves 

in myths in a large number of cases. Often those who transmitted the myths did not them

selves understand these unconscious structures. 1 3 Such struCtures are discovered by a·syn

chronic study of narrative. A helpful illustration of this distinction is given by Levi-Strauss. 

If one views a landscape in terms of its surface structure, it appears to be a complex of 

different forms, hills, boulders, valleys, trees, etc. However, a geologist would look at the 

same landscape from a different perspective and would discover basic stratum under the 

surface which may be common to other landscapes with a different surface structure. In the 

same way 'underneath the surface world there runs a stratum that is basic and fundamental 

to the human race'. 14 This insight has been used by Levi-Strauss in the area of anthropo

logy and has consequently focused on particularly human ways of thinking. The question 

that arises for the biblical interpreter is whether such deep structures are to be found in the 

thinking of the biblical writers and whether there are not structures that are peculiar to the 

biblical material. In this case, the common factor would not be the human element so much 

as the redeemed-human element. In other words, are there not unconscious mental struc

tures that are peculiar to the thinking of those men who stand within the tradition of 

redemptive history? This question can be answered affirmatively. In the last chapter, we 

noted Gerard Meaghers' study on the 'prophetic call narrative'. 15 This is basically a literary 

approach to narratives. We must ask, if the O.T. contains a particular structure, whether the 

N.T. has a similar structure which is peculiar to itself. In this study we suggest that the N.T. 

does have such a structure. This has to do with fulfilled eschatology and the reactions of 

· men to the eschatological event. This structure is not consciously described, but emerges 

again and again. It is particularly evident in the infancy narratives. It has many similarities 

with the 'prophetic call .narrative'. Structuralism frees the exegete from a narrow commit

ment to the surface grammatico-historical meaning of the text and enables him to discover 

those structures which carry 1n them the fundamental theological convictions of the N.T. 

writers. Once this 'deep' structure has been discovered the exegete can then return to the 

surface meaning of the text with a key that opens up the surface text as well. 

Also associated with Levi-Strauss is the model of binary oppositions. He believes that the 

basic structure in human thinking has to do with binary oppositions. In the area of anthro

pology this has to do with oppositions such as nature versus culture, raw versus cooked, up 

versus down, life versus death and heaven versus earth. 1 6 The extreme poles in human 

thinking (i.e .. life versus death), are seldom reflected in the surface text, but are dealt with 

in terms of less extreme polar· opposites that represent the absolute polar oppositions. 

For instance, life versus death may be expressed· in terms of health versus sickness. This 

,. . 
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principle has given rise to a particular structural model used by structuralists in their ana-

lytical method.1 7 Again we must ask whether the binary oppositions common to man in 

general are not reflected in a particular set of oppositions common to those men who stand 

within the tradition of redemptive history? We suggest that the fundamental binary opposi

tion for the N.T. writers is between the old age and the new age (eschatological fulfilment). 

This is again particularly evident in the infancy narratives. 

4. Syntagmatic and Paradigmatic Analysis of the Text 

Saussure was the first to emphasise that 'langu.age is a self-contained system whose inter

dependent parts function and acquire l1alue through their relationship to the whole'. 1 8 

Th~ applies in two ways. Firstly, words have meaning due to their linear relationship. 

Secondly, words have meaning due to their relationship with other words of similar meaning 

which could be used to replace them in the text without radically altering its meaning. This 

he termed the paradigmatic relationship. 1 9 This principle can be extended from the field of 

linguistics to the ·field of narrative structures. It is helpful in revealing the deep structures of 

the text. The syntagmatic type of analysis has been used by Vladimir Propp in his morpho

logical study of Russian fairy tales. In a large number of tales, he discovered a very small 

numbe_r of sequences and functions . The details may differ, but a basic number of sequen

ces, character types and functions (or motifemes) were found to be common to them all. 2 0 

The paradigmatic type of analysis has also proved to be- useful in the study of narrative. 

Examples of this method, when applied to biblical texts, are demonstrated by R.C. Culley 

and Dan 0. Yia.2 1 9 Syntagmatic and paradigmatic models will be used in our analysis of 

the infancy narratives. 

A model which has been fruitful in the syntagmatic study of narrative has been develop

ed by A.J. Greimas. This is tenned the actantial rr:odel. Out of a large number of narratives 

a small number of constant spheres of action have been discovered. These are called 'actants' 

and should be distinguished from the actors (i.e. characters ) in a narrative. Greimas has 

reduced these actants to six, which can be represented in the following model. 

Sender. Object Receiver 

t 
Helper Subject Opponent 

The sender-object-receiver axis may be termed the axis or communication. The subject

object axis is the axis of volition. and the helper-subject-opponent axis is the axis of power. 

This model often proves to be helpful in the analysis of the dynamics of a narrative and ena

bles the exegete to view a particular narrative against a universal model.2 2 In this study the 
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actantial model will be used as an alternative to the paradigmatic/syntagmatic grid. Where 

both models substantiate essentially the same structural insights, we can be more certain of 

objectivity. 

5. Semic Analysis of the Text 

A method of study which gives attention to 
the quality of the character is semic analysis. 
The character in a narrative is made up of the 
totality of the attributes which may be 
assigned to him directly or indirectly from the 
various lexias. 2 3 

This study will focus on the main personages in the infancy narratives, namely Joseph, 

Herod, the Magi, Zechariah, Mary, the Shepherds, Simeon and Anna .. The emphasis will 

fall on a particular aspect of their character, namely their reaction to the eschatological 

event. This is the emphasis in the way that they are presented in the narratives. Their 

meaning effect involves a corporate representation of various groups located in the early 

church. 

Structural Methodology 

Since structural analysis is such a new discipline for biblical studies a few explanatory . 

remarks are called for. It is difficult to define structuralism because as a method, or 

ideology, or both, it is used in such a wide field of disciplines, and in each case its use 

or definition is peculiar to the particular field. According to Thiselton; 

Structuralism concerns the operation of signs 
within a structured system, how these signs 
reciprocally condition one another, and how 
an underlJiing "code" determines the range 
of possibilities within which the signs 
operate. 24 

Edgar V. McKnight finds the origins of structuralism in four areas; the work of Ferdinand 

de Saussure, the Russian formalists, the Czechoslovakian structuralists and the French 

structuralistis, or 'new criticism'. 2 5 Along with de Saussure the work of Claude Levi

Strauss is :i vital factor, particularly in the development of the French school of struc

turalism. 2 6 According to McKnight the philosophy of Dilthey is largely responsible for 

the later developments of structural linguistics by de Saussure. Saussure in tum influenced 

the Russian and Czechoslovakian structuralists. Their ideas were extended into the field 

of anthropoiogy by Levi-Strauss and Noam Chomsky's. work on generative grammar.2 7 
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Structuralism is used today in such diverse fields as anthropology, the. study of_ folklore 

and myth, linguistics, poetics, logic and philosophy. 2 8 This use of structuralist techniques 

over a wide variety of disciplines has presented a problem. The problem has been stated 

by Jens lhwe as follows; 

We must not forget that, up till now, the con
cept of narracive structure has only been de
fined rigorously (if at al/) in individual dis~ 
ciplines; in folklore, mytholOgy, and more 
recently, in the theory of literature. A defin
ition of this concept on a more abstract level 
would indicate that certain subdivisions of 
those disciplines dealing with different kinds 
of texts could be determined automatically, 
i.e., the general theory specifies the predic
table properties of each specialised textual 
theory. The construction ·Of such a meta
theory of theories representing different 
types of texts will thus remain a challenging 
task, that howeJ-·er, is far from being accom
plished. 2 s 

An approach to such a general theory is to be found in the work of A.J .Greimas, due to 

the fact that he has drawn together the ideas of a number of structuralist thinkers in his 

general theory. 3 0 Suggestions in the same direction are given by Ihwe and W .Kummer 

but the problem presented by the diversity of the use of structural methods still remains.3 1 

If this problem faces the structuralist approach in general it can equally be said that as yet 

there has been no definite theory given to the use of structuralism in biblical studie.s. Here 

the discipline has even less definition than in other fields. To quote Vern Poythress, 'It 

is easy to see ... that there is no such thing as the structuralist approach to literature or to 

·a Biblical text.' 3 2 

Apart from the work of A.J. Greimas the most positive attempt to give a general theory 

of discourse analysis has been made by Paul Ricoeur in his Interpretation Theory: Discourse 

and the Surplus of M_eaning. 3 3 Ricoeur's work is valuable for two important reasons. 

1. He has attempted to relate the study of discourse to the broader issues of scientific 

.theory in general. In this his work has links with the approaches of J .W .Montgomery 

and W.olfhart Pannenberg, which we discussed in the third chapter. In that chapter we 

pointed out how Pannenberg believes that a basic unity of scientific method is possible 

for all disciplines. He attempts to overcome the cleavage between scientific and metaphysi- . 

cal language advocated by the linguistic philosophers. He argues that both the criterion 

of verification and the criterion of falsification, in the testing of scientific theories, are 

inadequite and do not truly reflect the nature of .the scientific method. Following T.S. 

Kuhn he points out that scientific laws are not based upon the testing of repeatable events 

, .•. ,. ·-~: 
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but are actually tested by the ability of the different theories to explain the evidence at 

hand. He states, 'it appears from this that the ability to draw together and make sense of 

the available material is the principle criterion in the testing of scientific as well as historical 

hypotheses.' 3 4 

In similar fashion Montgomery suggests that scientific theories are not tested by pure 

induction or deduction but by a mixture of both which he describes as 'abduction'. 

Certain basic heuristic presuppositions must be used in all disciplines. These are used as 

a basis for truly empirical method, where theories are tested, but an essential element in 

the pt"oduction of all theories is the intuitive flash, which is subjective. Where deduction 

proves what must be, and induction would demonstrate what actually is, adbuction suggests 

what may be. It operates with probabilities rather than with either a priori or ~nductively 

demonstrated certainties. A further element of Montgomery's historiography is his belief 

in the public nature of historical events and the objectivity of their meaning. On these 

points both Mo!ltgomery and Pannenberg have been influenced to some extent by Karl 

Popper as well as the 'Vienna school. ' 

Ricoeur makes statements which are very similar in emphasis, and again quotes the work 

of KarI Popper. Firstly, regarding the question of verification in the interpretation of texts, 

he discusses the element of guess-work which must enter into the interpreters role at some 

stage. 

As concerns the procedures for validation by 
which we test our guesses, I agree with E.D. 
Hirsch that they are closer to a logic of prob
ability than a logic of empirical verification. 
To show that an interpretation is more 
probable in the light of what we know is 
something other than showing that a con
clusion is true. So, in a veiled sense, val
idation is not verification. It is an argumen
tative discipline comparable to the juridical 
procedures used in legal interpre.tation, a 
logic of uncertainty and of qualitative prob
ability. J s 

Secondly, in the belief that a unitary form of approach is possible for both scientific and 

descriptive disciplines he says; 

It follows from this understanding of valida
tion that we may give an acceptable sense to 
the opposition between the Naturwissen
schaften and the ' Geisteswissenschafte11 ... 
Such is the balance between the genius of 

. guessing and the scientific character of 
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validation, which constitutes a modern 
presentation of the dialectic between ver
stehen and erkliiren. J 6 

Thirdly, as regards the objectivity of interpretation he says; 

to the procedures of validation· there also 
belong procedures of invalidation similar 
to the criteria of falsifiability proposed by 
Karl Popper in his Logical Discovery. Here 
the role of falsification is played by the 
conflict between competitive interpretations. 
An i,nterpretation must not only be probable, 
but more probable than other interpretations 
... if it is true that there is aiways more than 
one way of construing a text, it is not true 
that all interpretations are equal. The text 
presents a limited field of possible construc
tions. J 1 
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Ricoeur's epistemology in the area of narrative hermeneutics is therefore in line with the 

historical epistemology of biblical theologians we have relied upon in this thesis. 

2. Following the first point, Ricoeur has managed to establish a balance between the 

subjectivity of the tradition of Schleiermacher and Dilthey and the objectivity of Saussure's 

structuralist theory. 

Firstly; he rejects what he calls the 'psychologising conceptions of hermeneutics' introduced 

by the Romanticist tradition. 

Hermeneutics as issuing from Schleiermacher 
and Dilthey tended to identify interpretation 
with the category of "understanding'', and to 
define understanding as the recognition of an 
authors intention ... This priority given to the 
authors intention and to the original audience 
tended, in turn, to make dialogue the model 
of every structure of understanding, thereby 
imposing the framework of intersubjectivity 
on hermeneutics ... My attempt here is to call 
into question the assumptions of this hermen
eutic ... in order to release hermeneutics from 
its psychologising and existential prejudice.J s 

On the other hand Saussure's linguistics can be described as an exces~ivc objectifying of 

the hermeneutical task. Fundamental to Saussure is the distinction between langue and 

· parole, where the former is elevated above the latter. While a message (parole) is individual, 
. ' 

a code (langue) is collective. A message is temporal while a code is a synchronic system. 
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A message is arbitrary and contingent while a code is systematic and compulsory. 

A further refinement of this distinction is the distinction between signifier and signified. 

In the synchronic system of signs all the relations are immanent to t~e system. 

In this sense semiotic systems are "closed", 
i.e. without relations to external, non
semiotic realities ... Language no longer appears 
as a mediation between minds and things. It 
constitutes a world of its own, within which 
each item only refers to other items of the 
same system .. At this extreme point language 
as discourse has disappeared. J 9 

A further element in the approach of Saussure is the elevation of semiotics to a universal 

theory of which semantics is but one small part. This leads to the reduction of the her

meneutical possibility, because the meaning of a text is considered to be of less importance 

than the structural inter-relations of the signs within the text. We may add to Ricoeur's 

complaint the fact that in many structuralist treatments of texts a vast amount of struc

tural analysis often yields a minimal harvest of hermeneutically relevant data. 

Ricoeur .. attempts to redress the emphasis placed on langue over parole. He prefers the 

term 'discourse' to parole. 'Our task', he says, 'will be to rescue discourse from its marginal 

and precarious exile. '4 o He does this by advocating a fundamental distinction between 

semantics and semiotics. While Saussure emphasises the synchronic system, i.e.langue, 

·and therefore the concept of signs or semiotics, Ricoeur emphasises the event of discourse 

(or parole). While langue, as a self-contained or closed system of signs has little connection 

. with the world of life, the event of discourse reaches out into the world in a meaningful 

way. Ricoeur elevates discourse above langue and semantics above semiotics. Semiotics is 

valid, but only as a part of semantics. He therefore reverses the priorities of Saussure, 

while not totally rejecting his concepts. He points out that the synchronic system is virtual, 

·-~ • but not actual. 'The system in fact does not exist. It only has a virtual existance. Only 

the message gives actuality. to language. ' 4 1 

Ricoeur then proposes a distinction between event and meaning as vital to the under

standing of language. To this he adds the distinction between 'utterer's meaning' and. 

'utterance meaning', from which he shows that the initial event .can, through its being 

recorded in the message of discourse, be repeated again and again. Herein lies the di

mension of discourse as communication, or dialogue. The dialogical strncture of discourse 

can therefore overcome the fundamental solitude of each human being. 

My e~perience cannot become your ex-



perience ... Yet, ne1:crthe/ess, something passes 
from me to you. This something is not the 
experience, as experienced, but its meaning. 
Here is the miracle. The experience as ex
perienced, as lived, rem.a ins private, but its 
sense, its meaning, becomes public. 4 l 
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As a further distinction he discusses the difference between 'sense' and 'reference'. Once · 

again he shows how language as discourse goes beyond the system and actually reaches 

into the world. He ask.s, 'if language were not fundamentally referential, would or could 

it be meaningful?' 43 

Ricoeur's co.ntribution may thus be stated simply as follows. In the tradition of Schleier

macher and Dilthey the text was approached subjectively. This led to various henneneutical 

difficulties. As a reaction to thls Saussure has emphasised the objectivity of the text as it 

stands and its structural inter-relations, without reference to the original authors intention, 

or the meaning for the reader. In this manner the pendulum moved from the pole of sub

jectivity to the pole of objectivity. Again problems were created, thls time because the very 

possibility of hermeneutics was jeopardised. Ricoeur has swung the pendulum back ~o a 

balanced position. By not entirely rejecting Saussure's distinction between langue and 

parole he has maintained the significant contribution of structuralism towards the auton

omy and objectivity of the text. By elevating the signifiC?nce of discourse over langue he 

has reopened the hermeneutical possibility. 

Our own use of structuralism follows the general position of Ricoeur. We will use the 

langue/parole distinction, but not rely on the signified/signifier distinction. We suggest 

that while a naive acceptance of all structuralist conceptions would be dangerous to biblical 

studies, a use of some of the structuralist techniques can be very valuable. 

An added complication· is that structuralism is sometimes viewed as a method and some

times as an ideology. For those who do not share in the philosophical tradition of Dilthey 

and Heidegger or in the anthropological concepts of Levi-Strauss, the idiological side of 

structuralism is problematic. 44 Thiselton raises the whole question of the ideological 

versus the methodological ,aspects of structuralism and believes that the method can be 

used constructively without necessary committment to the ideology. McKnight notes 

Umberto Eco's criticism of Levi-Strauss. In seeking 'deep s.tructures', and in identifying 

these with reality rather than the surface text, Levi-Strauss operates in fact with Heidegger's 

philosophy of Being.4 5 Our own use of structuralism remains strictly on the methodologi

cal level. We do not advocate the ontological philosophy, or the Jungian psychology, 

or the particular anthropological understanding often associated with structuralism. 

The particular contribution of strueturalism in this thesis is in the attention which it con-
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centrates on the text as a structural system which has. autonomy in its own right, regardless 

of the origins of the text or the modern interpreters use of the text. It is admittedly im

possible to escape from the subjectivity of the modern analyst or structuralist and in this 

sense the autonomy of the text can never be absolute. However, if any method is more 

likely to transcend the subject and give autonomy to the text then it is to be welcomed, 

especially when it comes to the interpretation of the N .T. In addition, the structural 

models which are used. for analysing texts are often particularly useful in the exegesis of 

the N.T. Such structural methods or models will be made use of in our exegetical study 

of the infancy narratives. 

" A few final points will be made by way of clarification. Structuralism, in its insistence on 

synchronism over diachrony is usually understood to be anti-historical in some sense. How

ever one may point out that most recent exponents of structuralism in biblical studies are 

careful to note that the two emphases should each be given their place in a total approach 

to the N.T. 4 5 Our use of structuralism certainly does not dispense with diachronic or 

historicakritical issues. In fact a larger amount of space is given to the historical question 

than to the hermeneutical question, although this is largely due to the fact that the histori

cal question takes longer to settle. However, both diachronic and synchronic issues are 

given equal place. Our understanding of N.T. interpretation is that once the historical issues 

have been settled the task of exegesis is not complete. It is in going beyond the traditional 

historical-critical issues that structuralism is particularly helpful to N.T. interpretation. 

Mos( structuralists operate on the levei of the sentence, and it is often emphasised that the 

proposition is the basic linguistic unit of significance. 4 7 Thi.s is undoubtedly true, but the 

danger which Ricoeur saw in connection with Saussure's emphasis on the synchronic struc- · 

ture may arise if there is no movement beyond the sentence. While one remains on the level 

of the sentence one is forced to remain in the area of the inter-relation of the signs within 

the system. Propositions in isolation from the narrative seldom contain enough content 

to be meaningful in themselves as part of the communication of the text. However, as one 

moves onto the level of the pericope, and most significantly, of the narrative as a whole, 

one automatically moves in the direction of the actual message of communication in the 

narrative whole. It is essentially the narrative that reaches out from the structure of dis

course and begins to communicate something to the world. While we do not therefore 

reject an emphasis on the proposition, and while in many cases that is where one ought 

to begin, we have felt it necessary to emphasise a narrative analysis, or what some have 

termed 'narratology' . The analysis of the pericope, or 'text ems', is, in addition, more 

applicable to the infancy narratives than the analysis of the propositions within the narra-

. tive. This is because of the particular nature of these narratives which will become plain 

in the ensuing exegesis. 
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Two disciplines which have much in common, on the surface, are literary criticism and 

structural analysis. However, little has been written on the relationship between them 

and the boundary between the two disciplines is not easy to draw. Vern Poythress has 

pointed out that Robert Culley's work on the 0.T. miracle stories is not very different 

from form-criticism. 4 8 Gerard Mcagher's analysis of the 'Prophetic Call Narrative', is 

a literary approach to the O.T., yet it is very similar to Benjamin J. Hubbard's structuralist 

analysis of commissioning stories in Luke-Acts and in the O.T. 4 9 Dan 0. Via discusses 

·the relationship between the two disciplines and notes that they are not uncomplemen-

tary. s 0 Were the relationship between literary-criticism and structural analysis to be 

carefully defined it would probably indicate that the approach adopted in this thesis would 

fall just within the boundary of structuralism and nearer to literary-criticism than many 

structuralist treatments of the biblical text. There is little in our exegesis of the infancy 

narratives which could not be said without the use of structuralist techniques. However, 

a measure of clarity can be attained with structuralist techniques which the more tradition-

. al approaches cannot produce. 5 1 

Structural Analysis 

Before we embark on the structural analysis and bring these principles into operation, 

we shall state the fundamental thesis which emerges from the analysis of the text. 
.. :Jt-'f. 

We suggest that the infancy narratives, in their own theological message, can be understood 

in terms of, firstly eschatology, secondly Christology, and thirdly prophetic exhortation. 

These narratives are fundamentally eschatological, Christological and prophetic. This chap

ter will examine each of these three areas in turn. The three terms need to be defined. In 

recent years, the tendency is to regard Luke. as a non-eschatological writer. He is thou

ght to have 'historicised' the earlier eschatological emphasis of the tradition. In reply to 

this, two points need to be made. Firstly, it is not clear that this is the correct under

standing of Lucan theology. While some of the urgency of the eschatological tension may 

be absent from his writings (and even this is not certain), this does not mean that the 
.. ·- ... 

eschatological understanding of history has been altogether removed. 5.
2 Secondly, the 

word 'eschatology' is not being used here in the narrowest sense. We do not refer to the 

imminent expectation of the eschaton. Rather we refer to the whole fabric of the N.T. 

documents as witnesses to the fact that the Messianic age has dawned. The eschaton has 

been proleptica!ly realised in the present through the ministry and message of Jesus, in 

this case, through the birth of Jesus. The age of promise and expectation has been replaced 

by the age of fulfilment and grace. The word eschatology is therefore used with the conno

.t.ation of Messianic fulfilme~t;Jt_is believed that the fundamental message of the infancy 

narratives is the concept of eschatological fulfilment. 
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The term 'Christology ', as used here, is defined by the remarks that have just been made. 

The term is not being used in the sense of Trinitarian or Chalcedonian formulas. Rather, 

the Christology which is being discussed is a primitive Messianic Christology. We are 

in essential agreement with Wolfuart Pannenberg when he says that the eschatological 

event of the resurrection is the ground of Christ's unity with God~ and with John Mont

gomery when he says that the resurrection is the place of vindication for the claims of 

Christ. In this sense Christology is grounded upon eschatology. It can only be understood 

· on the basis of eschatological fulfilment. The term 'Christology' is used in this specific 

sense in this discussion. ·The· eschatological understanding of Christology may lead to cer

tain implications which affect the Trinitarian and doctrinal formulations of the orthodox 

tradition. In the case of the resurrection this is certainly the case. However, such impli

cations are not the basic concern. Christology must be understood eschatologically before 

it can be understood ontologically. 

What is meant by the prophetic nature of these narratives will be explained once we arrive 

at that point. Here it is enough to say that the infancy narratives are not kerygmatic 

material, neither catechetical, nor didactic. They are.best understood as being 'prophetic' 

narratives. 

We begin our structural analysis with a syntagmatic examination of the basic content of 

the mfancy narratives, namely with the annunciation motif. In Matthew's narrative we 

have the annunciations to Joseph, to Herod and to the Magi. We use the word 'annuncia

tion' as a broad description for the way in which news of the eschatological event came to 

the principal (semic)figures. In the Lucan narrative we have annunciations to Zechariah, 

Mary, the Shepherds, Simeon and Anna. Again the term annunciation is used as a broad 

term to describe either the angelic pronouncement or the circumstantial way in which 

the news of the eschatological event was communicated to the principal figures. 5 3 
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Matthew 

1. The Annunciation to Joseph 

i. 1: 18-19 

ii. 1: 19-23 

iii. 1 : 24-25 

iv. 2: 13-15, 19-23 

Introduction. The situation beforehand. The negative conno

tation of divorce and shame. 

The annunciation-revelatory event. 

His reaction. Obedience. 

Result, Continued divine guidance connoting divine appro

val, climaxing in the shelter of Nazareth, the 'p~otectress: 

2. The Annunciation to Herod 

i. 2: 1 Introduction. 'Herod the King', indicates negative state of 

affairs associated with the old age. The Messianic king is not 

on the throne. 

ii. 2:2 Revelatory news= annunciation event. 

iii. 2: 3-8, 13: 16-18 His reaction. Trouble, cunning, rage and murder, connoting 

iv. · 2: 19-20 

negative response. 

Result. Death, mentioned immediately after the death his re

action brought on others. Connotes divine retribution. 

· 3. The Annunciation to the Magi 

i. 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

v. 

vi. 

vii. 

viii. 

ix. 

2: 2a 

2:2b 

2: 3-6 

2:9 

2: 10 

2: Ila 

2:llb-<: 

2: 12 

Introduction. 'Wise men from the East.' Distance from the 

land of promise. Hence connoting geographical separation 

from the Messianic era, i.e. indicating the old age. 

'We have seen his star'. =annunciation - revelatory event (a). 

'We have come to worship him'.= Their reaction (a). 

Christ to be born in Bethlehem, revealed by the scriptures= 

annunciation - revelatory event (b). 

Star moving =.revelatory everi t ( c). 

Their reaction (b}, joy, connotes positive response. 

'Saw the child'= revelatory event (d). 

Their reaction (c), worship and gifts, connoting positive 

response. 

Result. Further divine protection and guidance, connoting 

divine approval. 
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Luke 

4. The Annunciation to Zechariah. 

i. 1: 5-7 

ii. 1: 8-11 

ill. 1: 12 

iv. 1: 13-17. 

v. 1: 18 

vi. 1: 19-23 

Introduction. The state of affairs associated with the old age, 

i.e. the priestly functions, righteousness under the law, and 

the barrenness of life. 

Annunciation-revelatory event (a). 

His reaction (a), trouble and fear, connoting negative res

ponse . 

Annunciation-revelatory event (b). 

His reaction (b ), scepticism and unbelief, connoting negative 

response. 

Result. Struck dumb, connoting divine retribution. 

5. The Annunciation to Mary. 

i. 1: 26-27 

ii. 1 :28 

ill. 1: 29 

iv. 1: 30-33 

v. 1: 34 

vi. 1 : 35-37 

vii. 1: 38,45 

viii. 1: 39-56 

Introduction. The situation beforehand. Mention of a virgin 

and a man indicate no special dignity for those in the house 

of David, i.e. connotes old age. 

Annunciation-revelatory event (a). 

Her reaction (a). Trouble and wonder. No clear connotation. 

Revelatory event (b). 

Her reaction (b), enquiry, no clear connotation. 

Revelatory event (c). 

Her reaction (c). Complete submission and faith, connoting 

positive response. 

Result. General narrative clearly indicates divine approval. 

6. The Annunciation to the Shepherds 

i. 2: 1-7 ·Introduction. Roman rule, Davidic family in submission to 

that rule, connoting old age. 

ii. 2 :8-9a Annunciation-revelatory event (a). 

ill. 2:9b 'Filled with fear'. Their reaction (a),. no negative connotat-

ion. 

iv. 2: 10-14 Revelatory event (b). 

v. 2:, 15-17 Their reaction (b), belief, excitement, movement, confess-
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ion, connoting positive response. 

vi. 2:20 Result. Praise and joy, indicating divine approval. 

7. The Annunciation to Simeon 

i. 2: 22-25a-c 

ii. 2: 25d-27 .. 

iii. 2: 28-32 

iv1 2:29a 

Introduction. Sacrifice, hoping for redemption, connoting 

old age. 

Revelatory event. 

His reaction, relief .and blessing, connoting positive response. 

'Depart in peace'. Result. Implied peaceful death, connoting 

divine approval. 

8. The Annunciation to Anna. 

1. 2: 36-37 

ii. 2: 38a 

iii. 2: 38b-c 

iv. 

Introduction. Old Age, temple worship, connoting the old 

age. 

'That very hour', i.e. by divine providence = revelatory event. 

'Gave thanks to God, spoke of him' = Her reaction, positive 

response. 

Result not given. 

The section Luke 1: 39-45, 57-58 is usually taken as a structural bridge between the annun

ciation to Mary and the birth of John. However, once the pattern has become evident from 

the other cases it becomes apparent here as well. Thus: 

9. The Annunciation to Elizabeth 

i. 1: 39-40 

ii. 1 : 3la,b. 

iii. 1: 4Ic-45 

iv. 1: 57-59 

to which 1: 5-7 is the background. Hence the state of affairs 

as.sociated with the old age. 

'Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary', the Messianic child 

entered her presence, though yet unborn= Revelatory event. 

'The babe leapt in her womb'= further revelatory event. 

Her reaction. Excitement, confession, blessing. Positive 

response. 

Result. 'The Lord had shown great mercy to her'. i.e. divine 

approval. 

This analysis shows that the various annunciation narratives may have anything from four to 
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nine elements or functions' in the narrative sequence. However, the difference in the number 

of elements can easily be simplified. In every case the sequence begins with an introductory 
" statement which almost always connotes the state of affairs in the old age, i.e. the age prior 

to the eschatological event. In every case, except the eighth, the sequence ends with a result 

which either indicates divine approval or retribution. In every case the introductory state

ment is followed immediately by the annunciation or revelatory event. This initial revelatory 

event is then always followed immediately by an existential response, which is either 

positive or negative. The difference in the number of elements in the sequence is simply due 

to the fact that the annunciation-response dynamic sometimes occurs in only two elements 

and other times in a recurring pattern of annunciation and response. The annunciation 

events (a,b,c,d, etcJ can 1 be grouped together into one element and the response events (a,b, 

~- c,d, etc) can similarly be grouped together into one element. The recurring pattern in some 

narratives simply accentuates the tension created by the annunciation-response dynamic. 

The result is that every narrative sequence has four elements:-

i. Introduction. The Old Age. 

ii. Annunciation-revelatory event. 

in. Response, positive or negative. 

iv. Result, positive or negative. 

The clarity with which the introduction presents the state of affairs in the old age is not the 

same in every case. In some cases, the ·'old age' connotation is unquestionable (Matt. 2: 1-2 

in sequence 2; Luke 1: 5-6 in sequence 4; Luke 2: 1-7 in sequence 6;and Luke 2: 22-25 in 

sequence 7).In other cases it is less obvious {Matt. 1:18-19 in sequence l; Luke 1: 26-27 in· 

sequence 5.) The general pattern is clear enough, and if the specific element (i) is not 

always clear, then indications from the narrative in general are clear enough (this point 

will be explored in detail below). 

The pattern we have discovered from the syntagmatic analysis can now be used to constmct a 

syntagmatic-paradigmatic grid. 
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Syntagmatic Old Age Annu.'lciation Response Result 

1) Joseph 1: 18-19 1: 19-23 1:24-25 2:13-15,19-23 

Divorce a:nd Christological Obedience Divine guidance. 

'shame Divine approval 

2) Herod 2:1 2:2 2:3-8,13,16-18 2:19-20 
.. 

Herod the Christological Trouble, rage., Divine 

'king' murder retribution 

3) Magi 2:1 ·2:2a,9,lla 2:2b,10,11 2:12 

Distance Christological Movement, joy., Divine 

protection, 

worship, gifts protection 

4) Zechariah 1:5-7 1 :3-11,13-17 1:12-18 1 :19·23 

Righteousness Implied Fear, scepticism.,. Dumbness, 

under the law Christology unbelief Divine 

retn'bution 

5)Mary 1:26-27 1 :28,30-33; 1:29,34,38,45 1:39-56 

No dignity for 35-37 Submission, Divine 

Davidic line Christo logical faith approval 

6) Shepherds 2:1-7 2:8-9a,10-14 2:9b,1S-l 7 2:20 . 
Roman rule even Christo logical Excitement, Praise, joy, 

for Davidic line movement-, divine approval 

! 
confession 

I 

1} Simeon 2:22-25 2:25-27 2:28-32 2:29a 

Sacrifice, period 01ristological Relief and Implied 

of hope blessing peaceful death. 

Divine approval 

8) Anna 2:36-37 2:38a 2:38b,c No result stated. 

Old age, temple Christological Thanks, Implied appro· 

worship confession val 

9) Elizabeth 1:39-40, 1:4la-45 1:41c-45 1 :57-58 

1:5-7 Christo logical Excitement, Mercy shown. 

Priesthood, confession, Divine approval 

barrenness blessing 

Paradigm A I Paradigm B Paradigm C Paxadigm D 
i 

·:.. ' , . ~· . Eschatology I 
Ouistology 

Prophetic exhortation 
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The paradigmatic relationship between the various elements becomes obvious from the grid. 

This paradigmatic-syntagmatic · structure reveals the fundamental 'deep' structure of the 

infancy narratives. The relationship between paradigms A and B reveals that eschatological 

fulfilment is the first deep structure. The old age is transformed into the. new by the Messian

nic annunciation or revelation. The new age is consistently expressed in terms of Christology. 

This is the second deep structure. In the one exceptional case ( 4/B) the content of the annun

ciation has clear Messianic implications; 'he will go before him' (Luke l : 17). The relationship 

between paradigms C and D reveals the third deep structure. The response-result dynamic 

operates for the reader as an encouragement to faith and a warning against unbelief. This is 

the element of 'prophetic exhortation' which will be further explained when we. describe the 
, 

structure in detail. 

The Actantial Model. 

Corroborative evidence to support this analysis of the text is provided by the use of the ac

tantial model. The nine narrative sequences can be analysed as follows: 

1. The Annunciation to Joseph 

God 

Humility 
Obedience 

Ev angel 
Christologica! 

t 
Angel 

Joseph 

Public 
reputation/respectability 

The existential decision is highlighted in this model. The result is not shown, but the 

struggle between the fear of public respectability being lost and the step of obedience is 

evident along the axis of power. The crisis element in response is therefore accentuated in 

this model. 

2. The Annunciation to Herod 

God 

None 

Evan gel 
Christological 

t 
Magi and 
scriptures 

Herod 

Trouble, rage 
murder. 

Here the axis of power reveals the total absence of struggle in decision. There is absolutely 

nothing to offset the negative reaction of Herod. 



3. The Annunciation to the Magi 

God 

Their travelling, 
seeking, 
asking 

Evangcl 
Christological 

t 
Star and 
scriptures 

Magi 

Distance, Herod's 
threat , locality 
of the child. 
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The axis of power reveals the dynamic of response. The obstacles presented by the great dis

tance, Herod's intention, and the difficulty in finding the locality of the child, are offset by 

their willingness to travel, seek and ask, even if it required risk to themselves. The crisis ele-

ment is accentuated. 
" 

4. The Annunciation to Zecharfah 

God 

None 
(later repentance) 

Evangel, implied ----Zechariah·· 
Christology 

t 
Angel Scepticism 

unbelief 

,-

The crisis of decision shown on the axis of power is not as complete in its negative connota

tions as in the case of Herod. Over against his unbelief is the eventual submission to God's 

will in nambg his child John (Luke 1 :63-64). 

S. The.Annunciation to Mary 

God 

Faith and 
obedience 

Evangel 
Christo logical 

t 
·Angel 

Mary 

None. Only 
questions 

Mary's questions are not in the same category as those of Zechariah. They indicate no unbe

lief. Her total submission to the w1H of God tht:retore stands in contrast to Zechariah's be

lated repentance. There is nothing on the axis of power to counter her .submission to the 

will of God. However, while her questions do not connote unbelief, they .do indicate P.~r

plexity and wonder at first (Luke 1 :29,34). The axis of power reveals again the crisis of 

decision for Mary, but without the negative force of unbelief. 



6. The Annuciation to the Shepherds 

God 

Excitement,---
movement, confession 

7. 'The Annuciat1on to Simeon 

god 

Evangel 
Christo logy 

t 
Angels 

Evangel 
Christologicai 

+ 

Shepherds 

None 

Simeon 

-··Satisfaction,----
blessing 

Holy Spirit and--- None 
Circumstances 

The axis of power has nothing to offset Simeon's sense of satisfaction and faith. 

8. The Annunciation to Anna 

God Evangel 
Christo logical 

+ Thanksgiving ----- Circumstances ...._ __ 
· and confession 

Anna 

None 

The axis of power indicates no resistance to her joyful acceptance and fa1~h. 

9. The Annunciation to Elizabeth 

God Evangel 
Christo logical 

Elizabeth 

t 
Excitement, -----Babe in womb,--- None 
exclamation, Mary's arrival 
blessing carrying Messiah. 

There is nothing to offset her spontaneous rejoicing. 

The actantial model is helpful in the following ways: 

200 
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Firstly, the message is always the same. Its content is Christological or by implication, Chris

. tologicai. Whether the birth of the Messiah is proclaimed by. angels or whether the actual 

· presence of the Christ child is involved, his coming always constitutes the actual message. 

Secondly, the receiver has semic · significance. The individuals do not stand in the text as 

mere individuals. Their character manifestations contain wider meaning effects. These will 

be discussed at a later stage. 

Thirdly, the subject actant reveals an interesting. relationship. The subject is usually the an

gel (or· angels). In the case of Simeon, it is theJJply Spirit and circumstances. He was at the 

right place at the right time. Simeon was led by the Spirit. With Anna only the circumstan

ces are mentioned. She came up at that particular hour. The implication is that she was led 

by the Spirit. This actantial relationship therefore indicates that the evangel can come to 

men in various ways. There may be a direct announcement (as in the proclamation of the 

church to the wqrld). There may be the inner workings of the Spirit through which God 

speaks to men. He may even speak to them through nature (the star) or the scriptures (the 

scribes). He may even speak to them (as in the case of Herod) through those who are th~m

selves poorly informed about the content of the message (the Magi). But in each case it 

is God who is the sender, and men are brought into the crisis of decision. There is perhaps 

only one qualification to this statement. The message sent merely through nature did re

quire further explanation through the medium of the scriptures (i.e. special revelation). The 

general pattern is, however, clear. The particular source of the message is not crucial and may 

not be used as an excuse. Once men have heard, then they are responsible to act. 

Fourthly, the actantial model brings the crisis of decision into sharper focus than the syn

tagmatic-paradigmatic model. In each case, the individual receiver is brought into the cri

sis of existential decision. The actantial model accentuates the positive and negative aspects 

of his response. Fifthly· the two models cprroborate each other.. The paradigmatic struc

tures correspond with the actants in the actantial model, revealing the same deep structures 

in both models. 

... 

The structural analysis now leads us to a detailed exegesis of the text The 'deep' structures 

which we have 01scovered must now be tested by an c;xamination of each pericope. It will 

be noted that the following exegesis will use the key elements supplied by the paradigmatic-:

syntagmatic grid A-C. Each pericope will be exegeted from the perspective supplied by the 

dynami~s of the actantial model. In this manner the 'decomposition', and "recomposition' 

of the text through structural analysis provides the key to biblical exegesis. The detailed 

examination will demonstrate the fruitfulness of this method. 
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EXEGESIS 

1HE ESCHATOLOGICAL NATURE OF THE INF ANCY NARRATIVES 

Matthew 

If there is one word that demands attention in the Matthean infancy narratives, it is 'Tr AT/P

ow. It has kmg been recognised that the infancy narrative is arranged around five 'fulfil

ments'. This structure reveals the basic intention of the author, and in order to under5tand 

the narrative at all, we have to begin with the basic intention of the author. This has been 

· pointed out by Krister Stendalil. In these chapters, Matthew operates with a 'carefully or

ganised structure' and with a clarity of purpose, which should allow us to find out what he 

thinks he is doing with this material' 54 We must begin with the question 'what did Matt

hew intend to say?' rather than 'what does this narrative tell us about the virgin birth? or 

any other concern of ours. 

Matt. 1: 1-17 The Genealogy of Jesus Christ 

Matthew.'s fundamental message is one of fulfilment. This must be more carefully defined. 

The heading to the prologue evidences Matthew's equally central concern. This is the gen

ealogy of Jesus Christ, 'the Son of David'. The end of the genealogy makes this even more 

explicit, :.,from the deportation to Babylon to the Christ (rov xpiarov) fourteen gener-

. ations. 'The fulfilment is not simply the fulfilment of a particular O.T. prophetic word in a 

particular situation (2 Kings I 0: 17). This is the fulfilment of the Christ and therefore the 

· fulfilment of all of Israel's hopes. This is fulfilment which is eschatological. The stark rea

lity proclaimed by the first verse cannot be over-emphasised. For a nation that had waited 

for over three centuries to hear again the prophetic word, and for a people that had been 

without an anointed King since the exile, to begin any writing with the claim to be writing 

the genealogy, or history, of the Son of David, was bold and outrageous. True, many Mess

ianic pretenders had risen and as quickly had come to ruin. But Matthew has come to the 

stage where the Messiah's history can now be written. These are events which he looks 

back upon, and looking back as he does, he begins his writing with this statement of abso

lute finality. The impression of eschatological fulfilment is therefore very strong. S'S 

This impression is reinforced by a closer examination of the structure of the genealoey. 

The linguistic structure of the genealogy has been carefully analysed by P.P.A. Kotze. s 6 

An ordinary genealogy would read: 
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'A was the father of B. 

and B was the father of C, · 

and C was the father of D' etc. 

This genealogy has a number of special additions to this typical format, i.e .. in the first 

section it reads: 

'Abraham was the father of Isaac, 

and Isaac the father of Jacob, 

and Jacob the father of Judah and his brothers '(Matt.1 :2). 

'And his brothers' is a special addition.In the previous chapter we noted the work of C.T. 

Davis on this additional or redactional material. 5 7 Here we shall follow his exposition 

rather more closely. He finds the following elements in the events that are expressed in 

each editorial addition; 

in every case a great threat to the fulfilment 
of God's promise has appeared. At each 
break the reader is confronted with a well 
known Israelite, a pious foreigner, and with 
a significant act of God which leads Israel 
beyond a threat to the promise and finally 
to the age of the Messiah. s s 

1. 'Judah and his brothers. ·This royal family was to rule the nation. Thus both the King 

and the nation, represented by the twelve tribes, are stressed from the beginning. The 

history of salvation is the history of the relationship between the King and the 

people. Judah is considered to be the honoured brother in Rabbinic interpretation. In 

his portion belongs the temple mount, the temple treasuries and the temple courts. 

However, the sense of honour and nationhood are submerged under a memory which 

cannot elude those .who know the story of 'Judah and his brothers' for it was 'Judah', 

leading 'his brothers' who sold Joseph into the hand of foreign traders. (Gen.37:25-

-28). We are therefore given the hint of the whole threat to the people of God in the 

Egyptian episode not only of Joseph but of the entire nation. Yet that episode is a 

'striking example of how God acted to save both Joseph and .his brothers and through 

them the nation and the promise. 

2. 'Judah the father of Perez and Zerah by Tamar. ' The birth of Perez and Zerah by 
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· Tamar introduces us to a very shady episode in the life of Judah. The royal line of the 
Messiah depended upon obedfonce to the Abrahamic covenant, which included the 

solidarity of the nation as children of Abraham, pure from gentile blood. Here Judah 

nimseJf shows an open and uncontrolled desire for Canaanite women. Such activity 

threatens the promise. Consequently, his two sons from this union are slain by the 

Lord (Gen. 38:7 and I 0). Judah does not heed the warning and goes off to find yet 

another Canaanite wife. He is unsuccessful and so turns aside to a harlot who draws 

his attention. In his desire he is prepared to part with his signet, his chord and his 

staff, the emblems of his sovereignty (Gen. 38: 18). The royal line seems to be utterly 

lost. Then at the last moment he discovers that the so-called harlot was his own 

daughter-in-law, motivated by her desire for fulfilment of the Levirite pledge. His 

emblems of government are returned. Judah has to repent. He confesses that 'she 

is more righteous than I' (Gen 38 :26). Even in this tale of deprayity, the sovereignty 

of God is at work, ensuring the perpetuation of the royal line. Gentile blood enters 

into Messiah's lineage and, comparitively speaking, the blood of one who is more 

.righteous than Judah. 

3. ~almon the father of Boaz by Rahall. The incident of Rahab again sets in sharp 

contrast the failure of the nation and the threat to its existence with the relative 

'righteousness' of an 'unrighteous' gentile. On the threshold of conquest, the armies 

of Israel are put to flight by an insignificant city. The nation has to undergo the 

painful process of Achan being revealed as the cause of God's wrath (Josh.7).In the. 

midst of this situation, Rahab perceives that 'the Lord has given you the land', (Josh. 

2 :9) and she places her faith in the promise of God. This is vindicated when Jericho is 

defeated and the conquest proceeds to its fulfilment. · 

4. 'Boaz the father of Obed by Ruth~ The O.T. scripture itself links Ruth with Tamar 

(Ruth 4: 12). The. generally backward state of the nation is again evident from the 

famine upon the land and that .fact that an Israelite must seek for his livelihood in a 

foreign land. This land becomes the land of death and disaster. Contrasted with this is 

the faithfulness and loyalty of Ruth, who declares, 'your people shall be my people, 

and your God my God '(Ruth 1: 16). Once again, gentile blood enters into the royal 

line, and once again the gentile stands out as the one of faith. 

5. 'David the King, and the wife of Uriah~ The aadition of the fact that David was 'the 

King' gives clear indication of the real thrust at this whole Messianic theme. But again 

David 'the King' is nevertheless David the sinner who only stands by God's grace. The 

episode with Bathsheba is possibly Israel's darkest blemish, because it blemishes 
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Israels's greatest moment. Here it becomes evident that Matthew's purpose is not so 

much the sexual deviation theme or the foreign woman theme, but the theme of God 

using the gentile rather than the Jew, and thus 8howing that the redemption of His 

people is His act alone. Notably, Bathsheba is not mentioned specifically - Uriah's 

name is mentioned,· and it is Uriah's loyalty and faithfulness that contrasts with 

David's perversity. It is he who has zeal for 'the ark and Israel' and 'the servants of my 

Lord ' who are fighting for the nation (2 Sam.11: 11). The theme is rather one of 

grace than one of women or sexual deviation. 

6. 'Josiah the father of Jechoniah and his brothers at the time of the deportation to 

Babylon. And aft~r the deportation to Babylon, Jechoniah was the father of Shea/

tie/'. 

'Judah and his brothers marked the beginning of the fulfilment of promise; Jeconiah' . 

and his brothers mark its cancellation.' 5 9 In the person of Jechoniah, the royal line 

. comes under the curse of God. 

As I live, says the Lord, though Coniah the 
son of Jehoiakim king of Judah were the 
signet ring on my right hand, yet I would 
tear you off and give you into the hand of 
those of whom you are afraid, even into 
the hand of Nebuchadnezzar king of 
Babylon. ( Jer.22.24 - 25) 

Thus saith the Lord, "wri_(e this man down 
childless, a man who shall not succeed in 
his days; for none of his offspring shall 
succeed in sitting on the throne of David, 
and ruling again in Judah". ( Jer.22.30) 

This judgement is 'because they forsook the covenant of the Lord their God '(Jer. 22 9). 
" -

Here it seems the royal line has reached its end. The Davidic monarchy has 'died' in the 

Babylonian exile. Yet this same man is granted an heir (I Chrcn. 3: 17). Rabbinic 

commentators explained that Jechoniah must have come to repentance in Babylon. God 

therefore miraculously granted him a son, even during his imprisonment. In his repen

tance he led Israel on the path of repentance. Thus on return from exile the royal line is 

again 'resurrected'. Once again the nation and the promise were threatened; once again 

the situation is one of Israel's utter failure, and once again the hand of God reached out 

in grace and restoration. 

7. ~Tesus born of Mary, bethrothed to Joseph.' The strangeness of God's ways in showing 
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how his righteousness can be manifested in the midst of seeming irregularity occurs in 

the fact that Mary is with child before her marriage to Joseph. As in the former cases, 

the one who seems most unrighteous (Tamar, Rahab, Bathsheba-Uriah) is revealed to be 

the most righteous, and most clearly the one of faith. Mary's seeming unrighteousness is 

shown to be a situation of real faith. The gentiles who contrast with the Jew ~e evident 

in the Magi. When Israel itself cannot recognise the birth of its Messiah, the Gentiles 

have to teach them, and the threat to the royal line is indicated both by Herod's failure 

to acknowledge the Messiah and his attempt to kill him. The acts of God in the history 

of redemption now come to their fulfilment in th.e coming of the Messiah, who is indeed 

the Act of God. 

Wha'.t becomes clear from Davis' exposition is that this genealogy recapitulat~s the 

entire course of Israel's history, and traces the fortunes of the Davidic family through 

the vicissitudes of that rather chequered history. The entire course of this history is 

viewed in order tC! int.roduce the present age of fulfilment. Israel's history is no longer an 

end in itself. Its movement is no ·longer regarded as being orientated towards the future. 

Now from the end of Israel's history, the writer looks back towards the past. The entire 

history of Israel is therefore seen merely as the pre-history of this present age of Mes

sianic fulfilment. The structure of three fourteens shows how the. Davidic monarchy was 

first established, then lost, and then regained, The accent is on the fact that it is now 

regained. We must point out that such a survey of Israelite history, indudii:ig, as it does, 

the very real threat which remained for so long over the hope of any fulfilment, without 

evidencing any sense of continued threat, can only be written from the understanding 

that the fulfilment is now beyond question. It is now irrevocable. The eschaton has 

finally arrived. The kingdom of God and the reign of his Messiah have been established. 

W .D. Davies reaches essentially the same conclusion; 

it is well to note that probably the mere · 
insertion of a genealogy, stretching from 
Abraham to Jesus, in Matt. 1: 1-17, had it
self a theological significance, not in connec
ting the birth of Jesus with the act of 
creation necessarily, but atleastin suggesting 
that one era was over and a new one begun ... 
the genealogy, as such, is an impressive 
witness to Matthew's com•iction that the 
birth of .Tesus was no unpremeditated acci
dent but occurred in the fulness of time and 
in the providence of God, who overnlied the 
generations to this end, to inaugurate in 
Jesus a new order, the time of Fulfil~ 
ment. 60 
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Matt. 1 : 18-15 The Annunciation to Joseph 

The next pericope is structured around another fulfilment testimonia ( 1 :i2-23). Again the 

specific nature of this fulfilment is stated forcefully in the first sentence. 'Now the birth of 

l71aov Xpta-r ov took place in this way' ( 1.18). The fulfilment is Messianic, therefore it is 

eschatological. Clearest of all is the way in which the redactor deliberately translates the word 

'Emmanuel'. Even given the necessity of making this word· understandable to Greeks, the 

deliberate translation at this particular point (the fulfilment testimonia) indicates that the 

author's consideration was not only linguistic. For Jewish readers as much as Hellenists, he is 
. . 

virtually saying 'His name is Emmanuel, and do you realise what that means'. The quotation of 

Isai~ recalls the particular emphasis of the Isaianic eschatological prophecies. The 'Emmanuel' 

of the first chapters eventually broadens out to the final intervention of the transcendent God 

declared repeatedly in the latter half of the book (40:12-17; 21-31; 44:24-25; 46:1-13; 

48: 6-13). 61 The Jewish expectation of the Messianic age was that the God of Israel would 

bring in his ultim'ate reign. If anything, during the intertestamental period the beliefs concer

ning this age become increasingly fantastic. On the other hand, the relationship between the 

Messiah, or even Messiah's,and this divine intervention was never clearly understood. For.some, 

Elijah would precede the Lord himself. For some, he would precede the Messiah. For some, 

there would be a Messiah of Aaron and a Messiah of David. In all these expectations there was 

the sense that ultimately the Lord himself would intervene. This was the ultimate eschatolo

gical hope. Matthew's specific definition of 'Emmanuel' dares to recall this ultimate form of 

eschatological expectation .. 6 ~ 

We shall draw further attention to th'e angelic appearances below. At this point it is important 

to notice that angelic revelations form a major part of Matthew's infancy narrative. One could 

almost say that hand in hand with the five-fold te:;timonia one finds a four~fold angelic reve

lation. These two motifs are in fact inseparable. In this pericope, the angelic revelation immed

ietaly precedes the fulfilment formula (1 :20-21 ~ 22-23) and the record of Joseph's obe

dience to the angelic revelation immediately follows the fulfilment formula ( 1 : 22-23 ~ 

24-25). The two motifs together account for almost the entire pericope. In the pericope 2: 

13-15 the two motifs are again inseparable. The record of the angelic revelation (2: 13-14) is 

immediately followed by the fulfilment testimonia. In both these pericopae the angelic reve

lation in a sense brings about the fulfilment event or explains the significance of the fulfilment 

event. In the former case, the angelic declaration is the underlying motivation for the certainty 

that the event is in fact an eschatological fulfilment. In the latter, the angelic revelation 

actually· causes the circumstances which led to the fulfilment event. The last pericope 

(2. 19 - 23) has the same two motifs arranged in the same manner. The angelic revelation 
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(2:19-20) is immediately followed by Joseph's obedience (I :2!). This involves the fulfil

ment event and calls for a fulfilment formula (2:22-23). The pericope 2: 1-12. does not 

evidence such a strong interrelation of fulfilment and angelic revelation. The fulfilment for

mula is related to the scribes in Jerusalem (2:5-6) whlte the revelatory drearri (2:12) is 

connected to the Magi. In this case there is no mention of 'the angel of the Lord'. The 

overall pattern, however, is not broken. The circumstances which call for the fulfilment for

mula are iniated by the Magi, who are also the recipients of the revelatory dream. The inter

. relation between the two motifs and the mention of the 'angel of the Lord' are submer

. ged perh.aps due to the fact that the Magi were gentiles. 

The inter-relation of these two motifs suggests that the secondary one (angelic revelations) 

is also viewed in an eschatological context. Further investigation supports this supposition. 

Two points can be made. Firstly, the general occurence of such phenomena was not a char

acteristic of the post-exilic period. By way of contrast, every Israelite knew that in the 

b- · great period of Israel's past, such revelations had been frequent. The sudden abundance 

of such phenomena, therefore, has.eschatological significance. Such phenomena would be 

expected in the age to come, where the Lord would once again be especially near to his 

people in guidance and in comfort (Hosea 11:14 and 14:7). Secondly, the closing of the 

revelatory or prophetic period of Israel's history was marked by the experiences of the 'pro

phet' Daniel. 6 3 In Daniel .. the prophetic period was beginning to draw to a close, and at 

the same time the eschatological future was being revealed, precisely by angelic revelations. 

Daniel's experiences of the angel are similar in many ways to those narrated by Matthew. At 

the end of the angelic revelation, he is told to 'seal the book, until th.e time of the end' 

(Dan.12:4). The phenomenon of an angelic revelation is embedded in a thoroughly eschato

logical context. In fact, to speak of eschatology and angelic revelation together, is to speak . 

of apocalyptic. Much th~ same can be said of the experience of the prophet Zechariah. 

Again the 'angel of the Lord' {Zech.3:1), revelatory experiences in dreams (Zech. 1:8;4:1) 

and prophecy concerning t?e eschaton, are found together. We need not go to any lengths 
•. 

to show that the apocalyptic books grew i~ popularity during the inter-testamental period. 

The association of angelic revelations with eschatological events was therefore fixed in the 

minds of the Jewish people._ This was ensured by the whole apocalyptic movement. Here, 

however, we have what may be termed an inverted apocalyptic-angelic revelation. No longer 

does the angel reveal the distant future or even the possibility of an immediate future. Now 

the angel reveals the present as the age of fulfilment. This is an unprecedented element 

which has profound eschatological import. 

Matthew 2: 1-12 The Visit of the Magi 

The pericope which describes the arrival of the Magi lifts the motif of eschatological fulfil-
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ment onto a universal level. We noted in the previous chapter how the expectation of a 

universal Saviour who wquld be born somewhere in .the West, had become a common ex

pectation in the ancient East. This expectation may or may not have emanated from the 

Israelite Messianic hope. Yet this common expectation was matched by the Jewish belief 

that at the time of the end the nations would come to Jerusalem as the centre of the world. 

This belief is set forth in Isaiah 2: 1-4. The same tneme is taken up again in Isaiah 60: 1-7. 

Matthew's fondness for Isaiah would lead us to believe that such passages were in his mind, 

~hough in the absence of a specific reference one cannot be dogmatic .6 4 Be that as it may, 

the belief that all nations would come to Jerusalem at the time of the eschaton, had become. 

fL"<ed in the Jewish mind. This pericope, with the kings of the East coming to Jerusalem 

therefore has a strong eschatological flavour. The development of the 'star of Balaam' theme 

during the post-exilic period is well attested. We noted in the previous chapter that the ab

sence of a specific reference in Matthew must lead to caution in seeing this entire narrative 

as an expression of that tradition. Having said that, however, one must equally affirm that 

the 'star of Balaam' expectation formed part of the general climate of opinion amongst the 

Jewish people. If Matthew did not specifically allude to this prophecy, he nevertheless 

narrated events in such a way that no Jew would be likely to miss a general allusion to such 

Messianic prophecies. Every Jew would also know that Balaam was a gentile who predicted 

the Messiah of Israel. The connotation of Messianic fulfilment in this pericope is therefore 

unmistakable. 

This pericope sets the fulfilment theme in a universal context. At the same time, it makes 

the eschatological fulfilment truly particular and specific. In this way the particular and the 

universal are held in tension to produce the profound sense that this particular child will 

have universal significance. We refer to the geographical emphasis of the seven fulfilment 

formulae in the Matthean prologue ( 1: 1-4, l 6). 6 5 The geographical note is not forcibly 

struck in the first pericope ( 1 : 18-25). Here it becomes explicit. Herod enquired 1l'OV o XPLU-

1'~5 -yevva-rai(2 :4 ). The scribes reply with the name of a particular village 'in Bethlehem of 

Judea'. 

Matthew 2: 13-23 Egypt and Jletum 

The next two fulfilment formulae have a geographical interest, though this interest does not 

predorp.inate. With the fifth testirnonia the geographical note again specifies the place where 
. . 

the child will live (2:23). The geographical emphasis continues with the beginning of John's 

ministry (3: 1-3), and comes to the fore again rather forcibly in the seventh testirnonia 

(4: 12-16). The effect of this tension between the universal and the particular is to concre-
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tize the eschatologlcal fulfilment and therefore to underline its reality. The 1 ews expected 

an eschatological event which would have universal significance. Matthew makes room 

for this emphasis, but at the same time he emphasises that the fulfilment has taken place 

in two particular villages (Bethlehem and Nazareth) and in a particular provincial area (in 

the territory of Zebulun and Naphtali). This fulfilment no longer remains in the area of 

vague generality. 'Here' and 'there' arc the places where the fulfilment has.taken place. It 

has concrete reality. -

The pericope 2: 13-15 continues the eschatological' element. Thi~ time the very fabric of 
-

Israel's redemptive consciousness is seen to be fulfilled. At the centre of the Israelite re-

demptive consciousness \vas the Exodus, commemorated every year by th~ Passover. The 

bondage-deliverance motif was considerably reinforced by the whole experience" of exile and 

return. As a punishment for her apostasy, Israel, once redeemed from Egypt, had to return 

to Egypt (alias Babylon). The great prophetic period witnessed a numbr of predictions to 

L'le effect that the Lord would once again liberate his people from Egypt and from bon

dage. The latter part of Isaiah sets this motif of the return from exile in the context of es

chatological fulfilment (Isa.48: 17-22; 51 :9-11). This deliverance from bondage would be 

final. The Lord would ultimately intervene on behalf of his oeople. The life which greeted 

the retumeo exiles gave no sense or satisfaction to such prophecies. Evidently the new Exodus 

had not really taken place. With the burden of the Roman yoke this realisation became un

comfortably real. Matthew's 'out of Egypt have I called my son' must be seen against this 

context. It amounts to the incredible claim that in the particular history of this one indhid

ual the new Exodus has finally taken place. It is not enough to say that Matthew was merely 

seeking a proof text on which to peg the story of Jesus' stay in Egypt. His proof texts do not 

operate as mere proof texts. They continually express the motif of eschatolqgical fulfilment. 
·~ 

Matthew had this broader context in mind. 

The same motif is present in the next formula quotation (2: 18). In the pre~ous chapter, an 

attempt was made to explain the particular logic of the Rabbinical form 9f interpretation 

which is involved in this citation. 6 6 Here it is enough to say that the intention is not simply 

to find a proof text for the· tragic events that took place in Bethlehem. Once again the cita

tion recalls the whole exile-return motif. The next testimonia (2:23) does not have a theologi

cal content. Rather its purpose is geographical. As we have seen, the geographical emphasis 

has its own theological or eschatological significance. In one way or the other then, the ful

filment formulae are the expression of a thoroughly eschatological message. The foundation 

of Matthew's infancy narrative is fulfilled eschatology. 
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Luke 

We have already noted that Paul Minear has defined Luke's infancy narrative as expressing the 

'theology of the time of fulfilment' 6 7 This theme must now be examined in the context of 

Luke's general understanding of the 'fulfilment' motif. One of the most remarkable adaptations 

of the Markan material in Luke is the incident of Jesus' visit to the Synagogue in Nazareth 

(Luke 4:16-30 - Mark 6: 1-6). There is so much added material that many scholars have con

cluded that Luke must have had the benefit of an independent tradition. 6 8 Be that as it 

may, this section includes much that is peculiar to Luke. Further, the position of this incident 

comes at the beginning rather than in the middle of Christ's ministry (as in Mark 6:1-4) .. 

Evidently it was importat1t to Luke. The central logion is found in vs. 21. Both 011µ,epov 

and 1TE1TA1JpWrat are crucial for an und.er:sLantimg 0f Lucan the0l0gy. 1·0 take the latter first, 

. this theme is again mentioned in Luke 22:37, and agaLr1 the material is specifically Lucan. 

In this case the Isaianic servant figure is referred to. In Luke 4: 18 the Ic;aianic citation pro

bably also refers to the servant (lsa.61: 1-2). 1TA1Jpwe11 is inserted into the Lucan redaction 

of the last supper (see Mark 14:25; Matt. 26:29). The same is true of Luke 21 :22(Mark13: 

14-22; Matt. 24:15-27). Luke 24:44 brings the Gospel to a close with the same theme. In this 

case the entire O.T. scriptures are seen to be fulfilledin the person of Jesus. The fact that 

the fulfilment alludes to the servant passages and the fact that the entire 0.T. is fulfilled in 

Jesus, indicates that for Luke the fulfilment had final eschatological significance. It is in 

this light that the 1TE1TA1JPOtp0p1]µ,evwv of Luke 1: 1 ought to be seen. It indicates that Luke 

viewed his entire work (Luke-Acts) as a story of fulfilment. 

This impression is strengthened by the emphatic use of 'today'. Noticeably the same idea is 

connected with the fulfilment citation in Luke 22:37. Just previous to that we have the deci

sive AXA.a vvv (22 :36). 'Today' occurs again in Luke 23 :43, ·and, significantlv for our pur

poses, in Luke 2: 11. "Semeron catches Lukes sense of realised eschatology'. 6 9 

The vvv a1TOAVEt«; TOV 5ov'Aov aov in Luke 2:29 contains the same decisive connotation. 

The thought is not so much that the aged Simeon can die in peace. The thought is that now 

he has seen the eschatologfoal fulfilment of Israel's hopes. The linking of this phrase with 

KaTa TO p11µa aov makes this clear. We noted in the previous chapter that the E1TA1]a811aav 

in 2:22 could also carry an eschatological significance. 70 If the theme of 'the Lord coming 

to his temple' was indeed in Luke's mind at this point, then the reference would be unmis

takable. The use of1T'A11pwOrwovrai in 1 :20 does not have a special significance since the use 

of the word is determined by the cqntext. However, in view of the general theme, the use of 
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Te'Aeiwati; in 1 :45 might be regarded as having real significance. 

Enough has been said for two conclusions to be drawn. Firstly the infancy narrative is seen 

to be part of Luke's general emphasis 1.m eschatological fulfilment. Secondly, the use of 

vvv and TrA'f]pow in Luke's gospel cannot be used to divide up his theology into a three-fold 

periodization (as with Conzelmann). Rather, Luke regards the entire period from the birth of 

Jesus to the period of the church, as part of the new age of eschatological fulfilment. 7 1 

With this general introd~ction we can now examine the motifs in the infancy narrative in de

tail. 

In the second chapter mention was made of four scholars who have approached the infancy 
~ .· 

narrative of Luke with Conzelmann's systemization of Lucan theology in mind. J)n the one 

hand, both Oliver and Tatum substantially accepte'd Conzelmann's view point. 7 2 Tatum in 

paliicular tried to show how Luke's references to the work of the Spirit may be divided into 

three periods. He. concluded that the infancy narrative was to be included in the epoch of 

Israel. On the other hand, Paul Minear and Howard Marshall both rejected Conzelmann's 

systemization of Lucan theology. Minear in particular demonstrated that the infancy narra

tive completely destroys Conzelman's neat system. We cannot but agree with Minear. His 

article decisively answers Tatum's argument. Having said this, however, we must go on to 

say that in a very limited sense Tatum's argument (and by implication Conzelmann's system) 

can be accepted. There is no clear division between the. epoch of Israel and the .;!poch of 

Jesus in Luke's Gospel, but what we do find in the infancy narrative is the time of transit

ion. To use Tatum's phrase, 'there is both continuity and discontinuity', The infancy narra

tive stands as the bridge between the epoch of Israel and the epoch of Jesus. It stands on the 

threshold of the new age. Standing as it does, straddling both worlds, it should teach us that 

no neat system can be satisfactorily applied. Yet, by doing so, it does teach us that two 

different worlds do exist, and these two worlds are totally different. To use the metaphor 

used by the infancy narrative itself, this period is the time of the 'day sprir.g' the 'dawning' 

(avaro;\.17) of the Messianic day. (1:78).73 The night never changes abrnptly into the day. 

Night merges into the greyness of the dawn and the dawn merges into the brightness of the 

day. So too, the eschaton comes with some continuity with the old age, and yet it mounts 

to the radical newness of eschatological fulfilment; Thus Tatum was right in indicating 

the O.T. elements in this narrative, while Minear was right in emphasising the elemer.:.ts of 

fulfilment that predominate over the elements of the old age. 

The narr~tive is clearly set within the context of old Israel. Reference3 to Abr~am ( l :55, 

73) Moses (2:22), Aaron (1:5), David (1:27,32,69;2:4,11), Elijah (1:17), the fathers(1:72), 
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the prophets (l :70). the Messianic hope (1 :32f; 2: 11,25-26,38), the Nazarite vow 

(1: 15), the priestly tradition (I :5,8), scribal interpretation (2 :460 and the monarchy 

(1 :5) are to be found. Israel is spoken of as the people of God (1: 16-17,54,68,77; 

2:1 , 2:32,34).74 In fact, all the elements which were continually referred to in the 

previous chapter to indicate the Jewish-Palestinian character of these narratives may be 

used to show that they are set within the context of old Israel. The abrupt change 

between the Lucan prologue and the following pericope is unmistakable and there is noth-
' . 

ing quite so Jewish or Old Testamental in the remainder of the Lucan writings and in-

deed in the entire N.T., except perhaps for the letter to the Hebrews. 

All these marks are given in such a manner as to indicate that the old age is now truly 

old. It is difficult not to see an intentional reference to the difference between the two 

ages in the differences between the ages of the principal figures. Here a distinction needs 

to be made betw~en a valid biblical inference and the influence of Christian legend. It 

does seem to be a valid inference that Simeon was an old man, however tenuous that may 

be.75 On the other hand, there is absolutely no warrant for the common belief that 

Joseph was already old when he took Mary to be his wife. This seems to have arisen 

from the belief in Mary's vow of perpetual virginity. We have rejected this idea. Conse

quently, we must -reject the inference that Joseph was too old to enjoy a young wife. 

In all probability, he was also a young man. There exists therefore a contrast in this 

narrative. Elizabeth and Zechariah were advanced in years; and beyond the age of 

fruitfulness ( 1 :7). Does this not express the fact that old Israel is also beyond the age 

of fruitfulness? Quite possibly Luke had this in mind. Similarly, Simeon and Anna 

(Luke 2:36) were old. Luke seems to note especially the great age of Anna. One also 

gains the impression os solitariness. Anna spent her tLrne in the temple (2:37) separa

ted from other people. Simeon is singled out as 'righteous and devout' (2:25). The 

impression is given that he was unique in this. We have then two old parents, and two 

old and solitary people, the last representatives of the old Israel, as though they alone 

were left (1 Kings 19: 10-18). The remnant has dwindled to this meagre hand(ul of old 

people (the shepherds are definitely the recipients of grace; they stand within the new 

dispensation). In contrast to these few old people (to which the friends and neighbours 

of the Judean hill country ought to be added - I :58,65), the mother of Jesus is a young 

virgin, and Joseph is a young man, preparing to take his bride. 76 To both old and 

young the two infants are born. With then1 the destinies of all those in the new age are 

included. It is in this context that the pericope, Luke 2:57-66 is to be understood. We 

concluded in the previous chapter that the central motif of this pericope is the signifi- . 

cance of the name John. We also mentioned Rene Laurentin's study on the etymological 
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allusions to this name in the narrative. 7 7 It now becomes plain why John cannot inherit 

his father's name. He is specifically the one to usher in the new age. Hence his name 

connotes the grace of God. Despite the fact that he brought a message of judgement 

John himself represents the beginning of the new age (notice the use of €UT/'Y'Y€AL~€TO 

in Luke 3: 18). The epoch of Israel is old and ready to pass away (Heb.8: 13). The new 

age of eschatological fulfilment is being ushered in by momentous events. For a few 

years, narrated by the infancy narrative, the two ages co-exist.7 8 

Having set the narrative in context, we can now examine elements of eschatology. 

Luke 1: 5-25 The Annunciation to Zechariah 

We may begin with the first pericope. The first sign of something new and unpreceden

ted is the angelic revelation (1: 11 f). As with Matthew's narrative, this motif runs 

through Luke's infancy narrative. The following pericope records a second angelic reve

lation (1 :26f). The second chapter is similarly characterised by a visitation of the ange

lic hosts (2:9f). In the same category we must place the revelation of Simeon (1 :26) and 

Anna (1 :38). The same conclusion which was drawn from Matthew's narrative must 

follow in this one. These are the characteristics of the new age which are signs of a new 

work of God on behaif of his people. Coming after the poverty of such phenomena in 

the inter-testamental period, a poverty made more desperate by the numerous cases of 

pseudonymous apocalyptic revelations, these phenomena mark the narratives with a 

thoroughly eschatological character. 

Closely allied to these phenomena is the evidern:e of the prophetic spirit which is to be 

found in the Lucan infancy narrative. This e!ement is absent from Matthew's narrative. 

Here it seems that Paul Minear has gone too far in mini..-nising these characteristics in his 

attempt to answer Tatum's over-emphasis on the 'epoch of Israel'. There are not just two 

prophetic utterances. Elizabeth experiences the sudden filling of the Spirit and in that 

condition blesses the mother· of the Messiah (1 :41 f). The Magnificat is a prophetic 

utterance. At this point we should recall the conclusion that was reached in the previous 

chapter to the effer.t that the entire structure of the annunciation to Mary places her in 

a prophetic role. 7 9 Zechariah is filled with the Holy Spirit and gives utterance to the 

Magnificat. The shepherds return 'glorifying and praising God' (2:20), an anticipation 

of the theme of joy and worship which will characterise the early Christian community 

in Acts. Simeon, who is already .described as having the Holy Spirit 'upon him' or be!ng 

'in the Spirit' (depending on how €Vis construed), utters a prophetic .revelation which 

was finally tutfilled in the death of Christ (2:25-28f). Anna the prophetess (2:36) enters 
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the temple. 'She gave thanks to God, and spoke of him to all who were looking for the 

redemption. of Israel' (2:38) This seems to have prophetic connotations. The. 'prophet

ic spirit' theme cannot be dissociated from the emphasis on the work of the Holy Spirit. 

This has long been recognised as a particularly Lucan theme. Some have even suggested 

that it is his main theme. This is going too far, but the theme is certainly very important 

for Luke. The infancy narrative is a particularly clear example of. this Lucan interest. 

John will be filled with the Spirit from his mother's womb (1: 15). Jesus will be born of 

the Holy Spirit (I :35). Simeon enters the temple 'in the Spirit'. The eschatological 

nature of this prophetic motif is made abundantly clear by the citation of Joel in Acts 

2: 15-21. 80 The same experiences are then seen to manifest themselves through the 

eschatological community of the primitive church in the following chapters of Acts. 

Continuing in an examination of the first pericope, we immediately notice the strong 

eschatological. import of the angelic message. 8 1 The child will 1TpoeA.euaeraL .evwm.ov 

aurou ev 1fveuµan Kat ovvaµet HA.wu (l.17). The next phrase is a citation of Mal.4.6.Two 

points arose from our aiscussion in the previous chapter. Firstly, Luke nas not entirely 

suppressed the idea of Elijah preparing the way for J ahweh himself. He has merely used 

this to allude to the fact that Jesus shares the name Kvpw' (1: 17d). Secondly, as the role 

of John is portrayed Ll'l the infancy narrative, he does prepare the way for the Messiah and 

not the Lord himself. In this way, Luke has used two different traditions in apocalyptic 

Judaism and has fused them together so that both are fulfilled in Jesus.82 

The impression that in Jesus all the hopes of Israel have been fulfilled thus receives more 

emphasis. We need not therefore debate at length which tradition Luke is reflecting. He 

is using both. The important point is that the traditions were part of the Jewish eschatolo

gical hope. This is Luke's real concern . The element of joy and gladness and rejoicing in vs. 

14 has eschatological connotations, as does the last phrase in vs. 17 (see Isa. 40:30. The 

pregnant question 'What then shall this child be?'( I :66) heightens the sense of eschatolog

ical expectation. The description of John's ministry in 1 :76-77 must be placed in the same 

context. 

Luke I :26-38 The AnnunCiat!on to Mary 

. In the second pericope, the eschatological emphasis is found in the idea of the establishment 

of the. Davidic kingdom, 'He will reign over the house of Jacob forever; and of his king

dom there will be no end' (I :33). In the previous chapter we cautiously accepted .the possi

bility of an allusion to the eschatolqgical 'Daughter of Zion' in vs. 28-31 (Zeph.3: 14-20). If 

this is accepted, then two eschatolOgical ideas are to be found in this pericope. To this 
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must be added Mary's prophetic role, already mentioned, and the phenomenon of angelic 

revelation. The sense of eschatologkal fulfilment therefore pervades the entire section. . . . . . 

Luke 1 :39-56 Mary and Elizabeth 

In the pericope 1 :39-56 there is firstly a continuation of the 'eschatological Elijah' theme. 

We have made freque,..~ mention of the symbolism in Elizabeth's greeting of the mother of 

Jesus. The Elijah - precursor motif is bound together with the eschatological outpouring 

of the Holy Spirit (1 :41) to give a powerful effect. The use of TE°XEwatc; in vs. 45 is thus 

in clearer context. 

Many commentators have pointed out that the first half of the Magnificat is not especially 

eschatological. The hymn could have been uttered by any Jewish mother- who was conscious 

of the salvation of God. This is what has led scholars such as Paul Winter to see this as a 

Maccabean battle hymn. However, we cannot but agree with Brown when he sees the open

ing of the Magnificat as 'The explication of the kecharitomene of 1: 28; it is a commentary 

on how Mary has ''found favour with God" ( l :30) and her resulting eschato/ogical joy'. 8 3 

Douglas Jones has correctly pointed out that with vs. 54-55 we move explicitly into the 

realm of eschatological fulfilment with the fulfilment of the promise to the patriachs. This 

promise ·was more fundamental to Israel's hope than even the Mosaic or Davidic promises, 

since all the others ultimately depended upon it. To claim the final fulfilment of this pro

mise was to claim the fulfilment of all that Israel had ever hoped for. Further, as Jones has 

pointed out, the language here cannot be taken to refer to a momentary and partial fulfil

ment of such promises. Obviously every time a Jewish believer experienced th1~ grace of 

God, he could say 'the Lord has rememberea ms proimse ro Abraham'.But the way in which· 

the fulfilment is mentioned in this· context points beyond any such partial fulfilmen!-. 

There is something final about these words. The eschatological fulfilment has dawned. tM 

Luke 1 :57-80 The Birth of John 

In the Benedictus (1 :70,72-73) the last two verses make the eschatological reference quite 

clear. This continues the theme set in the Magnificat (1 :54-55). The promise has been re

membered ( µVf/a011vai e'Xeovc;). This is agam referred to in I :72. In the same general com

plex of ideas must be placed the 'XvT pwaw of 1 :68 and 2:38 and the rrapa1<.t...11aw rov 

lapa11'X of 2:25. This latter phrase recalls the comfort of the .Messianic age referred to in Isa. 

40 : It had become a fixed term for the Messianic hope in first century Jewish expectation. 
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The terminology used in this complex of ideas belongs to the old Israel, and sets the narra· 

tive in a primitive Palestinian environment, but the terminology is used in such a way that 

the thought transcends the epoch of Israel. The close clustering of such terminology in 1: 

54-55 and 1 :68-79 adds to this impression. 

In the Benedictus the idea of deliverance from enemies is expressed eschatologically. True, 

the Jewish people had often been set free from their enemies, especially in the Maccabean 

period. The terminology of 1 :71,73 does not go beyond any such Old Testamental exper

iences. The r.aaat<; Tat<; rzµepai<; rzµwv of vs. 75 cannot be accounted for on this basis. This 

connotes something which is finally established. It recalls the O.T. prophecies of the 

Messianic age of everlasting peace (Isa.66 :25). Then in vs. 77 the use of awTflpta<; and 

as.peoei aµapnwv avrwv, though still within the terminology of the O.T. , is too 

similar to the kerygma tic language of Acts to be seen in a purely Old Testamental context. 8 5 

If there should be any doubt as to the generally eschatological natt<re of these psalms, 

the last verse (vs.79) dispels any such doubts. This is a clear allusion to the eschatological 

prophecy in Isa. 9:2f. Again it may be true that this terminology was the common prop

erty of the Qumran community, but when all these ideas are placed together in the manner 

of the Lucan psalms, the impression of the whole is clearly one of eschatological fulfilment. 

Luke 2:1·20 The Birth of Christ 

The episode of the shepherds, as we have seen in the previous chapter, probably alludes to 

Messianic beliefs concerning the 'tower of the flock' 8 6 When this is joined to the Davidic 

motif, the eschatological impression is clear. In this context we find the use of eva-y"fEALtoµai 

in 2: 10. This term has already been used in 1.19. Some scholars have recently denied its 

positive meaning in the N.T. They base this partly on the use of the word in Rev.14.6, 

where it is held that the context is one of judgment rather than salvation, and partly on the 

fact that John's message of judgment is also described by the same term (Lk.3.18). P. Stuhl

macher has concluded that the word carries a neutral sense in l.19 and 2.10. But this 

is hardly likely. Firstly, the usage in Revelations cannot be shown to be entirely negative 

(Rev.10.7 and the context"of Rev.14.6 given by Rev.16.9,11). Secondly, John's message is 

not a negative one. He preached judgment and the imminent coming of the Kingdom. This 

is good n{'WS. Thirdly, the word is used in the Septuagint (especially Isa.40.9;41.27;52.7; 

60.6,61.1) and in contemporary Hellenistic Greek with a definite connotation of good news. 

One can hardly argue from a dubious interpretation of two verses to a forced interpretation 

of numerous verses. 87 In the infancy narrative, the positive sense is well established by 

the context. The good news which Zechariah heard was one of 'joy and gladness' (i .14). 

Here. t.he angel declares 'I bring you good news of great joy which will be to all people' 
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(2.10). We can go further and say that in view of the passages from Isaiah that have already 

been alluded to in this infancy narrative, the word has a decidedly eschatological content .. 

We may notice especially the contexts of Isa.60.6; 6L1; 52. 7 and 40.9. The. use oflsaiah's 

ideas is also reflected in the 'glory of the Lord' (vs 9) which is revealed. As Raymond Brown 

notes, this gives the connotation of a theophany that takes place in the last times' (lsa.60. 

1-3, 19-22). The eschatological element is unmistakable.8 8 In verse eleven we have the dectsive 

a17µepov already mentioned above. Then in 2.14 etp'f'/Vff carries connotations of the peace of 

the eschatological kingd?m ( see on 1.74 above). The Hebraic use of priµa (reflecting the 

Hebrew dbr) draws attention to the decisive event which has taken p!ace.89 In this context, 

togetntr with ariµepo"':J evaf'f'€AL~oµat. , the Davidic fulfilment, and the 'tower of the 

flock' motif, the pr1µa has eschatological significance. This usage is emphasised in 2:19. 

Mary's deep reflection in 2: 19 and 2:51 refers to her.reaction to the Messianic na~ure of her 

Son. Finally, the reaction of the shepherds in 2:20 (referred to above) corresponds to the 

experience of joy in the early eschatojogical Christian community. This pericope is therefore 

thoroughly escha~ological. 

Luke 2:21-39 Simeon and Anna, the presentation of the Child 

This p(lricope may well express the whole idea of the 'Lord coming to his Temple' in 

Malachi 3: 1 (Luke 2:22f). If this is the case, then the eschatological context is established. 

It is enhanced by the figure of Simeon, Yn the Spirit', 'looking for the consolation of 

Israel' and the decisive vvv with which he begins his utterance (2:29). The content of his 

utterance is similar to the other Lucan psahns. Its terminology does not go beyond the O.T., 

but the thought is clearly eschatological. Luke l :31 recalls Isa. 42:6 and 49:6, both of 

which refer to the Servant of the Lord. The phrase 1rpW ri av LOfl ;ov x,pwrov 1<.vpwv (2:26) 

adds to the weight of the decisive vvv in 2:29. Both in this and the preceding pericope, 

there is a constant refrain on the idea of 'seeing'. 'The incident begins with an angel of the 

Lord appearing (e1l'eare) to them (2:9). The shepherds respond by aetermininga.-nongst · 

themselves to go over and see(towµev - vs. 15) this thing (p71µa). Then, when they saw it 

(i5oVTe~ vs. 17) they returned, glorifying and praising God for all they had heard and seen 

( ri1<.ovaav 1<.a.t et5ov. vs.20). Simeon had been told that he would not see death untiJ he had 

seen (tb17) the Lord's Christ (vs.26). Whenhe had seen the child he responded with 'Lord 

now (vvv) lettest thou they. sen1ant depart in peace according. to thy . ward, on eioov ot 

o.pf)a'>..µ01. pov ro avJTflpUJv aov~·s. 3~. When Anna came into the Temple, she spoke to all 
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those who were looking for (1rpoaoexoµevot<;) the redemption of Israel (vs. 38). The last 

case is perhaps not p~rt ofthis special theme. One could pass off thfs play on the wo~d eLOoll· 
' . . . 

as a peculiarity of the Lucan style, were it not for the passage in Luke 10:23-24; µa1<apLOL 

OL oyi}aXµoL OL /3AE1!'0llT€<; a /3Ae1T€Te. Ae"YW -yap vµLV OrL 1TOAAOL 1l'po'{YflraL KaL . f3aoiAeL<; 

718eXrwa11 Loew a vµet<; f3A.e1!'ere Kat ovK etoav , Kat a1<ovoai a a1<overe Kat ov1< 171<ovaav. 

The context is of the disciples returning victoriously from their first commission as the 

heralds of the kingdom of God (Luke I 0: 1 f), and of the vision of Jesus regarding the fall 

of Satan from Heaven (10: 19). The disciples are told to rejoice that their names are recorded 

in heaven, above the fact that the powers of the new age have been evident in their ministry 

(IO: 19.-20). The eschatologicai nature of this passage has been disputed by Conzelmaim, 

but on the grounds of his three-fold system and not on the basis of the text itself. 9 0 Despite . . 

this, therefore, there is good reason to see this as a distinctly eschatological passage. This is 

made quite clear from the use of the same terminology in Luke 7:22 (eLOeTe Kat 711<ovoare). 

Luke 7: 22 is Jesus' reply to John's question ~re you he who is to come?' (Luke 7: 19). 

His reply is in terms of the Isaianic Messianic passages (Isa.29: 18-19; 3 5: 5-7; 60:4-5),The 

last passage just quoted (Isa.60:4-5) includes the theme of 'seeing' the eschatological 

signs of salvation. Then in Acts the eschatological outpouring of the Holy Spirit (Acts 

2:16f) is described in Peter's sermon as o vµeL<; f3Xe1!'erE Kat a1<ovErE (2:33). The theme in 
t 

Luke 2 must certainly have eschatological connotations as well. It is just possible that · 

Luke has continued this theme into the next pericope in view of the use of iooVTE<; in vs. 48; 

but this is doubtful. 

Luke 2:40-52 The boy Jesus in the Temple 

The last pericope does not, in fact, continue with a markedly eschatological note. The em

phasis is rather on the temple motif and the identity of Jesus. 

Enough has been said to demonstrate tne thoroughly eschatological character of the Lucan 

infancy narrative. 9·1 The theme of eschatological fulfilment is to.be found in almost every 

section. In this the Lucan infancy narrative is similar to the Matthean narrative. Some of the 

individual motifs are to be found in both narratives with very much the same emphasis. 

This substantiates the fact that both infancy narratives ultimately come from the sameSitz 

. im Leben, though the traditio'n has been passed down through different channels and shaped 

by different redactors. From what has been said it ha3 also become evident that eschatologi-

. cal fulfilment is the basic theological substratum of the infancy narratives. If this is not rec

ognised. then the narratives are not able to speakJor themselves. What they have to say is 

simply this, that the new age has begun to dawn upon the people of God. The full outpour

ing of the powers of the age to come has not yet occurred. But already there is the sound of 
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the rushing cf rain (1 Kings 18: I 4). Already there is the beginning of the new dispensation. 

The context is still of the old Ism.el but the confines of 0.T. belief are already unable to 

contain the thrust of the eschatological kingdom. From this examination it has become 

evident that these narratives are greatly impoverished if they are simply approached from a 

dogmatic interest. If the question that is put to them is in terms of the virgin birth (how

ever valid that doctrine may be), then the answer will always be drawn from the narra

tives unwillingly. The narratives themselves will be fragmented into various sources and in

terpolations and the resultant exegesis will not take account of the real theological contri

bution which these narratives are seeking to make .. 92 Worse, the dogmatic interest will be 

frustrated, because the Christological content of these narratives can only be understood in 

tentlS of the eschatological framework. On the contrary, if the eschatological framework is 

understood, then the Chris.tological content can be fully appreciated. This leads to the next 

section. 

THE CHRISTOLOGICAL CENTRE OF THE INFANCY NARRATIVES 

Few would doubt that the person of Christ is the centre of both fafancy narratives, in the 

sense that both are structured around his birth. At the outset, however, it must be stated 

that the person of Christ is not understood as an abstract ontological reality. He is central, 

but only .as the apex and epicentre of the eschatological event. One could almost say that 

eschatology is primary and Christology is secondary, but that would be to construct an 

antithesis which does not exist in the narratives. What is clear is that Christ's person is un

derstOod first eschatologically. Then proceeding from that are the connotations of soterio- ' 

logy, sonship etc. The basic eschatological message of these narratives is embodied in the 

person of Christ; but the eschaton is itself the intervention of God. The relationship bet- . 

ween Jesus and God is grounded in the fact that God has acted in fulfilling his promises to 

Abraham. The end of the age has invaded this age. The expression and empodiment of that 

event is the person of Jesus, therefore Jesus is so intimately connected with the activity of 

God that it becomes possible to speak of Jesus as God. 

We may illustrate this point by noting the relationship between John and Jesus in the Lucan 

infancy narrative. Conunentators are fond of drawing out the differences between John and 

Jesus. If the two births are set in a para!lel strncture then it is said that the parallel structure 

is there to emphasise the difference between tnem. To an extent this is acceptable. 9 3 Then. 

others, following this logic, begin to wonder how the births of John and Jesus could ever 

have been. compared. Would a Christi.an redactor ever have set .the two in parallel? Surely 

not! Therefore the joining of the two must have preceded the Christian redactor. But if the 

person who joined the two traditions together was not a Christian then why even transmit 
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the tradition'! Perhaps the tradition was mitially transmitted by a Baptist sect; That 

would account for the motivation of handling the tradition; but why would a Baptist 

redactor add the account of Christ's birth? The only answer is to conclude that the tradi

tion was first and foremost the story of John's hirth, and that a Christian editor has 

borrowed and transformed the Baptist tradition in order to create a story about Jesus' 

birth. This accounts for the parallelism between the .. two. Naturally the copy must reflect 

the original. This parallelism left the Christian redactor with the problem of John and Jesus 

being compared. In order to overcome this. the Christian redactor has added an incident to 

the Baptist story to show the superionty of Jesus and he has inserted contrasts into the 

narrative - hence our present Lucan account. Such, in brief, is the kind of logic that. has 

often been followed, and at each point a vast amount of critical exegesis has been employed 

to buttress the theory. 

However, the starting point of the entire argument is a false understanding of the Christo

logy that is presented in this narrative. The most basic theological consciousness that is to 

be found (as we have shown in the previous section) is the knowledge Of the eschatological 

event. God has remembered his promise to Abraham. The eschaton has dawned. The age to 

come is upon the people of God, and God himself has begun to intervene in human affairs 

for the sake of his people. The eschatological event is a whole complex of connected events. 

It may be spoken of as the outpouring of the Spirit. It may be regarded as the restoration 

of the prophetic ministry. It may be understood as the restoration of God's mighty acts. 

This may include angelic revelations, miracles and momentous events. This may include 

the drawing near of God to his people in guidance and in mercy, forgiveness and liberation 

from enemies. It may include the coming of Elijah, and with him the coming of the Davidic 

king. All these are parts and aspects of one eschatological event: the coming of the reign of 

God. 

The following diagram helps to illustrate what we mean: 

Eschatological act of God ------.......... 

Outpouring of the Spirit 
Restoration of prophetic ministry---

Mighty acts of God ------~-4-411 

Angelic revelations--------+---+---+-..... 

Mercy and forgiveness ______ __,,_ _ _.,.._._ 

Corning of the precursor------'<---"'<--"<--"...,,....., 

The birth of the Messiah------~-:.....~::::.....==--
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To single out the last two elements mentioned, namely, Elijah and the Davidic Messiah, 

and to ask 'which one is primary?' or 'h.ow are they compared?' is to miss the point com

pletely. And to select one aspect of the Davidic Messiah who is himself one aspect of the 

great eschatological event, and say that this, the virgin birth, is the centre of these 

narratives is to miss the point even further. 9 4 

Jn Luke's narrative the first pericope is about John's birth. This does not mean that the 

narrative has not yet got under way. On the contrary, we plunge almost immediately into 

momentous events. Gabriel speaks to an old priest. The priest is struck dumb. He hears a 

word about Elijah, about the chiid being filled with the Spirit, in short, he hears about the 

eschaton. The second pericupe is not a change of subject, neither is it the beginning of 

another tradition. Once again Gabriel speaks to an Israelite, this time a young girl. Once 

again a miracle is spoken of. A miraculous birth will occur. She hears a word about God's 

everlasting Kingdom given to David. The Kingdom is to be restored. This is no change of sub- . 

ject. This is the same · subject. John and Jesus are both part of the new age. They cannot 

therefore be set in antithesis, and to impose such an imaginary antithesis upon the narra

tive is to misunderstand it. 

Does this mean that we are suggesting that Jesus Christ is but one element among many. 

This would be to go too far; rather we are to understand that in his person, in the birth of 

this particular child, the eschaton is revealed with greatest clarity. It becomes clear that this 

partiCu~ar child is the one recurring theme in the manifold actions of God, so that in fact the 

whole movement of events is seen to revolve around him and to point to him. This becomes 

so evident that it becomes possible to identify the actions of God with this child, and 

therefore the eschaton itself with this child. Consequently this child is identified with 

God. The last identification protrudes into the narrative at various points and here we 

cannot but see the insight of the post-Easter realisation being used to interpret the events 

afresh, and seeing in them what was always there but was not always perceived at the time. 

Mary buries these things in her heart. She cannot really understand what she sees and hears; 

but the redactor is writing from the vantage point of having received the tradition from a 

Mary who finally had understood.9 5 The story is retold with all the primitive awareness of 

the one supreme eschatologica! event, or complex of events, but now the single.thread that 

ran throughout the actions of God is truly perceived. The identity of God's eschatological 

action and this one individual has been understood. Consequently the narrator tells the 

story in. order to bring this particular aspect to the fore. He does not, in doing so, lose the 

primitive eschatological consciousness. If he had, or they had, the present narratives would 

not manifest such a thoroughly eschatological character. 
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Thus, two things need to be held in balance, on the one hand the priority of the eschatolo· 

gical act of God, and on the other hand the centrality of Christ as the unique expression of 

that divine deed. In this manner, Christology is grounded upon eschatology, or we could 

say,eschatology m~rges into Christology. Only in this way can we speak of the Christological 

centre of the infancy narratives. 

Matthew 

Having established the basic theological approach to the subject, we must now affirm 

something which is so obvious that it need hardly be mentioned. Jesus Christ is the central 

" figure in both infancy narratives. 

One can affirm this with particular clarity in the case.of Matthew's infancy narrative when 

it is placed in the context of the whole Gospel. J .D. Kingsbury has demonstrated without 

question that Matthew's Gospel, 'focusing as it does on the person, ministry and death 

and resurrection of Jesus Messiah, is thoroughly Christological in tenor., 9 6 He comes to this 

conclusion after a thorough examination of the structure of Matthew's Gospel. The Gospel 

·is structured firstly around the three major headings (1.1; 4.17; and 16.21), secondly 

around the five ending formulae (7.28; 11.l; 13.53; 19.1 and 26.1), and thirdly around two 

sets of three-fold summary passages (4.23-25; 9.35; 11.l band 16.21; 17.22-23; 20.17-19) 
97 

What is most significant about Kingsbury's analysis is the way in which he indicates how 

the name 'Jesus' predominates in all these crucial passages. It is therefore not surprising that 

various scholars have affirmed that Christology is central for the infancy narrative. 

K.Stendahl has indicated the Christological centre of the infancy narrative with his two-fold 

analysis 'Quis et Unde?'. 9 8 Raymond Brown has correctly added a 'How?' to this 'Who and 

Where?'. We would suggest that this should be taken further. The 'Who?' must be placed 

against the context of the 'When?' of eschatological fulfilment, and the 'So that!' of exis· 

tential response. Christology' ·is central for Matthew oniy in that particular co~ceptual 
framework. Matthew begins 'the book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ'. The entire gen-· 

ealogy is constructed to cu.lminate in the last part of the sentence 'of whom Jesus was born, 

who is called Christ'; The next pericope begins with a repetition of his name. Matthew 

could have written 'Now his birth took place in this way'. Ii1.stead, we have the repetition 

'Now the birth of Jesus Christ took place in this way' 99 The import of the angelic declar-

. ation is to assure Joseph immediately that 'what is conceiv.ed in her .is of the Holy Spirit'. 

The mention of the name 'Jesus' and the prophecy of Emmanuel merely enhances the 

centrality of the child . 

. In the next pericope (2:1-12), the centre around whichallelserevolves-thestar,theMagi, 

.. 
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Herod's perplexities and all Jerusalem with him, the scribal deliberations, the testimonia, 

the search, the movement o(the star, the discovery, the worship, the gifts, the rejoicing -

is the child itself; he who is born 'King of the Jews'. The same is true of the following peri

cope (2: 13-14). Here it is noticeable that Joseph is told to take the 'child and his mother' 

rather than the mother and her child. The reason for the journey is the protection of the 

child. The testimonia concerns the movement of the child; who is 'my son'. The follow

ing pencope (:l: 16-18) it is true, does not contain a Christo logical motif, but then the sec

tion is very brief and moves the narrative on to the next pericope. (2: 19-23). Here again the 

Christological centre is evident. Again it is the ·~hild and his mother'. There is now safety 

because those who 'sought the child's life are dead'. Joseph rose.and took 'the child and his' 

mother'. The dwelling in Nazareth is significant to the writer primarily because it signifies 

... something about his home. The refrain of 'the child and his mother' is quite ev!dent. The 

roles of Joseph and Mary are minimal. Joseph is given a more significant role than Mary, but 

only the role of a servant to his own child; who must simply obey the commands of God 

for the destiny o.f this child. The Christological centre of the entire narrative is therefore 

plain. 

King, Son of David and Messiah 

With what type of Christological understanding is the child presented? First and foremost 

he is presented as the Messianic, Davidic King. 1 ~ 0 We can safely assume that this was Matt

hew's prime concern in the entire Gospel. Tnis becomes plain from the manner of his redac

tion of Mark. The title 'Son of David' occurs eight times in this Gospel (1: 1 ;l :20;9:27; 

12:23; 20:23; 20:30,31; 21 :9). Of these only one is taken from Mark. The usage in 1: 1; 

1:20; 9:27; 12:23; and 21:9 is peculiar to Matthew. With regard to 9:27, it is significant 

that Matthew gives two different accounts of Jesus healing two blind men (9:27-31 and 

20:29-34). In both accounts the use of 'ha11e mercy on us, Son of David' is prominent. In 

the case of 12 :23, the leading question 'This man cannot be the Son of David, tan he?' is in

serted, with a considerable amount of other material, into the Markan account (Mark 

3:200. A comparison between Mannew 21 :9-iO and Matk 11:9-10~ =Luke 19:30-40 is in

structive. Mark has the crowds exclaim, 'Blessed be the kingdom of our father David that is 

coming, Hosanna in the Highest'. The reference is to the Davidic kingdom which is yet to 

come. Luke excludes all reference to the Davidic monarchy. Matthew includes a specific 

reference to the Son of David: 'Hosanna to the Son of David'. Thus while in Mark the ho

sannahs are directed partly at the kingdom which is to come (though of course the ref e

rence to Jesus is hnplied), in Matthew they are dir·~cted to Jesus himself as the Davidic 
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king. Added to the Davidic theme, Matthew includes three references to the 'King' which 

are his own. The first is in 2: 1. The second is a citation from Zac. 9:9 which is peculiar fo 

Matthew (Matt. 21 :S);'beho/d your king is coming to you'. The fact that this immediately 

precedes the particularly Matthean redaction in 21 :9 adds to its significance as an evidence 

of Matthew's primary concern. The saying about the 'King who will sit on his glorious 

throne' (Matt. 25:31) is also peculiar to . Matthew. The reference to the 'King of the Jews' 

in Matt. 27:37 has synoptic parallels, and serves to continue his theme. 

There is uncertainty amongst scholars as to whether the title 'Messiah' was adopted by Jesus 

himself. Against this is the fact that the use of Messiah as a proper name only began with the 

Hellenistic period of the early church. Further, there is debate concerning Christ's reply to 

the 
0

high priest. Cullmann and Reginald H. Fuller reject the use of the title by Christ him

self.1° 1 On the other hand, du.e to the fact that the Gospels never show the disciples addres

sing Jesus as Messiah, and due to the fact that the use of the proper name does not intrude ·. 

into the Gospel tradition, as may have been expected, George Ladd concludes that the tra

dition is historically sound. He concludes that Jesus made no overt claim to the title, but 

did not reject it when others applied it to him. He rejects the understanding of 'You have 

said so' (Matt. 26:64) advocated by Cullmann.102 We see no reason to reject Ladd's conclu

sion. Be that as it may, in the Matthean redaction, Messiahship was strongly affirmed for 

Jesus. Further, the use of 'Jesus Christ' as a proper name which arose in the Hellenistic 

community is used in the infancy narrative. This reflects the theology of the redactor and 

does not affect our conclusions as to the origin of the Matthean infancy tradition in the pre

vious chapter. 

The Davidic Messianic theme is the most prominent Christological motif in this infancy nar

rative. This is Matthew's predominant Christology. We have shown how the genealogy traces 

the history of the Davidic monarchy through the entire history of Israel. The threat and the 

protection of the royal line is a recurring theme indicated by the Matthean additions to the 

genealogy. The structure of three fourteens most probably follows from the numerical value 

of the name David in Hebrew.1 0 3 The emphasis of the name David is evident in vs. 17; 'from 

Abraham to David, and from David to the deportation ... Babylon to the Christ fourteen ge

nerations: The greeting of the angel to Joseph is one of the eight references to the title 'Son 

of David'. Joseph is greeted in his capacity as the Davidic heir. The whole positiofl'of Jo-
-

seph in the. narrative is one of a servant. His own legal heirship is merely there to ensure 

the legal Davidic heirship of.Jesus and his conduct is merely to protect the Davidic child. 

The concept of kingship comes out strongly in the next pericope (2: 1-12). One cannot miss 

the dramatic play on the word in the first two verses; 



in the days of Herod the king, behold wise 
men from the East came to Jernsalem saying 
"Where is he who has been born King of the 
Jews': ~t 04 
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Then in the following verse Herod is again described as specifically· 'Herod the king'. This is 

then immediately followed by the scribal deliberations and the citation of a Davidic passage 

(2:5-6). The great alarm of Herod and all Jerusalem heightens the sense of drama. A mere 

child has been born of insignificant parents. Herod has the capital city under his command 

(vs 4), yet he feels this great sense of threat. This is in sharp contrast to the theme of the 

genealogy where the Davidic line was itself .under threat. What was once threatened now 

causes threat. This is then followed by a reciprocal threat in Herod's destructive investi

gations and actions. Threat is therefore set in tension with threat, and the issue around 

which this drama revolves is the Davidic kingship. The idea of threat and protection is con

tinued in the account of the journey to Egypt and the retl1rn. It is in this context that the 

reference to Nazareth finds its meaning. From the beginning of the genealogy through to 

the reference to Nazareth, one can trace the same theme. The genealogy follows the theme 

throughout. Then a further threat falls over the Davidic line when Joseph is tempted to di

vorce Mary. The angel intervenes. With Herod's reaction there is the threat and counter 

threat. Again the angel intervenes (vs. 12) and the Magi are warned. Herod seeks to kill all 

the children in Bethlehem. The threat mounts again. Again the angel intervenes (vs 13) and 

Joseph takes the child to Egypt, the place of protection. He returns, only to find yet ano

ther threat in the person of Archelaus (vs 22). Consequently Joseph takes the child to the 

final place of protection, Nazareth, the village called 'pro tee tress•, and so the Messianic King 

·came to be called 'Jesus of Nazareth·. In the previous chapter we concluded that this was 

the best approach to the citation in vs 23. This study now tends to confirm this. The young 

shoo~, or branch, of the Davidic Messiah was threatened with destruction; but he was taken 

to a village called 'protectress'. The theme of threat and protection is thus found right to the 

end of the infancy narrative. 

The net result of such a theme is to show the greatness and the wonder of God's · Anoin

ted One. Just as the whole history of Israel saw that kingship continually under threat, and 

yet continually guarded and-protected by the intervention of God, so the childhood of Je

sus reproduces the same theme, incJuding both threat and divine intervention. The implica

tion is that this time, above all, the Sovereign ~ill of God will succeed and the everlastin~ 

kingdom of David will be established. The history of Israel is seen t9 be repeated in the his

tory of Jesus. Just as the Davidic line had to endure a demise (in Jechoniah's former ex

perience ) and a redemption (in Jechoniah's latter experience)so the 'Son of David' had to 

endure a flight to Egypt (parallel to Babylonian captivity) and a return to Israel, and just as 

i 
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in the former experience of the Davidic line the destiny of the whole nation was tied to the 

experience of Jechoniah, a son of David, so in the case of the greater Son of David the des

tiny of the new Israel is tied to his destiny. Thus Hosea's prophecy could be applied, 'out of 

Egypt have I called my Son'. 

This statement raises the question of the title 'Son of God' in the infancy narrative. We can

not agree with Kingsbury when he makes this title more important for Matthew than 'Son 

of David', and it is certainly 'not central to the Christology of the infancy narrative. 
10 5 

However, it does seem that Matthew had the title 'Son of God' on his mind when he used 

this citation. 'Son of God' is important in the remainder of Matthew's Gospel, as Kingsbury 

has shown. Jesus is conceived by the Spirit (I: 18,20), not by Joseph (I: 18,20,24), hence 

he is 'God with us' (I :22-23). In I: 16b, the passive voice of the verb E-yEvv11e11 may be a 

circumlocution for the divine activity, and in I :20 the passive participle -yEvVf1(}Ev may 

refer to the same idea. Then in chapter two we have the repeated use of 'the child and his 

mother'. Joseph is not mentioned as the father. The Magi '.\'aw the child with Mary his 

mother' (2: I I) and they worshipped him. This is then shortly followed by the citation 'Out 

of Egypt have I called my son' (2: 15). It is very likely that these various hints are to be as

sociated with the citation. fo addition, Matthew is strongly influenced by the O.T. where 

'Messiah' and 'Son of God' are closely associated (2 Sam. 7:14; Ps. 2:7-8; 89:26-27; 

1 Chron.· 17:12-13; 22:10).1° 6 The theological affirmation of this citation is that the des

tiny and redemption of the people of God is grounded in the Davidic Kingship and Son

ship of Jesus. 

Saviour and Emmanuel 

Two more Christological statements are made by this narrative; Jesus is Saviour and Jesus is 

Emmanuel (I :21.23). 107 

In earlier N.T. scholarship, it was often presumed that the term aWTT/P was taken over 

from the Hellenistic mystery ·religion. Thus Bultmann could say 'The general sense of 

the mysteries may be defined as the imparting of "Salvation" (aw'T'T/pt.a), hence the deities 

are called "Saviour" (awr17p j.1 0 8Today we can no longer be at all certain of this. There is 

doubt as to whether awr17p was used during the N.T. period by the myst~ries, and the evi

·dence shows that the term was not all that common in the later mystery cults. 1 0 9 If any. 

influence can be found from ,external factors, it is from the Imperial cultus, where OWIT/P 

was more commonly used. This leads Cullmann to the conclusion that the use of OWT'T/P in 

the N.T. is derived firstly froin the O.T. and secondly from a Christian response· to the use 

of K.Vpw<; for Jesus. He believes there is 'reason to assume that this Ozristological designa

tion is an Old Testament title of honour for God tr0:nsferred to Jesus', and that: 'the name 

"Saviour" (like all the Divine attributes) was ascribed to Jesus in connection with his dig-
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nity asKyrios'. 110 In the Q.T. Othniel and Ehud (Jud. 3:9,15) were called Saviour. How

ever, the title was not in common usage for the Messiah. This is probably because it was · 

usually only ascnoed to God Himself. It becomes clear from the fact that it is used for God 

in the N.T. almost as much as for Jesus (1 Tim. 1 :1; 2:3; 4:10; Titus 1:3; 2:10;3:4;Jude 

vs. 25; Luke 1 :47). Significantly, when Jesus is called Saviour the usage is often foun<l in 

conjunction either with Jesus as 1wpw<; (Luke 2:11) or as God (Titus 2:13f). Cullmann 

concludes 

Primarily we are concerned here with the 
transfer to Jesus of an Old Testament divine 
attribute. Jesus is the Soter because he 
wiW save his people from their sins. This is 
how Matt. 1 :21 explains the name Jesus. This 
proper name is one of the Hebrew forms of 
the title "Saviour" applied to God in the Old 
Testament . 111 

These remarks are concerned with the development of the faith understanding of JesuJ as 

Saviour. Related to this is the origin of the name 'Jesus'. There is no evidence that Jesus 

ever had any other name. He must have received it at birth. Thus, due to the fact that 'to 

Jewish ears, "Jesus" means the same as awrrip "Saviour", we may safely conclude that the 

name of Jesus cotltributed to the belief in Jesus as "Saviour". ' 112 It made the develop

ment of the idea more obvious in a Jewish environment. Whether the angel revealed the 

significance of the name to Joseph or not depends upon whether we are prepared to believe 

in di~ine revelation. The critical data certainly does not refute such a possibility. 

The significant point for our present study is that Saviour was actually a term used to des~ 

cribe the redemptive actions of God. In Isaiah this work is related to the eschatological 

time of God's flr1al saving action (Isa. 43:3,11; 43:15,21; 49:26; 60:16). In answer to the 

question 'what does Matthew intend by speaking of "Saviour" in this passage?' we may 

conclude that he is not referring to Jesus as God in an ontological sense. Such theologi

cal formulations would have been far from his mind. However, he was thinking of Jesus as 

the expression of the eschatological action of God himself in saving his people from their 

sins. Here again, Christology is understood eschatologically. The identity of Jesus as the 

expression of God's eschatological action tends to the identity of Jesus with God hjmself. 

That step has not been consciously taken in this passage, but the eschatological ground of 

that identification has already been established. 

By the term 'Emmanuel' does Matthew intend us to understand that Jesus is God? This, 

we must admit, is an obvious inference from the text. His name will be 'God with us'. How

. ever, we must again emphasise. that Matthew may not have consciously worked out the re-
,. 'I 

lationship between Jesus and God. Rather, Emmanuel must be understood eschatologi-

cally. In the eschatological event, God had come to be with his people in salvation and re-
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. demption. Jesus is the central point of that divine action. Jesus is the impersonation of the 

eschatological action of God. Therefore, Jesus can be called 'God with us', and therefore 

Jesus can be understood as himself 'God with us'. 113 If we view the development of this 

idea eschatologically, then it does seem that Matthew has identified Jesus with God. 

It is striking how the birth of Jesus is fol
lowed by the first quotation from the Old 
Testament "God with us" ( 1 :23) and the 
rebirth of Jesus from the dead is followed 
by His last word '1 am with you always" ' 
(28:30F 114 

We conclude that Matthew's infancy narrative has a three-fold Christological teaching. 

Firstly and pre-eminently, Jesus is understood to be the Messianic king of the lineage of Da

vid, secondly he is understood as the Saviour, and thirdly as Emmanuel. All three concep

tions are understood eschatologically. Eschatology is the ground of Christology. 

Luke 

In the Lucan infancy narrative the theme of Davidic Messiahship is clearly evident. How

ever, it is not as prominent as in Matthew. This conception is given an equal emphasis along 

with Kvpwc;, vwc; and UWTT/P· The ideas of Christ as a1wv and as the revelation of God are 

also mentioned. 

The Lucan narrative has a greater emphasis on the humanity of Christ. A further feature is 

the universal framework in which this Christology is set. 

The Davidic Messiah 

Howard Marshall maintains that as regards Jesus' Messiahship, 'Luke's usage is basically 

that of his sources, and he does not show any independent development of it.' He g<>es · 

to some length to show that the idea of kingship was not Luk·e's primary consideration.115 

On the other hand, A.R.C. Leaney and Earle Ellis regard this as a central Lucan theme.116
. 

Marshall's concern is to sho"'.' that salvation is the central Lucan concept. This is perhaps 

correct. However, he seems to have overstated his argument in limiting the importance of 

Kingship and Messiahship fo~ Luke. Certainly this theme is not as important for Luke as 

it is for Matthew, but it is on~ of his characteristic Christological motifs. It is perhaps easiest 

to demonstrate this in Acts, where we have a clear statement of specifically Lucan theology. 

It is true that a great deal of the Lucan usage of Xpwroc; is found in Luke's sources, for 

instance in the various speeches in Acts. Hov.:ever, the fact that Luke has selected certain 

elements of the tradition reve,als his theological interest. What is notable about Luke's use of 
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Xptaro<; is the use of the definite artic!e. This accentuates the titular connotation of this 

word (2.31 rov Xpta1"ov 3.18 rov Xpwrov - similar connotation; 3.20 rov 1wpwv ·; 3.26 

rov Xµiarov avrov ; 8.5 rov Xptarov : 9.22 a Xpmro<; ; 26.23 o Xptaroc; ). The last case is 

evidently a Lucan expression. This becomes clear if one compares Ac. 26.23 - et 7ra071ro~ 

o Xpwro<: et Trpu.rro<: e~ avaaraaew<: veKpwv with Lk.24.26.- el5€L 1ra0ew rov X;pw-rov Kat 

eweAOew EL<: rrw c5o~av avrov. 

The Davidic-Messiah theme also appears in a number of cases where Xptaro<; is not spe

cifically mentioned, but when the idea is clearly present. In I 0.38 we hear of how 'God 

annointed(ex.pwev ) Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Spirit and with power.' This links the 

Messianic theme with the work of the Spirit, another characteristic Lucan theme. In An-. 
tioch the disciples were first called 'Christians' (11.26). However this name is to .be under-

stood, it continues the Messianic theme. In Paul's sermon at Pisidian Antioch, reference is 

made to the Jewish desire for a king { 13.21 ). God 'found in David the son of Jesse a man 

after his own heaFt,' and 'of this man's posterity God has brought to Israel a Saviour, Jesus 

as he promised '{13.22-23) The whole address is structured around the Davidic theme {15. 

33,34,36). The restoration of the Davidic monarchy is again mentioned in the speech of 

James (15.16f), and in 17.17 the Thessalonian Jews accuse the apostles of proclaiming 

bnother King, Jesus.' The Davidic theme is strongly evident from Peter's first sermon in 

Ac.2 .25-31, 34-36. 117 

Turning to Luke, and leaving aside for the moment the infancy narrative-, the first reference 

to Messiahship is significant. Again we have the titular rov Xptarov , and while Mark has 

simply 'he did not permit the demons to speak because they knew him,' Luke has 'because 

· they knew him to b(! the Christ '(Mk.1.34; Lk.4.41 ).'Matthew's parallel has no reference to 

Christ at all ( Matt.8.14-19). Then where Mark has simply 'Let us go on to the next town. 

that I may preach there also', Luke has 1 must preach the kingdom of God to other cities 

also' (Mk.1.38; Lk.4.43) There is no Matthean parallel. In the case of Lk.8.1, where Luke 

has 'preaching the kingdom of God', Matthew has the less officiaf 'preaching the gospel of 

the kingdom,' {Matt.9.35) and Mark has no reference to.the kingdom (Mk.6.6b; 7.34). The 

saying about the kingdom given to Jesus by his father which he will share with his disciples 

is peculiar to Luke (22.29). The use of 'king' and 'Messiah' in the Lucan passion narrative is 

not significant. Luke 23.2 has no parallel in the synoptics, but then Luke leaves out the 

reference to the king in 23.11 ( compare Mk.15.16; Matt.27.29) and the two-foJd Matt'." 

hean reference to the king and the Messiah in Matt.27.22 and 27.17. Here Matthew empha

sisfis Christ's KingsrJp more than Luke.Against this is the fact that Luke uses 'king' in the 

parable of the nobleman, while Matthew does not (Lk.19.12; 15.27; Matt.25.14f). Luke 

24.27, as we have noted, fa also peculiar to Luke. We may safely conclude that Luke doe~ 

empnas1se Jesus' kingship and Davidic Messiahship more than Mark, tllough Jess than Matthew. 
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In the infancy narrative, the angel Gabriel comes to a 'virgin betrothed to a man whose 

name was Joseph, of the house of David ' ( 1.27) This prepares us ~or the particularly Messia

nic impact of the annunciation; 

the Lord will give him the throne of his father 
David, and he will reign over the house of 
Jacob for ever, and of his kingdom there will 
be no end, (1.32-33) 

Zechariah blesses God for having raised up the 'fzeir of salvation in the house of his servant 

David.' (l .6a) Then in the second chapter the birth ot Jesus takes place at Bethlehem, ~city 

of David' because Joseph was of 'the house and lineage of David ' (2.4) The annunciation 

to the shepherds concerns the child who is 'born this day in the city of David ~ Saviour, 

who is Christ the Lord '(2.11 ). Simeon had been promised that he would not see death until 

he had seen the Lord's Christ ~2.26). The theme is quite evident. As in the speeches in Acts, 

the theme occurs most frequently in reported speech, this time in angelic declarations. Only 

three cases ( 1.27; 2.4; 2.26) out of six are in the prose narrative. This may give some weight 

to Marshall s conclusion that Luke is merely reflecting his sources. However, there is enough 

evidence to show that Luke has left his own mark upon such reported speech. The impres

sion remains that this was a positive Lucan Christo logical emphasis. 

Kurios. 

This is a prominent Christological title in the infancy narrative. The idea is not limited to 

specific mention of the name. Jesus' Lordship is hinted at and alluded to in a number of 

ways. The two most emphatic are Lk.1.43 and 2.11. Elizabeth greets the 'mother of my 

Lord' and Jesus is declared to be 'Christ (and) Lord' by the angels. The latter appelation 

suggests that Luke is using KVPW\ as the Septuagintal equivalent of Jahweh. The other 

three references confirm this. Luke deliberately leaves 1wpw\ with an ambiguous meaning 

in 1.17 a~_d 1.76, and the temple scene is suggestive of the prophecy of Malachi (Mal.3.l

Lk.2.22).118 Thus 

from his birth Jesus is the Lord, and there is 
no suggestion in Luke that He gained this status 
at some later point. The disciples came 
to reco~n.ise Him as Lnrd nnrv at the resurrec
tion, butwhat they recognised was not a new 
status but one already possessed by Jesus. 119 
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In the use of 1<.vpw<; the infancy narr<Itive is at one with Luke's theology in general. Jesus as 

'Lord' is a specifically Lucan emphasis. While the title is rare in Matthew and in Mark, it is 

Luke's most conunon title for Jesus (Lk.7.13,19; 10.1,39,40; 11.39; 12.42; 13.15; 16.8; 

17.5,6; 18.6; 19.8; 21.34; 22.61; 24.3,34). This may not prove that Luke has introduced 

the title himself. He never places this title upon the lips of the disciples when they are 

addressing Jesus, except when he is using Markan material ( 19.31,34 - Mk.11.3). However 

even here when the disciples repeat Jesus' directions, where Mark has 'they told them what 

Jesus had said' in Luke the actual words are repeated 'The Lord has need of it.' Matthew 

does not' use this repetition ( Matt.21.1-7). Luke may have depended upo::i a source where 

Kvpw<; was prominent, He may also have introduced the title himself. In Acts, the use of· 

Kvpw<; is related to the glorification of Jesus as the exalted Lord. Here 1wpw<; reflects the 

Septuagintal translation of 'Jahweh '. This is made explicit by the citation of Ps. 110:34 

and Peter's declaration, 'God has made him both Lord and Christ' (Acts 2:34-36). It indica

tes that 'Lord' in Acts 2:21 should refer to Jesus as much as to Jahweh. Thereafter the use 

of KVPW<: in Acts never clarifies whether Jesus or Jahweh is being referred to, or Jesus as 

Jahweh (Acts 1 :21; 5:14; 9:42). The prayer in Acts 4:24-33 is definitely directed to Jah

weh as Lord (cf 10:4). Paul's experience however seems to identify Jesus with the Lord 

(9:5,17 ,27). Paul the pharisee would only bow to the Lord himself. Peter prays to the Lord 

(10:14; 11:8), and we are not certain who is being referred to. Acts 10:36 is an emphatic 

identification of Jesus with J ahweh. Acts 11 : 23 seems to ref er to Jesus, as does 12: 11. 

Acts 13:2 is ambiguous. Acts 14:3 definitely refers to Jesus, while 14:23 and 16:15 are 

again ambiguous. Acts 18:9 refers to Jesus, while 18:25 is ambiguous. So is Acts 21:14. T!le 

use of the title 'Lord Jesus' similarly identifies Jesus as 'the Lord' (7 :59-60; 19: 13,17; 2 I: 

13; 22: 16). The presence of Jesus is also closely connected with the presence of the Spfrit 

(16:6-7; 8:39; 5 :9). 

In the light of this usage of 1<.vpw<; in Lucan theology, we must conclude that its usage in 

the infancy narrative affmns the divinity of Christ; • /'assimilation de Jesus d Yahweh qut 

est le dernier mot de la Christologie de Luc 1-2.' 120 

This statement needs some qualification. We pointed out how in the use of Sa\.iour in the 

Matthean infancy narrative the fact that the term was first used as a description of the 

eschatological action of God meant that Christ's identification with God was grounded upon 

eschatplogy. The same must be affirmed here. The use of 1wpw<; for Jesus in Lucan theology 

is grounded upon the resurrection and ascension of Christ. We have r..oted how in view of 

that event the use of 1<.vpw<; in Acts 2:21 must be applied to Jesus as much as to fahweh .. 

Acts 2 is a thoroughly eschatological passage. The outpouring of the Spirit is in accordance 

with what Joel prophesied for the last days (Acts 2: l 7a). But the events which caused the 

pouring forth of the Spirit, the resurrection and \"!Xaltation of Jesus (2 :33), are no less 
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eschatological. The series of events beginning with the resurrection and culminating in the 

presence of the Spirit in the Christian community, must be regarded as one comples of escha

tological events. It was in this context that 1wpwc; was applied to Jesus. Once again there is 

a vital link between eschatology and Christology. This link, it is true, is not evident in the 

Lucan infancy narrat'ive as it is in the Matthean infancy narrative. It does, however, consti

tute the basis of the use of 1wpwc; in the Lucan infancy narrative. It is possible that the use 

of XpLaroc; 1wpwc; €1' 7rOA€L AavLO in Luke 2: 11 retains the eschatological basis of Lucan 

theology even in the infancy narrative. As we have noted, this passage is eschatological. 

Son of God 

Luke does not make much use of the title 'Son of God'. He merely follows his sources in the 

Gospel. The title is rare in Acts (13:33; 9:20). 121 The theme does receive some emphasis in 

the infancy narrative (I :32,35; 2:49). We shall not repeat the examination of this designa

tion which was made in the previous chapter. 122 We concluded there that Luke is referring 

to more than an adoptionistic sonship. Christ's sonship is unique and alludes to his divine 

sonship. 

Saviour 

The theme of salvation is certainly prominent in Luke. Marshall's contention that this is the 

primary Lucan theological motif is possibly correc( though we would hesitate to select one 

primary theme. His examination of this idea in Lucan theology cannot be added to in this 

study: 123 He is right in drawing attention to the fact that God is spoken of as Saviour before 

Jesus is named as Savfour. In fact, there is a gradual transition in the Lucan infancy narra

tive from the idea of God as the Saviour, by virtue of his eschatological action, to Jesus as 

the Saviour. The first refence is to God as Saviour (I :4 7). This is qualified in terms of the 

raising up of the hungry and the scattering of the proud. The hymn then goes on to men

tion the promise to Abraham which has now been remembered (I :54-55). 

We may, therefore, state with some confi
dence· that the thought of God as Saviour is 
related to His eschatological action in exalting 
the humble and filling the hungry with good 
things. 124 

The saving action of God is then stated in terms of the 'house of David'. But again it is the 

'Lord God of Israel' who is blessed for having done this (I :67). ·It is the Lord who has 

'raised up a horn of salvation in the house of his servant David' (1 :69). There is yet no 
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mention of the person of Jesus. The idea is then extended to the preparation of the way of 

the Lord (I :76). Here for the first time the person of Jesus appears, but he is not specifi

cally mentioned. There is just the suggestion or allusion to .the fact that the Lord whom 

John is preceding is Jesus. Then in 2: 11 Jesus is called the Saviour. Here the reference is 

specific. But again UWTT/P (Jesus) is placed in relation to 1wpw<;. This child will be a Saviour 

by virtue of the fact that he shares in the dignity of the name 1wpwi;;. Finally, in 2:28-30 

salvation is stated in terms of Jesus specifically. When Simeon sees the child Jesus, he sees 

the Lord's salvation. Even here it is the Lord's salvation. It is significant that if there is any 

play on the word 'Jesus' in the Lucan infancy narrative, it does not come out (Luke I :31 ). 

Rather, if Rene LaurentL'1 is correct, the significance of the name is understood from Luke 

1 :32ff only as a parau~"l to Luke 2: 1Off. 125 Only when the gradual transition of thought 

from God's eschatological saving action to the person of Jesus has been made ( 1 :4 7 to 2: 11) 

can we look back and see some significance in the name 'Jesus'. 

What we have observed in the Lucan use of UWTT/P and aw;rzpia in the infancy narrative is 

a good illustration of what we concluded about the description of Jesus as Saviour in the 

Matthean infancy narrative. UVYrT/P was a description of God's eschato!ogical action (Isa. 

43:3,11: 43:15,21; 49:26; 60:18) and therefore Jesus could be called UWTT/P because he was 

the personification of the eschatological action of God. Once again Christology is grounded 

upon the eschatological action of God. 

A light for Revelation 

This idea only occurs twice in the.narrative (1 :79; 2:32). What is significant is that in the 

first instance there is a clear allusion to Isa. 9:2; 42:6-7 49:6. The idea is not specifically 

related to Jesus. The Benedictus only alludes to him indirectly. The context is the eschatolo

gical action of God. Then in the second instance, Simeon looks down at the infant Jesus in 

his arms and says: 'mine· eyes have seen ... a light for rei·elation to the Gentiles and for glory 

to thy people Israel' (2:30-32), Again Jesus is the personification of the e~chatological ac

tion of God. Christology is _grounded upon eschatology. It is not viewed abstractly or meta

physically. 

Holy 

This term has already been examined in the previous chapter, where :we concluded that it 

was used as a Messianic title and that it conveyed indirectly the Holiness of Christ. 126 ·Both 

vwi;; and a-ywv were seen to be intimately connected with the conception by the Holy Spi· 

rit. In this sense we said that an eschatological basis for the idea of the Incarnation had been 
· estaoushea. 
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These Christo logical conceptions are found in Luke in the framework of both universalism 

and particularism. Luke deliberately places the birth of Christ in the context of Roman his

tory (2: 1-4). The 'Saviour, who is Christ the Lord' is thus declared to be the universal Sa

viour. This idea is then confirmed by the prophetiC utterance of Simeon (2:31-32), We con

cluded in the 1 last chapter that the terminology of Simeon's utterance does not transcend 

the language of Isaiah. 127 Now we must aifirm that for Luke these words must have carried 

a more developed concept of universalism. Side by side with the fact that he will be a light 

for 'all peoples', is the fact that this will be 'for the glory of thy people Israel' (2:32). Par

ticularism is similarly mentioned in 2: 10, where the good news is to 'the people', i.e. the 

people of Israel. In this way the infancy narrative introduces the Lucan and Pauline idea of 

the Gospel going to th; Jews and then to the Greeks (Rom. 1:16, Acts 13:46-49).It is 

worth· noting that Acts 13 :4 7 includes another reference of the 'light for the Gentiles' (Isa. 

49 :6). The idea of Christ as t.he light of revelation is particularly connected with the twin 

concepts of universalism and particularism. 

The Christological conceptions we have mentioned so far all emphasise the aspect of the di-
' 

vine eschatological nature of Christ's person and work. Luke's infancy narrative also has a 

manifest interest in the humanity of Jesus. This is much more prominent in the Lucan narra

tive than in the Matthean infancy narrative. 

Firstly, Luke progressively describes Jesus as(3pElf'OC: (2:12) rrmowv (2:27) and rrmc; (2:43). 

Secondly, he deliberately mentions the human development of Jesus (2:40,52). 

Finally, the structural analysis is helpful because it indicates that the Christo logical ma

terial is largely located in a single paradigmatic struCture. In Matthew's second pericope the 

major Christological content is found in the annunciation ( 1 :20-23). Christological content 

is found almost incidentally 'in other parts of the narrative ( 1: 18). In the third pericope 

Christological content is found almost exclusively in the annunciation element (2:2; 2:5-6, 

11). In Luke's infancy narrat~ve in the first pericope, the only Christological content is by 

implication in 1: 17, which. is part of the annunciation. In the second pericope, Christolo

gical content is almost exch~sively in the annunciation ( 1 :31-33,35). The introduction 

points forward to the Christology that is found in the annunciation. Luke I :43 mentions 

the child as the 'Lord'. In the 'shepherds' pericope Christological content is again found in 

the introduction (2: 5-6); but: this does not constitute the centre of the pericope. The cen

tral section is found in the annunciation (2: 10-12) where the Christological content is ex

plicit. In the pericope to do ~ith Simeon, the Christological content is more or less evenly 
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distributed. It is found in the introduction (2:22-25), in the revelatory event (2:25-27) and 

in Simeon's response (2:29-32, 34-35). However, in this case the mention of the Christ child 

in the introduction has little theological content and the mention of Christ in Simeon's re

sponse operates as a further part of the revelatory event. This is because while Simeon is 

viewed as the receiver at one point (2:26-27, following the actantial model), he iS viewed as 

the subject at another point (2:29-32, 34-35) and Christ's parents are regarded as the re

ceivers. This section does not therefore alter the general pattern. In the case of Anna, the 

Christological content is part of the revelatory event. Christological content is found else

where in the Lucan narrative in the Benedictus (1 :76-79) and in the temple scene (2:40, 

49). In· general therefore, Christology is associated with the annunciation paradigm. 

This structural observation is important for the relationship between eschatology, Christo

logy and prophetic exhortation. The structure of the narrative sequences shows that the 

Christological content usually comes between the eschatological setting (the old age in the 

introduction) and the language of response. This adds weight to our contention that Chris

tology emerges out of eschatology and prophetic exhortation emerges out of eschatological 

Christology. 

THE PROPHETIC NATURE OF THE INFANCY NARRATIVES 

We will take as our starting point for this section the suggestive article of Paul Minear on 

'The Interpreter and the Birth Narratives,' 
128 

where he states that 'the whole of the tra

dttion is prophetic'. 129 His reasons for this remark are as follows. His purpose is to dis

cover the original Sitz im Leben of these narratives. Firstly we may assume that these narra

tives were not used for preaching the Gospel to the unconverted. They presume that the 

hearers already stand within the faith. Secondly, they are not primarily apologetic. True, a 

defence against Jewish slurs on the character of Mary appears L11 a secondary sense, but on 

the whole the stories 'articulate the common joy of believers over God's saving acts'. 

Thirdly, they are cleariy not -catechetical material. Fourthly, neither can the material be 

viewed as suitable for pastoral counselling. Fifthly, they are not written from a purely anti

quarian interest in Christ's historical origins. Sixthly, the material is not meant just for the 

telling of picturesque stories to children, and it is not meant to be used simp!y for the an

nual festival of Advent. 'No, this tradition reflects the mature and realistic understanding of 

the Christian life, based upon the cwnulative, year-round experience of the Christian com

munity'. The first listeners were well aware of the later course of events, both of John's life 

and of Jesus. They look back from after the resurrection 'and frankly suggest that many of 

the implications of earlier events were hidden until after the clirri.actic revelation. o"J tne Risen 

Lord. In this sense the whole of the tradition is prophetic'. The tradition is prophetic in the 
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sense that it developed in a community that was continually re-living the events that too~ 

place in the infancy narratives~ Just as Jesus came to Bethlehem, so he continually comes 

into the lives of individuals L.1 existential encounters with the Risen Lord. The Spirit con

tinues to humble the proud and exalt those of low degree. The church still lives under its 

Herods and Herod's successors. 'There are deep affinities between the corporate experience 

of the congregation and that of Zechariah and Elizabeth, Joseph and Mary, Simeon and 

Anna ... ' The narratives arose in the Sitz im Glauben where the various responses to the di

vine act of God in the infancy narratives were still occuring in different individuals. In Zec

hariah we see the reaction of doubt to the kerygma. In Elizabeth and Anna we see the 

. power of patient expectancy. In the reaction of Herod one sees the 'blind efforts to protect 

ones own autonomy'. In the reaction of Joseph one senses the 'temptation to be offended 

by prevailing moral standards', and in Mary one beholds the 'pure receptivity to. the Holy 

Spirit'. The outworking of existential decisions are evident in the narratives. We hear of men 

glorifying God, of others standing in fear and trembling before him, of those who give 

thanks for his m~rcy and rejoice in his presence. 'It is not to be doubted that these very re

sponses were present \11herever the stories were told'. Further, the early community lived in 

the expectancy of the parousia. Those first responses to his first advent. thus become a 

paradigm for the fitting response to his second advent. Finaily, such an atmosphere of exis

tential response to the corning of Christ can only be appreciated in worship. The interoreter, 

if he wishes to understand these narratives truly, must stand in the same Sitz im Loben of 

the first hearers. 'He recognises that such a repetition is something which he must share as a 

worshipper before he can describe God's works as an interpreter'. 130 

We cannot but feel that Minear has touched the real .heart of the infancy narratives with 

these remarks, and that he has understood the real intentions of the evangelists in recording 

this tradition. His remarks are, however, not substantiated with a critical investigation of the 

narratives and they are given briefly as suggestions for the correct approach to these narra

tives. In the remainder of this chapter we shall pursue Minear's suggestion in greater detail. 

At this point, two comments need t,o be made. Firstly, Minear indicates that his approach 

was stimulated by the remarks of Soren Kierkegaard. Kierkegaard is usually credited as be

ing one of the fathers of modern existentialism. This suggests that the existentialistic ap

proach to the N.T. may be particularly fruitful at this stage of our exegesis. At an earlier 

point we rejected the dialectical approach to historiography and the Kantian division of 

facts and their meanings. 131 We have also concluded that the infancy narratives cannot 

be assumed to be without historical content. There are no good grounds for rejecting their 

substant~l historicity. But to deal with the historiographical question is not to exegete 

these narratives fully. A true exegesis will seek to understand the intentions of the original 

authors and the pamcula1 message which they were seeking to proclaim. We suggest tnat 
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the narratives were written with, frrstly, an eschatological message, secondly with a Chris

to logical message, and that as an implication of these two elements they were written, 

thirdly, to produce ar1 existential response. They can only be fully appreciated if they are 

exegeted existentially: 

Secondly, Minear uses the idea of the prophetic-. _in a particular sense. By 'prophetic' 

we shall not refer to the element of 'foretelling' which is to be found in the O.T. and apo

qalyptic literature. Neither shall we refer simply to the element of 'forthtelling', if by that 

term the declaration of the will of God for a particular historical situation is to be under-
-

stood. We refer especially to the 'prophetic' as that element of 'recalling' and exhortation 

which played a considerable part in the ministry of the early Christian prophets. This form 

of ministry is addressed to those who have already responded to the kerygma but it seeks to 

re-call them to their first commitment to the exalted Lord and to exhort them to 'remain 

faithful to the Lord with steadfast purpose' (Acts i 1 :23), 

Thirdly, it is important that we should grasp the intimate connection between the first two 

elements and the third. We have noted a number of times that the Christology of the in

fancy narratives is grounded upon eschatology. Eschatology is seen to merge into Chris

tology. There is thus an intimate relationship between the first and the second elements. 

These two elements together amount to a decisive existential challenge. The overwhelming 

event of the eschaton, personified in the Messiah and located in time by the events which 

surrounded his birth, call out for a response.They constitute a challenge which demands a 

response. The first two elements relate to the third as challenge to response. The element 

ot the 'propnecic' arises out of this existential dynamic. 132 We shall begin our examina

tion with the Lucan infancy narrative. 

Luke 

The Language of Response in Luke's Gospel 

Before approaching the mfaqcy narrative itself, it will be heh;>ful to examine the P1ement of 

existential response in the remainder ot the Gospel. This is a subject which, in our view 

. has not received sufficient attention from redaction critics. It is noteworthy that in his 

final section on -'lrfan as the Recipient of Salvation'. Conzelmann does not mention this ele:.. 

ment of Lucan theology. 133 Similarly, Marshall examines the subjects of repentance, faith 

and conversion, and then the responses of joy, praise and prayer: but he does not notice 

the concept of existential response in Luke's Gospel. .J J.4 · This warnnts investigation, u~cause 

it would not be too much to say that this element is a predominant theme in the specifically 
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Lucan material, that it can be found in the Lucan redaction of Q, and to an extent in the 

Lucan redaction of Mark. 

Luke's record of the preaching .of John the baptist includes material which is not found in 

the other synoptics (Luke 3: l0-15). According to Conzelmann, 'Here the eschatological 

call to repentance is transported into timeless ethical e){hortation '. · 135 He bases this remark 

upon the fact that directi.ons are given for future ethical conduct (vs. 11, 13, l 4b ). This in-

. terpretation is open to a number of criticisms. Firstly, as Marshall has pointed out, 'it is dif

ficult to ;ee hnw else renPntnnce could be envisaged when it is a question of turning away 

from sin and disobedience to Goa's command'. 1 3 6 

Repentance must have an ethical content. That does not mean that salvation is viewed 

moralistically. One wonders if perhaps this kind of remark does reveal a rather ex

treme understanding of the Pauline doctrine of justification which would not have been 

acceptable to that apostle. Secondly, the instructions for a future ethical conduct before the 

parousia are said to undermine the idea of imminence. As we have pointed out elsewhere, it 

is questionable whether Conzelman .. has properly understood the idea of eschatological im

minence in the N.T. If this is so, then the ground of his criticism is removed. Thirdly and 

this is more relevant for us at this point, this passage can be shown to contain exactly the 

opposite emphasis. How can one miss the distinctly eschatological connotations of vs. 15? 

(notice the use of 7rpoaoo1<wvro' and OLa'Ao-yL~oµevwv), In fact, the characteristic motif in 

this sectiOn is that of the response of the people to the challenge of John's message (notice 

vs. 10, 12, 14 ). The n ovv 7rOL'Tlawµev in vs. I 0 is to be compared with µL 1f'OL'Tlawµev in Acts 

2:37. In the passage in Acts, the response follows from the revelation that 'this which you 

see and hear' (Acts 2:33) is that which 'was spoken by the prophet Joel' (Acts 2: 16-17). 

The eschatological or non-eschatological nature of this section is, however, not our main 

_point. What is significant is the language of response which pervades the narrative. 

The account of Christ's visit to the Synagogue of Nazareth contains special Lucan material. 

The climax of this section is _found in the logion in Luke 4:21. One cannot miss the escha

tological connotation of the decisive use of '1:,11µepov (Note how this undermines Conzel

.mann's emphasis on Luke 16:16 and 22:36). Immediately following this eschatological 

declara.tion there is the usage of the terminology of response. 'They wondered at the gra

cious. words which proceeded out of his mouth' (vs. 22). To this we should add the strong 

connotations of rn'A11811aav 7ravre' 8vµov in vs. 28. The response is twofold. There is both 

the positive and the negative reaction to the word. This is similar to the Johannine emphasis 

on the effect of the light upon those who experience it. Luke 5 :4-10 is a special Lucan addi

tion to the Synoptic tradition of the call of the disc;iples. In this section the climax of the 

narrative is itself a case of existential response to the deed of Jesus. Peter declares 'Depart 
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from me, for I am a sinful man 0 Lord'. Luke then mentions that Peter and his friends were 
. . 

'astonished' (Oaµtlo<:) because of the event (vs. 8-9). The Lucan redaction of the healing of 

the paralytic shows the same emphasis. Mark says 'they were all amazed' (Mark 2: 12). Matt

hew has 'they were afraid' (Matt. 9:8). Luke has 'amazement seized them all ... ' and they 

were 'filled with awe' (Luke 5 :26). The reaction to the event is accentuated. The same em

phasis on reaction is found in the Lucan redaction of the healing of the man with a withered 

hand (Compare Luke 6:11 with Mark 3:6 and Matt. 12:14). Theincidentoftheresuscita

tion of the young man from Nain (Luke 7: 11-17) is special Lucan material. The reaction 

terminology is prominent, 'Fear seized them all: and they glorified God, saying ''A great 

prophet has arisen among us" and "God has visited his people! " ' (vs. 16).The use of .,, 

·~€,,,.eaKel/laTo in vs. 16 can be compared with Luke I :68,78. Whatever Christology is sug-

gested by this passage, the eschatological content is evident. Marshall comments 'As the es

chatological prophet, Jesus is the Messiah'. 137 In the Lucan redaction of the deliverance of 

the Gadarene demoniac we have the addition of the typical Lucan language of response: 

tpa{Jw µeya'Xw avvetxovro (8: 3 7b compare Mark 5: 15 and Matt. 8 :34 ). In the account of 

the deliverance of the epileptic boy, Luke adds the sentence •But while they were all mar

velling ~~e11'"A1laoovro) at everything he did ... '{p.43b).He also enhances the reaction to the 

healing 'And all were astonished at the majesty of God' (9:43a compare Mark 9:27-29 - no 

reaction is mentioned: Matt. 17: 18 - no reaction is mentioned). Luke has a special interest 

in the journey to Jerusalem. This may reflect his dependence upon an independent tradi

tion. 13.8• He specially mentions the reaction of the people to Jesus: 'the people would not 

receive him, because his face was set toward Jerusalem' (Luke 9:53). The pericope Luke 

9:57-6:2 is probably from Q {see Matt. 8: 18-22). Luke adds a third reaction to the call of 

Jesus which produces an existential decision: 'Another said, "I will follow you, Lord; but let 

me first say farewell to those at my house" '.He then adds a saying which brings out the 

existential demand for commitment: ' "No one who puts his hand to the plow and looks 

back is fit for the kingdom of God" '(Luke 9:61-62). Mark and Matthew each include a 

saying of Jesus about those who are either for or against him (Mark 9:40 and Matt. 12:30). 

The two sayings are stated L, reverse order. Luke includes both of them (Luke 9 :50; 11 :23). 

This is in line with his emphasis on existential response. Shortly after the citation of this 

saying, we have a section of special Lucan material (Luke 11 :27-28). This is clearly the lan

guage of response. It has a marked similarity to Elizabeth's greeting in Luke 1 :42-45. The 

section Luke 12 :49-53 is a tradition from Q (Compare Matt. 1 :34-36). Luke intensifies the 

situation of conflict caused by the coming of Jesus with the addition of 'I came to cast fire 

upon tl;ze earth; and would that it were already kindled ... ' (Luke 9:49).The pericope Luke 

13:1-5 is special Lucan material. The climax of the pericope is Jesus' saying in vs. 5: 'I iell 

you, no; but unless you repent ,You will all likewise pert;h '. Luke 13: 10-1 7 is special Lucan 

· material. It includes the differing responses of the people to the deed of Jesus. 'She praised 
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God' (vs. 13), the ruler of the synagogue was Indignant' (vs. 14) and 'all his adversaries were 

put to shame, and all the people rejoiced at all the glorious things that were d9ne by him' 

(vs. 17). The story of the prodigal son is unique to Luke. It is particularly full of the lan

guage of decision and response. The young man 'came to himself' (vs. 17), he determined '/ 

will arise and go back to my father'. He said to his father 'I have sinned against heaven and 

before you' (vs. 21 compare 5 :8). The elder brother was 'angry and refused to go in' (vs. 28). 

The feast was held because 'It was fitting to make merry and be glad' (vs. 32). The account 

of the healing of the ten lepers is special Lucan material (Luke 17: 11-19). The main point 

of the parable is that one leper returned to give thanks. He turned back 'praising God with 

a loud voice;andhefe!lonhisfaceatJesus'feet, gzving him thanks'(vs.15,16).Jesusthen 
- ' asked 'Was no one found to return and give thanks to God except this foreigner? '(vs.18). 

The theme of the reception of the Samaritans is, of course, another Lucan concern. The 

story of Zaccheus is unique to Luke. It again emphasise~ the reception of the socially out

cast: but again the language of response is prominent. Zaccheus 'received him joyfully' (vs. 

6) and determined to restore what he had defrauded from others. 

The fact that the nature of existential response to Jesus was a special concern for Luke is 

undeniable in the light of the data given above. There are a number of typical characteris

tics. Luke often refers to people 'marvelling' and being 'seized with fear'. The event which 

causes the reaction is either a specifically eschatological event, or it is one of the words and 

deeds of Jesus, which themselves have eschatological connotations (Luke 11 :20). The re-

action is often one of praise to God for his glorious acts. The element of joy is frequently 

mentioned. The acceptance or the rejection of Jesus is usually the primary consideration. 

With this background of Lucan theology, we can examine the infancy narrative. It is found to 

be particularly full of the language of response. 139 

The Language of Response in the Infancy N a1ptive 

Luke 1:5-25:26-38 The Annunciations to Zechariah and Mary 

We may notice firstly that the structure of the 'prophetic call narrative' accentuates the dy

namic of challenge and response. There is the ·divme confrontation (I: 11; 1 :28), followed 

by the reaction (1: 12; 1 :29), the objection (1: 18, 34) and the reassurance (1: 19-20; 

1 :35). 140 As we have indicated, our own structural analysis highlights the .same dynamic. 

The sec?nd and third paradigms reveal the dynamic of existential decision in their structural 

relationship. The actantial model leads to the same conclusion, particularly along the axis of 

power. The two annunciations which form part of the 'prophetic call narrative' stress the 

response of both Zechariah and Mary. Mary immediately su.bmits (1 :38), and her submission 

comes" as- the climax of the narrative. Zechariah belatedly repents and believes (1 :63-64). 

--------~---------:__ _________________ ___... 
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Both figures are then shown to rise to prophetic heights in their response to the eschatolo

gical event. Mary utters the Magnificat, arid Zechariah is filled with the Spirit and pro

phesies the Benedictus. The Magnificat is consistentiy full of the language of response. The 

first three verses accentuate this with the repetitive use of µov µe µoi. , ' 

The angelic announcement to Zechariah begins with the response that this event will bring 

forth: 'you will have joyand gladness and many will rejoice at his birth' (vs. 14). The dif

fering responses of Zechariah and Mary are accentuated by the contrasting parallelism of the 

two annunciations. Zechariah's response is basically one of unbelief. It is negative. He is pre

occupied with his problems (vs. 18). Mary's response is essentially positive. She responds in 

faith (1 :45) and submission (1 :38). Her question has a different motivation from that of 
l41 Zechariah (1 :34: 1: 18). 

Luke I :39-56 Mary and Elizabeth 

The third pericope can be described as two prophetic responses to the eschatological event. 

The babe leaps in the womb. This is a response to the presence of the Messiah. Elizabeth, 

filled with the Spirit, likewise confesses the Lordship of Jesus (1 :43 and Romans 10:9). 

Luke stresses the drama of her response: 'she exclaimed with a loud cry' (vs. 42). 

Luke 1 :57-80 The Birth of John 

In the fourth pericope the· part of the neighbours and kinsfolk is almost exclusively described 

in the language of response. They 'rejoiced with her' (vs. 58). They 'all marvelled' (vs. 63). 

Fear came on all the neighbours. And all 
these things were talked about through all 
the hill country of Judea; and all who 
heard them laid them up in their hearts, 
saying ''What then will the child be?" 
(vs. 65-66). 

It is as an immediate result of Zechariah's response of obedience and repentance (vs. 63) that 

he is liberated from his condition (vs. 64.). 

Luke 2 : The Shepherds, Simeon, Anna and Christ's parents 

TI1ese elements continue in the second chapter. The shepherds were 'filled with fear' when 

the angel appeared to them (vs. 9). Tn response to the angelic declaration 'Ther repeatedly 

said unto one another "Come then let us go over to Jjethlehem" '. 14 2 All who heard what 

they said 'wondered' (vs. 18). Mary 'kept all these things, pcndering them in her heart' 
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(vs. 19). The shepherds returned 'glorifying and praising God for all they had heard and seen' 

(vs. 20). Simeon's utterance is essentially a response to the sight of the Christ-child (2:2'8f). 

In further response to his utterance, Jesus' father and mother 'marvelled a( what was said 

about him' (vs. 33). The prophetess, Anna, 'gave thanks to God, and spoke of him to all 

who were looking for the redemption of Jerusalem' (vs. 38}. In the temple, the scribes were 

'amazed at his understanding' and his parents were 'astonished' (vs. 47-48). Again Mary 'kept 

all these things in her heart' (vs. 51). 

In most cases the response is a reaction to th~ eschatological event. The signs of the new 

age and primarily the arrival of the Messiah in person (or his forerunner) constitutes an 

existential challenge which calls for response.The Lucan emphasis we have found in· the 

remainder of the Gospel is particularly evident in the infancy narrative. 

The SemiC Figures in the Lucan Infancy Narrative 

Our next task is to discover the intention of the evangelist in recording this dynamic of 

challenge and response in the infancy narrative. Can Minear's rejection of certain possibili

ties be substantiated? Firstly, can we not regard this as kerygmatic material? Has not Luke 

'kerygmatised' (rather than 'historicised ') the tradition of the infancy? Is this not evident 

from this very notion of challenge and response? To this· there are two answers .. Firstly,, it 

is extremely unlikely that such stories would have been used in evangelistic proclamation. As 

one can see from the Matthean infancy narrative, they were open to gross misunderstanding. 

It is equally unlikely that Luke would have projected a kerygmatic image on to this kind of 

material. Secondly, the book of Acts records a rather fixed content in the apostolic preach

ing. There is never any mention of the events of Christ's infancy. Some scholars have even 

e:one so far as to claim a total ignorance of this tradition for the early apostles. We doubt this . 

logic, but it does indicate that these narratives could never have been used or conceived of as 

kerygmatic material. 

Can we not regard the narratives as being used for catechetical instruction? Again there are 

two difficulties. Firstly, this material gives no guidance about the practical Christian ·life. 

There is nothing similar to Christ's teaching on the church, or persecution, or the Sabbath, as 

we find in the catechetical p~rts of the Synoptic Gospels. Secondly, on the basis of cateche

tical instruction there is no explanation for the language of response which is so evident in 

Luke l and 2. The same objections can be given for the suggestion that the narratives were 

used for- pastoral counselling, An apologetic or polemical interest may be defflnded in the 

Matthean infancy narrative, but there is no evidence of such an interest in the Lucan natra

tive. The fact that the early fathers used these narratives against Docetism and Gnosticism 
'i.,.' ;::. 
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does not mean that the original authors intended them to be apologetic material. 143 As we 

have seen, Luke does stress the humanity of Christ, but his brief comments can hardly be 

taken as the predominant theme of the narrative. We have stressed that Luke was interested 

in recording reliable historical information about Jesus. ~is interest must be extended to 

· the infancy narrative. Luke was not trying to suggest a symbolical meaning which was devoid 

of historical content: His interest in history was for the purpose of finding significance in the 

historical events. The language of response makes it impossible to view these narratives as 

purely motivated by an historical interest. If the tradition was merely recorded for an an

nual remembrance of Advent, we would similarly not expect to find these elements of chal

lenge and response. The facts would not be so embedded in interpretation. Minear's remarks 

can therefore be substantiated. 

This material is thoroughly exhortatory. It is assumed that the listener is already a believer. 

At some stage in his life he has also responded to the challenge of the eschatological event. 

He has accepted the Messiah for himself. He has 'received him joyfully' (Luke 19:6). He can 

recall the sense of tension which that decision involved. There was the temptation to re

ject the message and the overwhelming power of the eschatological challenge which caused 

him to accept it. Now the question is, will he 'remain faithful to the Lord with steadfast 

purpose' (Acts 11 :23) or will he allow himself an 'evil unbelievinl! heart' leading him to 'fall 

away from the living God' (Heb. 3: 12). His perseverance of faith will be ensured if the 

challenge of his initial response is brought upon him afresh. This can 'he done if he can see 

hhnself in the responses of others, if with their response he can re-live his own. If he is able 

to see the course of a negative response he will be warned. If he can see the results of 

a positive response he will be encouraged. This experience is provided by the infancy narra

tive. This is done in a masterly way. The principal figures now become more than historical 

individuals who reacted at a particular point in time to a particular challenge. They become 

the symbol of the response of the people of God. They become representative indivi

duals. 144 The concept of representation can be found with almost every principal figure in 

the Lucan infancy narrative. This is what we mean by the semic significance of the principal 

characters in the· narrative. The characters have a meaning effect that goes beyond the sur

face structure. Their purely historical features contain within them a symbolic meaning that 

becomes significant to readers in different situations and at different times. 

Jesus 

We may begin with this concept in the case of Jesus himself. In Luke 2:34-35. we find a 
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connection between the child as an individual ('Behold. this chi/a') and the reactions of the 

people to the eschatological event (' is set for the fall and rising of many in Israel ... that the 

thoughts out of many hearts may be revealed'). In the history of this single child many 

will fall (€L<' 11'TWaL<"). 

'The coming of the Messiah necessarily 
involves a crisis, a separation, or judgment 
( 1<.ptaL<' ). Some welcome the Light; others 
'1ove the darkness rather than the light ... " 
(John 3: 19) and are by their own conduct 
condemned. Judas despairs, Peter repents; 
one robber blasphemes, the other confesses 
(2 Cor. 2:16). Hence the 11'TWaL<"Ofmanyis 
an inevitable 'result of the manifestation of 
the Christ: 145 

The thought goes further. It is a fair assumtion that Luke would have been aware of the 

main themes of Paul's theology, including his concept of repres~ntation (2 Cor. 5: 14) and 

of the union between Christ and the believer in his death and resurrection (Rom. 6:1-11). 

This understanding would never have occurred to Simeon, but it may well have been in the 

mind of Luke. Thus, in the falling and rising again of this child, the falling and rising again 

of many in Israel will occur. 146 That which is viewed in one sense as a sign which divides 

between .believer and unbeliever, then comes to be viewed as an experience of identification 

with Christ.· 147 The child becomes a representative figure. In this manner the post-resur~ 

rection community discovers new meaning in the infancy tradition. 

Mary 

The representative role of Mary is admitted by a large number of scholars. This becomes a 

certainty if one accepts the identification of Mary as the 'Daughter of Zion'. This is not cer

tain but may well be possible. 148 Even if the 'Daughter of Zion' motif were not present in 

the Lucan narrative, the poetic structure of the Magnificat ensures the representative role of 

Mary. Raymond Brown stresses the influence of the idea of the Anawim (poor) as the 

people of God in the intertestamental period on the Lucan hymns. He states in this regard 

that; 

it is far from clear that Luke used Mary as 
a personification of Israel or the Daughter 
of Zion. It may be closer to Luke's thoughts 
to see Mary as an idealised representative 

. of the Anawim who constituted the remnant 
of Israel. 149 

/ 
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Mention has already been made of Robert Tannahill's detailed analysis of the Magnificat. 

He shows how the thought is gradually expanded from the experience of a single individual, 

the 'we' of vs. 49, to the experience of the many in the mention of 'Israel' (vs. 54). 150 The 

exaltation of this individual from 'low degree' becomes a symbol of the exaltation of God's 

people in the eschatological event. The song of Mary, in whose womb the Christ was born, 

thus becomes the song of the redeemed community who are conscious that he has also come 

to them through the outpouring of the Spirit and the experience of forgiveness in baptism. 

This representation of Mary cannot be limited, however, to the song of redemption: Her 

song is found upon her lips as a result of her response to the word of the angel. It has long 

been recognised that the preaching of the 'Word of God' is one of Luke's principal the

mes. 151 One of the intpgral elements of the apostolic kerygma in the Acts is the fact that in 

Jesus Isra~l's Messiah has come. The angel brings the same 'word' to Mary. The Messiah is 

to come, and she will first receive him. She therefore becomes a representative of how the 

'word' was first received and therefore how the word should be received. Two aspects of 

Mary's response are stressed. Firstly, she submitted and obeyed (1 :38). In the structure of 

the 'prophetic call narrative' this is unparalleled. This indicates that Mary's response !iad 

some significance for Luke. 152 The theme of the obedience of faith is both Lucan (Acts 

6:7) and Pauline (Rom. 1 :5). The use of oov/...oc; as a description of those who are commit

ted to the Lord is also frequent in the Lucan writings (Acts 2: 18; 16: 17; Luke 1 5: 19; Acts 

20:19; 4:29; 27:23; 20: 19; 26:7).As the first 8ov/...11 Mary becomes the representative of all 

those who respond to the word of salvation. Secondly, Mary is said to be blessed because · 

she 'believed' (1 :45). Again the response of faith is well attested in Lucan theology {Acts 14: 

33:9:42; 11:17; 16:31; 22:19; 6:7 12:22; 18:27). It cannot be said that the work of the 

Spirit in regeneration is prominent in Lucan theology. Luke rather stresses the power of the 

Spirit in witnessing and the manifestations of the charismatic gifts in the life. of the com

munity. 153 However, in view of the Pauline and Johannine stress of the Spirit's work in 

regeneration (Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6; John 3:3; 1:12-13), it may be possible to see an allu

sion to the experience of the believer in Luke 1 :35. This point should not be pressed. The 

other points are clear enough in themselves. Mary's response thus awakens the believer to 

'remain steadfast to the Lord with steadfast purpose' (Acts 11 :23). The first listeners to this 

narrative would be able to re-live and re-affirm their reponse of faith to the 'word of salva

tion'. The narrative would therefore exercise its prophetic roie. 

Zechariah and Elizabeth 

Once the representative role of Mary has been noticed, we are forced to pursue the same 

pattern in the case of Zechariah. This is by virtue of the contrasting parallelism between the 
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two annunciations. Many commentators do, in fact, see Zechariah and Elizabeth, the neigh

bours and kinsfolk of the Judean hill country, and the two aged individuals in the temple, 

as the representatives of the faithful remnant of Israel. This is made more certain by the use 

of the popular oucawc: for Zechariah and Elizabeth ( l :6). It has been maintained that by 

using such terms for Jewish believers prior to their conversion Luke has weakened the 

Pauline understanding of justification through faith, as against justification through the 

keeping of the law. 154 This. is debatable, and in fact the portrayal of Zechariah's response 

to the 'word of salvation' is particularly damaging to this idea. 155 Zechariah is clearly a 

representative of the 6urnwc: of Judaism. He stands for the epoch of Israel. His response to 

the message is a painful affair. The liberty and joy of salvation only comes to him through 

an unp1easant process 0 :63-64, o 7ff). He is pictured as one who was waiting and praying for 

the redemption of Israel (1: 13). In true Jewish fashion his hope for the Messiah motivates 

him to keep the law (1 :6). In this manner the Rabbis believed they would hasten the coming 

of the Messiah. In Acts the Jewish people are similarly noted for their stP.adfast commitment 

to the hope of Israel (Acts 26:6-7; 23:6). But the tragedy which Luke describes is that 

when that hope was fulfilled they could not, or would not believe it (Acts 13 :41; 45-46; 

7 :51-53; 4: 1-7; 17-18; 5: 17-32). The cause of this blindness is the very law which Zechariah 

had been so conscientious to keep (Acts 6: 13•14). Through this painful process of rejection 

and reaction, many of the priests were eventually obedient to the faith (Acts 6:7). Ze

chariah. is portrayed as the first example of this kind of dual response. At first he cannot 

believe that his own prayer has been answered ( 1 : 13, 18). Like his countrymen he needs 

a sign to believe ( 1: 18; Luke 11: 16, 29; 23: 8). Th"' word of life becomes a word of death 

· to him (1 :20f 2 Cor~ 2: 15-16; Acts 13 :46). As with Saul of Tarsus, only harsh treatment will 

bring him to submit and obey (Luke 1 :20-22; Acts 9:8-9). His submission to the word 

comes late, but it brings him liberation (1 :63-64). Thus, if Mary is seen as a representative 

of the people of God in the church, Zechariah is seen to be a typical representative of reli

gious Judaism. His response is a painful one. The first listeners are therefore warned and ex

horted. Perhaps in the role of Zechariah they can re-live the agony of their own emergence 

from Judaism. They are thereby strengthened in their commitment to the faith (Acts 14:22). 

The well-known Lucan concern for the relationship .between Judaism and Christianity is 

seen to extend back into the infancy narrative. 156 There is again the evidence of a new 

significance in the events as they are seen from the post-Easter stance of the community. In 

the Palestinian tradition there is no suggestion that Zechariah and Elizabeth are otxawc: in 

any sense which is less than genuine. 

Luke d·oes not alter this tradition. However, in his use of the parallelism of the two annun-
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dations Zechariah's unbelief is contrasted with Mary's faith. In this manner the 'righteous

. ness• of Zechariah is shown to have been of no assistance to him in the vital demand for 

a."1 existential response. 'Every mountain has been brought low and the crooked have been 

made straight' (Luke 3 :5). 

The righteousness under the law was no reason for the Jews to be in a better position at 

the coming of the eschatological salvation. Zechariah's painful response is not the end of 

the story. His liberation finally comes, and his song of salvation (I :68-79, specially vs. 77 

compared with the kerygmatic language in Acts) .can .. also become the song of the redeemed 

comm1.mity, including redeemed Jewish Christians. ~ 57 

The 'Shepherds 

Luke clearly depicts the shepherds in a representative role. 158 The good news which is 

brought to them. (vµw vs. IO, vµ.w vs. 11) is actually the good news which is 'for all 

the people' (vs. 10). The message which they hear is for the peace of 'men with whom he 

is pleased' (vs. 14). There can be no mistaking the parallel between the word they received 

(euayyef..ttoµ.m V/lLV vs. 10) and the apostolic evangel. The content of the message, which 

is both Christological and Soteriological, is an anticipation of the full grown apostolic 

kerygma. Commentators are divided as to whether the shepherds should be taken as sym

bolic of the venerable tradition of 0 .T shepherds, or the actual shepherds of Judea in the 

first century, who had the 'unfortunate habit of confusing "mine" with "thine" as they 

moved about the country': 159 The former view has the disadvantage of depending in some 

manner upon the extreme form of the midrashic theory of interpretation. The latter is 

more probable. 160 If this image of the shepherds was at all in Luke's mind, then it means 

tJiat the idea of divine grace is strongly advocated. Of all the inhabitants of Judea, it is the 

shepherds who receive the most glorious revelation. This interpretation is supported by the 

general Lucan emphasis on the salvation of the poor and the outcast. 161 The response of 

the shepherds is to 'glorify and praise God' (vs. 20). This makes it possible for the listener 

·to identify with them in the worship of the Christian community. If Paul's words in I Co.r. 

1 :26·29 are in any way a reflection of the community in which the Lucan infancy tradition 

was transmitted, then the shepherds wouid be representative figures with which a large pro

portion of the community could identify. In the incident of the shepherds, the listener is 

therefore reminded of the supreme grace which has come to him in salvation. He re-lives 

the wonder and the majesty of. the revelation of the gospel and he is exhorted to praise 

and glorify his Saviour. Once again the infancy narrative plays a prophetic role. 

Simeon and Anna 
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The representative role of Anna is more marked than that of Simeon. Raymond Brown 

raises this question when he cotnments; 

What is of particular interest is the emphasis 
on Anna's widowhood of eighty-four years. 
To what extent has this aspect of Anna's 
portrayal been painted in the light of an 
idea of Widowhood that Luke knew in the 
Pauline churches? 1 6 2 

This question must be pushed back a little further. We must ask to what extent the role 

of Anna is a good representation of the widowhood which was a common feature of the early 

Christian prophetic community. The widows of the early church obviously played a signi

fic~t role in the community. This is evident from Acts 6:1 and 9:36-43. Luke's descrip

tion of the 'saints and widows' in Ac ts 9 :41 is particularly significant. 163 It tends to sug

gest that the community of the early church was divided into either saints or widow-saints, 

in other words mat rne widows constituted a large proportion of the community. In Acts 6 a 

link is made between Philip and the ministry of the widows. Philip in turn is singled out for 

his pneumatic characteristics (Acts 6:3-5; 8:4-40), as are his four daughters (Acts 21 :8-9). 

Raymond Brown comments; 

We may speculate whether in Luke's view 
the celibate status had something to do with 
the ability to prophesy. The four dau_ghters 
of Philip who prophesy are unmarried (Acts 
21 :9) 164 

One wonders therefore whether pneumatic characteristics were also associated with widow

hood. This is confirmed by the evidence from the pastoral epistles. Here a number of pa

rallels can be drawn with Anna. Widows must be at least sixty years old ( 1 Tim. 5 :9). Anna 

was eighty four. They must have been married only orice (1 Tim. 5 :9). Anna therefore qua

lifies (Luke 2:36-37). A real widow is one who is 'left alone', has 'set her hope on the living 

God and continues in supplications and prayers night and day' ( 1 Tim. 5: 5)~ The parallel 

with the solitary figure of Anna 'looking for the redemption of Israel' (Luke 2:38) and 'wor

shipping with fasting and prayer night and day' (Luke 2:37) is obvious. Anna is therefore a 

figure with whom a large proportion of the primitive church could have identified. Her ini

tial revelation concerning the. eschatological events (the redemption of Israel in the person 

of this child, Luke 2:38) is a fitting representation of the discovery of faith that had come 

w many a Hebrew or Hellenistic widow (Acts 6: 1 ). Once again her response is noted, 'she 

gave thanks to God, and spoke of him' (Luke 2:38). The widows of the primitive pneumatic 

commun'ity would be recalled to their first discovery in the narrative of Anna's di11covery. 



250 

The theme of revelatory discovery is one which binds Anna with Simeon in a common role. 

The single theme which seems to unite these two individuals is that of spiritual sight. This 

motif has already been examined (see 2: 15; 2: 17; 2:26, 30, 38). The chief characteristic of 

Simeon may be described as that of prophetic insight, or what Paul tenned the 'word of 

knowledge' (1 Cor. 12: 8). Before the event he had already received the revelation of the 

Spirit. He entered the Temple 'in the Spirit'. He then seems to have recognised the child 

by further revelatory insight. The utterance which follows is itself revelatory. It reveals 

~e future destiny of the child and the future experience of the mother. It seems to contain 

elements of what Paul termed the 'word of wisdom' (1 Cor. 12 :8). Simeon is therefore a 

pneumatic individual who 'sees' the coming of the Messiah in a sense which goes beyond 

mere physical sight. He is able to penetrate the significance of the event and in a measure 

anticipate the moment of the event. Anna is portrayed in a similar role. She is a prophetess 

who spent her life in the presence of God (vs. 37). Her arrival in the Temple was at that 

very hour'. She immediately began to speak of 'him' as though the significance of the child 

was immediately apparent to her. Her insight enables her to utter a word of revelation to 

all those who were looking for the redemption of Jerusalem'. The presence of the Spirit in 

her life is not specifically mentioned. It is insinuated. These two individuals are linked by 

their devoutness, their pneumatic characteristics, their revelatory insight, and their pre

sence in the Temple. These characteristics are to be found again in the Lucan aci:ount 

of the life of the early_ worshipping community. Prayer- is one of Luke's special interests 

(Acts 7:59f; 9:11; 10:4 10:9; I: 14; 4:23f; 12:12f; 13:3; 3;1; 6:25; 2:42; 14:23; 20:30; 

21 :5; 9:40; 28:8). The early church was a community of prayer. It was also a pneumatic 

community and one which lived by the revelation of the Spirit (2 :4f; 4 :31; 5 :3f, 9-11; 

5: 19-20; 6:8,10; 7:55-56; 8: 17,20-22; 29:39; 9: 10-16; 31; 10:9-16; 44-46 11:24;11 :27-28; 

12:6-11; 13 :2,9,52). The first listeners would have seen in Simeon and Anna two of their 

own kind. Like them, they had also come to 'see' the real identity of Jesus of Nazareth. As 

the risen Lord he had also been revealed to them through the Spirit. In the incident of these 

two devout people in the Temple, the early community would be re-called to a life of 

prayer, praise, worship and devotion. The importance of the pneumatic life of the commu

nity would be underlined, and they would be encouraged to believe that the risen Lord 

would continually be reveale~ to them in the place of worship. In this section we may be 

able to find an element of expectancy regarding the parousia. Anna spoke to ali those who 

were 1ooking for the redemption of Jerusalem' (rrpoabExoµEi'OL<; °'AvTpwaw 1€povaa"'Arrµ. vs. 

38). Tµcse who wait for the parousia are told to 'look up and raise your heads, because your 

redemption {arro"'Av1-pwaL<;} is drawing near' Luke 21 :28. 

The Circle of Prophets in the Early Christian Community 



251 

We may conclude then that the Lucan infancy narrative had its relevance to the community 

in the area of prophetic exhortation. We have already taken the view that the original 

Sitz ·im Leben of this tradition developed in the early Palestinian Christian commu-

nity. This part of our study now suggests that prior to the documentation of that tradition 

by the evangelist, it had developed in a prophetic environment. This would be the final Sitz 

im Lebenof the tradition. In making this suggestion we reject the view that a tradition can 

only have one Sitz im Leben. We suggest that the tradition had two situations, first, one in 

the life of Jesus, and secondly, one in the life of the community. We must now examine the 

prophetic elements of the primitive community. It is interesting to notice at.this point that 

Adolf von Harnack suggested that the Lucan infancy tradition could have been passed on to 

Luke by the daughters of Philip the evangelist. 165 Possibly he was led to this suggestion for 

the same reasons, i.e. the prophetic nature of the infancy narrative. 

Our understanding of the prophetic function follows the thinking of Earle Ellis. Ellis's 

work has recieved support from the recent work by David Hill.166 Ellis believes the pro

phet's function cannot be entirely distinguished from the teacher or apostle or elder. These 

terms were not fixed and there could be a considerable amount of overlap between different 

functions. The whole of the primitive community had in one sense received the prophetic 

spirit. (Acts 2: 16-18 ). Potentially any believer could prophesy. However, certain indivi- · 

duals are noted as pro(>hets in a special sense (Acts 11:27; 21:10; 13:1; 15:22,32; 21:9). 

While certain O.T. functions are continued in the N.T. prophet, such as prediction - Acts 

11:28; 20:23, 25; 27:22 and symbolical actions - Acts 21:1 l. 1 the most common descrip

tion of the N.T. prophet is in terms of 'upbuilding, encouragement and consolation' ( 1 Cor. 

· 14:3). The use of rrapaKaA.Ew and rrapaKA.710L' is frequent. It is used of John the Baptist 

(Luke 3: 18). Barnabas is particularly noted for his exhortation. Acts 11 :23-24 may be 

taken as the classic description of a prophetic ministry in one who was nicknamed 'Son of 

encouragement' (vw' rrapaKA.71ow' 4:36). The connection between exhortation and prop-· · 

hecy is made explicit in the case of Judas and Silas (Acts 15:32). It is again mentioned in 

connection with Barnabas in Acts 14:20-22. In Lucan terminology the work of the Spirit is 

connected with rrapaKAflOL' (Acts 9:31; 15 :28,3). 

Ellis then tries to show that the ministry of the prophet was involved with the exposition 

of the scriptures. In this sense they could also be termed teachers. He bases this view mainly 

upon the fact that the decree of the council in Jerusalem given by the Holy Spirit (15:28} 

was 1tselt an exhortation (rrapaK1'.flOEL 15 :31) and was carried by Judas and Silas who there

by exhorted the brethren (15:32). Further, the leaders at Antioch are called 'prophets and 

teachers' (Acts 13: 1 ). Outside of the_ book of Acts he finds evidence for this co'nnection in 

the prophetic teaching ministry of Jesus, the role of the maskilim (teachers) of Qumran and 
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the Rabbinical association of wisdom, teaching and prophetic revelation. He then concludes 

that the various synagogue sermons delivered by Paul (a prophet, Acts 13: I) are cases of 

prophetic biblical interpretation. 

This identification of prophets and teachers has problems. Firstly, as Ellis himself realises, 

why is the term prophet restricted to so few individuals in Acts, and why are apostles, pro

phets and teachers described as different ministries in Romans 12:6-8; Eph. 4: J 1 and 1 Cor. 

12:28? Secondly, it is not certain that prophets and teachers should be applied to the whole 

group in Acts 13: I. 167 Thirdly, it is not necessary to identify the Jerusalem decree as it

self a prophetic message. It does not read much like a prophetic utterance. 168 Its context 

does contain an ethical exhortation (15 :31 ), but the prophetic part is ensured by the fact 

that the brethren who carry it are prophets who are able to exhort the people (15:32). This 

was probably necessary due to the tense situation which existed. The apostolic decree was 

therefore delivered in a spirit of goodwill and encouragement. In this way it was mote likely 

to be received. Luke seems to be at pains to stress that the decree was meant to build up 

rather. than to restrict the people legalistically. Fourthly, it is precarious to compare the 

understanding of prophecy in post-exilic legalistic Judaism with the understanding of pro

hecy in the eschatological community. 

Despite these criticisms, it may well be the case that the roles of prophet and teacher were 

combined in some sense. The apostolic decree in Acts 15 may possibly have been regarded 

as a prophetic utterance, and Acts 13: l may possibly refer to the whole group. Be that as jt 

may;the primary characteristic of the N.T. prophet is one of exhortation. This is made quite 

clear by Ellis' study. If the prophets were involved in teaching, then the particular nature of 

their teaching was revelatory rather than catechetical. It was their task to receive a revela

tion in the worship meetings of the primitive assemblies O Cor. 14:29-30). His study has 

shown that a Sitz im Leben did exist for the development of an exhortatory rather than a 

kerygmatic, catechetical or pastoral tradition. It was in such an environment that the Lucan 

infancy narrative probably reached its final form. 

Matthew 

The Language of Response in Matthew's Gospel 

The accentuation of existential response cannot be found to the same extent in Matthew's 

Gospel." He does, of course, take over the presence of such response language as it is found in · 

Mark, but does not especially emphasise it. Further, of all the Gospels, Matthew's is most 

clearly adapted for catechetical purposes. This may :;uggest that the infancy narrative was 

recorded for catechetical purposes. This suggestion is supported by the presence of seven 
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formula quotations in the. Matthean prologue. The only difficulty with this view is that 

the infancy narrative is without any catechetical content. There is no teaching which can 

guide the believer in his life of faith. This may lead to the conclusion that the infancy narra-
~ . 

tive is merely recorded for the purposes of Matthew's fulfilment motif. 

One vital element does, however, indicate that there is more to be found in the infancy 

narrative. Heinz Joachim Held has shown that Matthew is particularly concerned to bring out 

the relationship between the request of faith, the word of Jesus, and the miraculous deed of 

Jesus. He does this by means of catch-words which he uses to draw out the connection bet

ween these three elements in the miracle stories. A typical example is found in the healing 

of the leper. The catch-W'ords may be arranged as follows: 

. Matt. 8.2 eav SvvaaaL µe Ka8apwaL 

Matt. 8:3a eeA.w 

Matt. 8:3b KaL €V0€WC: eKa8apw011 aV'Tov 11 A.rnpa 

It is true that similar catch-words can be found in the Markan tradition (Mark 1 :40-42).but 

Held finds that this phenomenon is particularly prevalent in the Mattheari material. For in

stance, it is found in Matt. 14:28-29 where there is an amount of special Matthean material 

(compare Mark 6 :45-52). He concludes; 

Where the formula about faith appears in 
Matthew's miracle stories, it always points 
towards what the suppliant person has 
spoken. The faith is expressed in the re
quest; and Jesus acts in a way that corre
sponds to the suppliant faith ... these mea
sures serve to bring out the essential con~ 
nection between faith and the miracle in 
the mere course of the story, in that every
thing superfluous, not directly pointing to 
the matter in hand, is ommitted. 169 

· 

The Semic Figures in the Infancy Narrative 

Joseph, Herod and Jesus 

Held finds the same catch-word characteristics in Matt. 1.20-25. They may be arranged as 

follows: 

.·I 
' 
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Matt. 1 :20/24 

Matt. I :21/23/25 TlXT€IJI uwv 

Matt. 1 :21/23/25 1<.a'Ae1J1 To ovoµa awov 

Held's work shows that Matthew had his own response language. He accentuates the re

sponse relationship between Jesus and the individual in a different manner. The difference 

between Luke and Matthew is that where as in the case of the former the deed of Jesus is 

the chtlllenge and the faith or reaction of the individual is the response, in the case of the 

latter the challenge, as it were, comes from the request of the individual and the response 

com-es from the word or action of Jesus. Where in Luke's case the individual is a .passive re

ceiver who marvels or rejoices or praises, in the case of Matthew !he individual's faith is 

shown to be active. This observation leads to an extraordinary discovery in the Matthean in

fancy narrative. ~gainst his usual habit, Matthew shows the act of God in the angelic de

claration to constitute the challenge and the simple obedience of Joseph to constitute the 

response. Instead of being active in faith, Joseph is passive in obedience. Held has not no

ticed that Matt. 1: 20-24 operates in reverse order from the general Matthean pattern. Yet at 

the sarne time the typically Matthean use of catch-words is quite evident. The same literary 

method is µsed, but this time in order to stress the opposite p·ole of the challenge-response 

dynamic. This suggests that Matthew is concerned to bring out the obedience of Joseph. The 

angel commanded Joseph to 1Tapa'Aa{3ev TflV "fVVaU<a (vs. 20). Joseph's response is ex-

pressed in exactly the same terminology: 1Tapa'Aa{3ev TflV -yuvauca auTov ( vs.24). The angel 

commanded Joseph to K.a'Aemc: TO ovoµa avTov l17aovv ( vs.21). Joseph did exactly that, he 

EKa'Aeaev TO ovoµa avTov h7aovv. Verse 24 further emphasises the obedience of Joseph: 

€1TOLflOe11 WO r.poaeTO.~eV O.VTW 0 a-y-yeAOC: Kvpwv. 

Further, he did this immediately e-yepfJeLC: oe o Iwa111P mro TOU U1Tvov. In addition, Held 

does not mention the fact that this catch-word emphasis on obedience is not only found in 

1 :20-25. A noticeable feature of the Matthean infancy narrative is that it is faun? to be re

peated in exactly the same manner on three occasions (1 :20-25; 2: 13-14; 20-21 ). In each 

case the predominant emphasis is the obedience of Joseph. One can say that alongside the 

eschatological and Messianic motifs of the infancy narrative is the obedience motif. This. 

indicates that the Matthean infancy narrative has a resemblance to the Lucan infancy.The 

language. of response is repeated. Further, it is not enough to conclude that this is merely 

a Matthean literary device. As He1d has shown in the other cases, the literary device is used 

as the service of a theological affirmation about faith. This means that in this case the liter

ary device is also at the service of a theological affirmation. That affirmation is dear: it is 

obedience to the divine wotd of revelation. 
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As soon as this motif has became evident, the reader will notice a second motif of response 

which runs exactly counter to the response of Joseph. This is in the reaction of Herod. It is 

not described by the use of catch-words, but by the description of a mounting drama. 

Firstly, 'when Herod the king heard this, he was troubled'. Secondly, 'Herod is about to 

search for the child to destroy him' (2:13b). Thirdly, we are told, Then Herod, when he 

saw that he had been tricked by the wise men, was in a furious rage, and he sent and killed · 

all the male children in Bethlehem' (2: 16). 

The second chapter is finked together by the Herod theme (2:1,2,7,12,13,14,16,19,22). 

There iJ.re thus three individuals that run through the narrative; Jesus, Joseph and Herod. All 

three have some share in the inheritance of the Davidic monarchy. The arrival of the one 

sets .the remaining two in reaction,. and their reactions are in total antithesis. This is similar 

to the Lucan narrative. The response of Zecharariah is set over against the response of Mary. 

Here the response of Herod is set over against the response of Joseph. Once again both hear 

what amounts to the word of salvation. The evangel is proclaimed by the angel of the Lord, 

as in the Lucan narrative, and as it would be proclaimed in the word of Jesus and in the 

apostolic kerygma. To both Joseph and Herod it causes an element of crises. For Joseph, 

his whole social status, and above aII his masculihe ego, is threatened. As Karl Barth ·has 

argued in some detail, in the infancy narrative Joseph's male role is completely put aside. 

This is not because there is something sinful about sex, but because human masculinity is a 

sign of man's own willing, working, achieving and creating: The virgin birth indiCates that in 

the event of salvation man is only the receiver. He cannot work his own salvation. 170 The 

response of Joseph is therefore a sign of the total humility of faith that is called for in the 

existential demand of the kerygroa. His complete lack of protest and utter obedience to 

the divine will becomes the example of how every man should respond to the proclamation 

that Messiah has come. It is remarkable that in the two infancy narratives, which are so 

evidently independent of each other, the same characteristics are to be found in the two 

parents of Jesus. This may indicate either that the two traditions were moulded by the same 

type of community or that there was some inner quality about the historical tradition which 

led to such interpretations. 

A similar crisis came to Herod. We have already mentioned the dramatic balance between 

'Herod the king' (2: 1) and 'he who has been born king of the Jews' (2:2). This draws out 

the situation of threat and counter threat. Again it is the pride of man that is brought to. 

a crisis of existential decision. Herod was king. Now another king has come. He is called 
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upon to renounce his own position of sovereignty and go and \vorship him' (2:8).Herod 

himself is aware of this demand. The only fitting response is to confess that Jesus Christ is 

Lord (Romans 10 :9; Phil. 2: 10). But Herod's egotism ir. too much for him. He would rather 

affirm that 'Herod is King'. In desperate fury he attempts to obliterate this challenge to his 

position. There is a telling play on the reality of death. Herod wishes to kill all the male 

children, and therefore kill the Messiah. The story enqs with the words 'those who sought 

for the child's life are dead' (vs. 20). Herod, as the head of the Jewish nation, thus becomes 

tll.e symbol of all those who reject the Messiah. The true reasons for such a rejection are 

made plain by the infancy narrative. All those who wish to maintain their own autonomy 

will react to the coming of the Messiah as Herod did. The primitive community continued 

to experience not only the rejection of the Messiah by the Jewish nation, but the activities 

of the Herods (Acts 4:27; 12: 1; 12:20-21). Notably, when another Herod attempted to 

proclaim his own sovereignty in defiance of God (Acts 12:22) the 'angel of the Lord smote 

him because he did not give God the Glory' (12: 23 ). The similarity between the two 

situations could hardly have been missed by those who were aware of the Matthean infancy 

tradition in the early church. As with the Lucan figures of the infancy narrative, Herod 

takes on a representative role. He was troubled 'and all Jerusalem with him' (2:3). 

Herod may be understood not only as a sus
picious and hostile king who tried to kill 
the_ infant Messiah, but also as the represen
tative of Jewish hostility to the new Church 
in those days of its beginning in Palestine. It 
seems likely tlzat the writer of Matthew 2 
actually had this representative capacity of 
his personages in mind. 171 

Once the birth has become the vehicle of 
the good news of salvation, there follows the 
inevftable reaction to the proclamation 
that ''Jesus is Lord". Historically, when the 
salvific proclamation was made after the 
resurrection, there was a two-fold reaction. 
Some believed it and came to worship the 
exalted Lord ... others rejected both the 
message and the preachers. And when 
the evangelist looked back into the life of 
Jesus wi-th post resurrectional hind sight, he 
could see the same two-fold reaction ... 
Accordingly, the evangelist presents the 
same two-fold reaction to the divine pro
clamation of Jesus the Messiah and Em
manuel at his conceptiOn. Chapter 2 be
comes for Matthew the anticipation of 
the fate of the good news of salvation, 
a fate that he knew in the after-math of the 
resurrection. 172 

The Matthean infancy narrative would therefore ~imilarly play a prophetic role in the 
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church. Each believer had been faced by the crisis of decision. The Lordship of Christ had 

become a threat to his autonomy. He had to choose whether to accept or reject the sove

reignty of the Messiah. Like Joseph, he could humbie himself and become obedient to the 

faith, or like Herod, he could re-affirm his own sovereign aut~nomy and perish. The infancy 

narrative thus provided a powerful motivation for the community to re-affirm its commit

ment to the Lordship of Christ. In hearing the infancy story, the believer could re-live 

his own existential response to the kerygma. 

The Chief Priests, the Scribes and the Magi 

The antithesis between the response of Joseph and the response of Herod leads the reader 

to notice a further contrast between the Jewish religious leaders in Jerusalem, in league 

with Herod, and the Magi. 'The story of the Magi is a study in contrasts! 173 In this regard 

it is important to bear in mind that of all the Gospels, Matthew seems to have had the most 

positive attitude towards the law. He was concerned to show the positive value which could 

be given to the Jewish law once it had been transformed by the Messianic age, and he was 

concerned to warn against the danger of antinomianism:· 174 At the same time, however, 

Matthew had no intention of glossing over the arid legalism of pharisaic Judaism. This be

comes plain from a comparison of Matthew 23: 1-39 with the equivalent Lucan redaction of 

Q (Luke.11:37-54) and.a comparison of Matthew 15:1-20 with the Markan source (Mark 

7: 1-13; Matt. 15: 12-15 is not found in Mark. Its content is significant). Some scholars have 

even advocated the view that Matthew was involved in a strongly anti-Jewish polemic. This pro

bably goes too far. Clearly he was involved in an exposure of pharisaical casuistry. 'Matthew 

feels that the Pharisees have missed altogether the true meaning of the Scriptures'. 175 

Another Matthean theological concern is that of universalism. Matthew holds Jewish parti

cularism and Christian universalism in a careful balance. 176 Both these Ma tthean theologi

cal themes are to be found in. the contrast between the Magi and the Jewish religious leaders 

in Matt. 2. At the birth of the Messiah the chief priests and scribes of the people could 

correctly ascertain the place of Messiah's birth from the inspired writings (Matt. 2 :4-6; 5: 

17 -18). The fault was not with the scriptures themselves. The Magi, who only had the bene

fit of natural revelation were unable to discover the exact place of the child's birth, and 

needed to be guided by the inspired scriptures. 

It was . through nature that God revealed 
himselt: to the Gentiles (see Rom. 1: 19-20; 
2:14-15), and so -Matthew shows the Magi 
receiving a revelation through astrology ... 



This is an imperfect revelation: for while 
it tells them of the birth; it does not tell 
them where they carz find the King of the 
Jews. The ultimate secret of his where
abouts is looked for in the special reve
lation of the God of Israel, in the scrip
tures. 177 
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Yet there is something which is ironic about tile situation. The Jewish leaders, who had the 

great benefit of this special revelation, were condemned from the start by their sheer pas

sivity. 'They fail by being passive' 178 They made no attempt to find the Messiah. They 

were completely unprepared to believe that he had been born, despite their profession of 

longing for the hope of ~Israel (Acts 26 :5-7). Here was an intellectual knowledge of the law 

which would never lead to salvation (John 5 :39-40). In utter contrast, the Magi began 

this search for the Messiah through the mere glimmering of a star. They went on what may 

have been a long and difficult journey. Their determination to find him was eventually re

warded. They 'rejoiced exceedingly with great joy' (2: 10). This is a rather weak translation 

of .exap71aav xapav µeyat..v aipo5pa. Their lavish giving matches Joseph's utter obedience. 

Here again the future history of the proclamation of the Gospel is anticipated. This pattern 

would be repeated over and over again. Those who knew the law \Vould reject the fulfilment 

of that law, while those who were hardly educated in the law would press into the kingdom 

of God (Rom. 10. 18-21).This history would have been all too real to the first listeners of 

this narrative. Some of them had sought until they had found.· Others would have been 

those who with difficulty had transcended the confines of their legalism. Perhaps some 

would have been tempted to return to the traditional religion (Heb. 13:4-14). The i.nfancy 

narrative would therefore exercise a prophetic role. The listeners would be able to re-live the 

radical decision which they first made and would thus be exhorted to continue in the 

faith. 

/ 
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A Structural Illustration 

The prophetic significance of the challenge-response dynamic in the semic figures of the nar

rative can be illustrated by Levi-Strauss' model of binary oppositions. 

7 
A = antinomy or opposition. 

+A = ·the positive pole of the binary opposition. 

-A = the negative pole of the binary opposition. 

M+ = the mediatory function between the two poles of the binary 

· · . opposition, the Annuciation-revelatory event. 

M- = the absence of a mediatory function. 

+Al= The New Age. 

-Al = the Old Age. 

+A2 = faith. 

-A2 = unbelief. 

+A3 = acceptance response. 

'-A3 = rejection response. 

+A4 = divine approval, joy and blessing. 

-A4 = divine retribution, sorrow and death. 

The model indicates the following. The fundamental binary opposition of the infancy narra

tive, and in fact the N.T. in general, is between the old age and the new age. The basic ten

tion of N.T. theology is to found at this level. 179 The church's whole existence is held in 

the duality of eschatological tension between the 'already' and the 'not yet'. This opposition 

is evident from the relationship between paradigm 1 and 2 in the paradigmatic-syntagmatic 

grid. 
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This duality between the old age and the new age is mediated in the infancy narratives by 

the annunciation-revelatory event. The annunciation creates a transition between the old 

age and the new age, but this binary opposition is never explicitly mentioned in the infancy 

narratives (•Al/M+/-Al). It is constantly alluded to and expressed in a less extreme binary 

opposition of faith and unbelief (•A2/-A2). Those who believe enter into the blessings of 

the new age. Those who do not believe remain in the old age. This opposition is sometimes 

stated in the text, for instance in the case of Zechariah and Mary. More often it is expressed 

by another binary opposition between the acceptance and rejection of the annunciation-reve

latory event (+A3/-A3). Herod is troubled and cannot receive the message. This amounts to . . 

a rejection of the revelatory event. The shepherds immediately act upon the words of the 

angelic host. This amounts to an open acceptance of the revelatory event. The acceptance

rejection opposition is often expressed by another binary opposition reflecting the display 

of human emotions ( +A4/-A4). The Magi rejoice with great joy. So does Mary (the Magnifi

cat). The shepherds give glory to God. Simeon expresses his deep satisfaction. On the other 

hand, Herod is filled with anger. Zechariah is struck dumb. What is most significant is that 

while the fundamental binary opposition is mediated by God himself in the revelatory event 

(M.J.) the subsequent or more surface oppositions are left for men to grapple with (M• is re

placed by M-). This highlights the dynamic of challenge and response and emphasises the cri

sis of existential decision. This structural understanding of the text can be grasped in any 

age by those who stand within the same tradition of redemptive histo1y. This is why the 

synchronic approach to the text is possible and necessary. There is no need to enter into the 

environment of the first century in any exhaustive sense in order to understand the struc

tural dynamics and semantic features of the narratives that arose out of that environment. 

Herein lies the prophetic nature of the text. It is applicable to the community of faith at 

any time. 

Conclusion 

The infancy narratives thus present to us, firstly, the arrival of the eschatological age. Se

condly, this age is centred in the arrival of a Messianic child. This eschatological event con

stitutes an existential challenge to those parties which first experienced it. Clustered around 

the birth of this child are a number of principal figures. Each, in his or her own way, reacts 

to this challenge. Their various reactions become the representation of all those responses 

that took place in the apostclic proclamation of the post-resurrection kerygma. The post

resurrection community therefore discerns new meaning in the historical tradition of 

Christ's infancy, and both infancy narratives tike on a prophetic function. They enable the 

believers to re-live the crisis of their initial existimtial commitment to the Lordship of 

Christ. They operate as exhortatory traditions which recall the listeners to this faith. The 

believer must continually face the c:.:hailenge. Will he disbelieve like Zechariah, or believe like 

Mary? Will he humble himself and obey like Joseph, or wl!! he assert his own autonomy like 
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Herod and perish in the process? Will he become infatuated with an intellectual knowledge 

of the law, or will he seek the risen Lord and worship him with great joy? Will he be found 

in th~ place of worship like Simeon and Anna, and will he be in the Spirit, .open to the re

velation of the risen Lord, and ready for the parousia? With the shepherds of Judah does he 

still appreciate the grace of God which came to him when he was as yet, unworthy? These 

decisions would have to be faced. The infancy narratives would force him to make them. 
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PROPHECY, ESCHATOLOGY, CHRISTOLOGY, AND HISTORY 

This investigation of Christology in the N.T. documents has attempted to give attention to 

both general. and specific issues. The specific section we have investigated is th~ infancy 
. 

narratives. This investigation has been undertak~n with the more general issues of metho-

dology-, historiography and Christology constantly in mind. The results of the detailed 

investigation of this particular section can now be related back to the general issues of N.T. 

study. These can be expressed in tenns of four basic concepts, namely prophecy, .eschatolo

gy, Christo logy and history. All four concepts or areas of enquiry meet in the study of the 

infancy narratives. More significantly the infancy narratives have a particular contribution 

to make to these issues. Our primary concern is of course with Christology, but the infancy 

narratives have a contribution to make to N.T. Christology which can only be properly 

understood in terms of the related concepts of prophecy, eschatology and history. In our 

study so far we have dealt firstly with history, then eschatology, then Christology and then 

prophecy. We will now change this order and discuss firstly prophecy, then eschatology, 

then Christo logy, and lastly history. 

PROPHECY 

Prophecy has been related to the infancy narratives in terms of what we have called 'proph

etic exhortation.• The prophetic element can, however, be associated with the infancy 

narratives on a broaaer scale. 

1. Firstly, on a surface reading of the infancy narratives it becomes evident that Luke's 

narrative is well endowed with prophetic utterances .. Zechariah (Lk.1.670, Elizabeth 

( 1.410, Mary (1.460, Simeon (2.280 and Anna (2.38) are all 'prophets' in some sense. 

Even the various angelic revelations read like prophetic utterances (l.14f; l.32f; 2.10). · 

These elements give a certain kind of prophetic connotation to the entire Lucan narr

ative and point beyond themselves to the possibility of a more profound sense of the 

prophetic in the infancy narratives. 

2. Secondly, on deeper investigation of the Lucan narrative it becomes evident that the· 

structure of the annunciation to Zechariah and the annunciation to Mary form part of 

a broad biblical structure which may be termed the 'prophetic call narrative. '1 The 

dynamics of the narrative operate in similar fashion to the calls of various O.T. proph-

/ 
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ets such as Gideon, Moses, Jeremiah, Abraham, Isaiah, and Ezekiel. This structure 

raises the question of whether these two figures are being portrayed in a prophetic 

role. Both the utterances with which they are credited and the way in which. they 

receive the annunciation point to a prophetic role for Zechariah and Mary. The proph

etic call narrative is expanded in a particular point in the case of Mary, where her res

ponse is unparalleled in terms of the literary genre of the prophetic call narrative. 

3. Thirdly, this raises the question of whether the idea of response is especially important 

in the infancy narrative of Luke. Further investigation more than answers this ques

tion. Both infancy narratives have a particular emphasis on the language of response. 

The study of the 'response' language uncovers a more comprehensive structure than the 

prophetic call narrative. A structural analysis of the infancy narratives reveals a re

peated structure of challenge and response. This consists of an eschatological fulfil

ment centred on a Christological announcement or revelation, which in turn calls for 

.and produces an existential response.2 The study of the challenge-response structure 

leads to a further discovery. Each personage in the narratives has a semic dimension. 

The principal figures become repr:esentative figures who stand for various groups 

within and without the primitive community. The challenge-response dynamic of 

figures in the infancy narratives becomes a paradigm of the dynamics of challenge and 

response in all those who have heard the proclamation of the early witnesses to Christ. 3 

This structure of challenge .and response is not however used in the infancy narratives 

to bring people to faith in Christ. The material of these narratives is f!Ot kerygmatic. 

It is used rather for the purposes of exhortation. The dynamics of challenge and 

response in the semic personages of the infancy narratfves operates as a powerful 

exhortation to the reader that is addressed. It is assumed that the reader stands within 

the community of faith. He is challenged to review his original response to the pre

claimed word and to 'remain faithful to the Lord with steadfast purpose '(Ac.11.23). 

The nature of the infancy narratives and the fundamental struc~ure which they reveal 

indicates that their fomi. and essential message was addressed to a particular situation 

in the primitive church by a particular group or individual vitally concerned with the 

~xhortation of the people of God. This has led us to conclude that these narratives 

were shaped and transmitted by ·individuals who were involved in an exhortatory or 

prophetic ministry. For a number of reasons it is evident that the prophets of the 

primitive community were primarily involved in an exhortatory type of ministry.4 

The infancy narratives can best be explained in terms of the prophetic ministry of the 

early Christian community. It is not ultimately possible to decide whether these 
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characteristics come from the evangelists themselves, in their handling of the infancy 

traditions, or whether these characteristics were shaped by the community that trans· 

mitted the tradition. It is probably best to conclude that both factors were involved. 

The evangelists certainly presented the text in a way whic.h expr~ssed the challenge

response dynamic. However our structural analysis tends to indicate that the struc· 

ture lies below the surface of the text. It indicates an almost subconcious structure 

which constitutes the very essence of the infancy tradition. This indicates that the 

role of the evangelists is secondary while the role of those who transmitted the 

tradition to them is primary. The most probable conclusion is that the infancy tra

ditions were received, absorbed, moulded and transmitted by the various 'prophetic' 

individuals in the early community. The indications are that these prophets operated 

in small groups (Ac.11.27-28). Some such group must be seen as the custodian of the 

infancy traditions. The deep structure is their responsibility. The present textual 

structure is the responsibility of the two evangelists who incorporated them into the 

first and third gospels. Here then is the transmissional Sitz im Leben for the infancy 

narratives. This statement immediately raises two further questions. Firstly, by trans· 

missional Sitz im Leben do we not exclude an original historical Sitz im Leben? Our 

discussion of 'history' must grapple with the possibility of an original historical setting 

or series of events that gave rise to the infancy tradition. At this point we are merely 

discussing various marks in the narratives which indicate that they were moulded and 

transmitted by early Christian prophets. Secondly, by 'transmission ' or moulding' we 

do. not refer to what has been termed the 'creative role of Christian prophets. ' This 

point will be expanded on after we have discussed the various prophetic characteristics 

of the infancy narratives. 

4. Fourthly, the infancy narratives are prophetic in the particular type of interpretation 

which they reveal. At this point we must return to the work of Earle Ellis. We noted 

in the fifth chapter Ellis' views on the exhortatory role of the early Christian prophets. 

Ellis has noted other typical characteristics in the early Christian prophets which are 

especially associated with the midrashic type of biblical exegesis. His understanding 

draws together various developme.nts in the O.T., intertestamentary and N.T. writings. 

He 4:races a development which began with the O.T. prophets and continued in the 

. apocalyptic writers, the Qumran commentators and the pneumatic prophets of the 

Pauline community. This development shows that the prophetic tradition of the O.T. 

became increasingly identified with the 'wisdom' tradition. 5 In the ·o.T., figures such 

as Joseph (Gen.41.380, Joshua (Deut.34), David(2 Sam.14.20), Ahitophel (2 Sam. 

16.23) and Solomon (I Kgs.1.3,9,28; 7.15 -17), were associated with a special gift of 

wisdom, although as late as Jerex:niah's time the prophets and the wise were regarded as 
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separate classes (Jer.18.18). Many scholars believe that there is evidence of a shift 

towards the wisdom tradition in the prophets Isaiah and Amos. In Daniel the prophetic 

tradition merges into the wisdom tradition. The 'prophet' is given gifts of wisdom and 

knowledge ( 1.4,17; 2.2lf). Here an added element emerges in the idea of wisdom. 

Daniel is given wisdom to understand dreams and visions ( 2.27 - 30; 5.12), to 'make 

known the mystery' (2.47) and to interpret (pesher} the inner meaning of scripture 

(9.2,22f - i.e. Jeremiah). Later on the wise will be able to read and understand Daniel's 

writings ( 12.90. During this period prophecy became increasingly associated with the . 

scriptures and their interpretation. The apocalyptic tradition was continued in the 

Qumran community where the maskilim were those to whom God revealed the 

mysteries of the scriptures; 

the maskilim at Qumran are recipients and 
transmitters of divine mysteries, possessors of 
wisdom, interpreters of knowledge, guides to 
a mature life, and discerners of spirits. 6 

The apocalyptic movement as it emerged at Qumran gave rise to what has been termed 

the midrashic method of biblical exegesis. That which ·began as a purely targumic 

(translatory) practice developed into a midrashic (interpretative) practice where an 

essential element was the giving of the inner meaning, or mystery of the text, by the 

. Holy Spirit. At Qumran a particular characteristic of such midrashic interpretatio~ was 

that it was usually eschatological. The ancient text was believed to have been fulfilled in 

the present. The exegesis of the maskilim at Qumran was thus both charismatic and . 

eschatological."" Both the charismatic and the midrashic forms of interpretation can be 

found in the early church. Although there is no explicit connection between the two 

elements, their association in intertestimentary Judaism and their dual presence in. the· 

N.T. writings makes it more than probable that they also went hand in hand in the 

early church. The charismatic element in biblical interpretation is to be found in the 

pneumatic prophets of the Pauline communities. 8 

The early Christian prophets and teachers 
explained the Old Testament by what they 
called charismatic exegesis, ... Like the teach
ers of Qumran, they proceeded from the con
viction that the meaning of the Old Testa
ment i~ a "mystery" where "interpretation" 
can be given not by human reason, but by 
the Holy Spirit. On the basis of revelation· 
from the Spirit they are confident of their 
ability to rightly interpret the Scriptures. 
Equally, they conclude· that those who are 



not gifted cannot "know" the true meaning 
of the word of God. 9 

The midrashic element is widely distributed in the N.T. writings. 

If midrash pesher is understood as an inter
pretative. moulding of the text within an 
apocalyptic framework ad hoc or with refer
ence to appropriate textual. or targumic 
traditions, then there is some evidence for 
its use on a rather advanced scale, even in 
the pre-Pauline strata of the New Testa· 
ment. 10 
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It follows from Ell.is' conclusions that evidence of this type of midrashic exegesis in the 

infancy narratives points to the influence of pneumatic or prophetic interpreters or 

transmitters of the infancy tradition. We have shown that there is much evidence of 

midrash in both infancy narratives, provided that we are speaking ·of Christian midrash. 

This is probably more pronounced in Matthew's infancy narrative; in the genealogy and 

the various testimonia. 11 The Lucan narrative is also not without its midrashic feat

ures.1 2 It is not surprising therefore for Ellis to conclude (Concerning Luke l - 2); 

It is probable that family traditions about the 
events surrounding Jesus' birth were given 
their literary formulation by prophets of the 
primitive Jerusalem church. 1 3 

In our opinion the same applies equally to the Matthean infancy narrative. 

· The infancy narratives therefore represent the influence of those who believed that 

they had a special charismatic or prophetic insight into the events that surrounded the 

birth of Christ. The particular form of the narrative, both in its midrashic f ea tu res, and 

in its dynamic challenge and response structure, is due to the influence of some group · 

of early Christian prophets. 

5. Fifthly, the infancy. narratives are prophetic in the particular view of history which 

they represent. In Matthew's infancy narrative the history of Israel is seen to be rep

eated in the history of the Christ, and in particular in the events of his childhood. 1 4 

History is quite definitely planned and directed by God towards its Christological 

fulfilment. Likewise the Lucan infancy narrative is fundamentally concerned with the 

new age as the age of fulfilment. Events which take place in history are 'fulfilled' 

events. 1 s 

The p~ophetic confessional stance of the infancy narratives may be summed up in the 

following propositions; 

l 
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1. When the birth of Jesus Christ took place it was ushered in by a restoration of 

the prop~etic gift among the people of God. 

2. The real meanmg of the events that occurred during this time can ortly be under-· 

stood by those. who have both the spiritual wisdom and the insight to grasp the 

inner mystery of the events, i.e. by those who have pneumatic-charismatic gifts. 

3. Those who have these gifts are convinced that many 0.T. scriptures find their 

true fulfilment and meaning in the events that surrounded the birth of Christ. 

4 · Those who have these gifts have also discovered that the various groups and 

types in the present believing communities are typologically represented in the 

principle figures who experienced these events, and who responded to them in 

various ways. Their responses, like the scriptures themselves, are given as a war· 

ning and an exhortation: to the believers to remain faithful to their commitment 

( 1 Cor.10.11; Rom.15.4 ). 

5. Those who hav~ these gifts can see from the events surrounding Christ's birth 

that history is ·planned and governed by God for the revelation of his saving 

purposes to man. 1 6 

These characteristics in the infancy narratives are illuminated in particular by two 

approaches to the text of the N.T.; by the existential approach and the structural 

approach. Existentialist hermeneutics has been rightly criticised for its negative atti

tude towards history and for its anthropological preoccupation. However this should 

not blind us to the fact that the perception of the prophetic nature of the infancy 

narratives stems, via Minear, from Soren Kierkegaard. 1 7 This leads to the suggestion 

that the existential approach should be linked in particular with the prophetic ele

ments in the N.T. Further, the characteristics of the infancy narratives have been 

connected in our research with 'response' language in the remainder of the first and 

third gospels. This leads to the suggestion that the remainder of the N.T, or at least 

the synoptic gospel~, may be fruitfully explored for similar prophetic elements. In 

particular the conjunction of eschatological fulfilment, Christological revelation and 

existential response, ~ay .be present as a deep structure in the remainder of the N .T. 

The structuralist approach has been helpful in taking us beyond the rather arid results 

of the traditional approaches to the infancy narratives. When these are approached 

.with some prior understanding of the text, and when the Christology of these narra-
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tives is explored from a purely dogn1atic or historiographical perspective, they yield a 

rather meagre hermeneutical harvest. But when they are analysed in terms of their 

· own inner structural relationships, a wealth of meaning is discovered which allows the 

true theology of the infancy narratives to be manifested. 

Before proceeding to the subject of eschatology, we must return to the question 

which we raised regarding the transmissionrrl role of the early Christian prophets. Did 

they merely mo~ld and interpret the infancy narratives, or was their role actually 

creative in the sense that they created the traditions themselves? If it can be shown 

•that the early Christian prophets actually created authoritative tradition, then the 

historicity of the infancy narratives will be cast into doubt by the prophetic charac

teristics which we have discovered in them. If on the other hand their creative role 

cannot be demonstrated from the N.T. in general then we shall be led to conclude 

that the infancy traditions were only moulded and interpreted by the early Christian 

prophets. lt is not necessary to discuss this matter in detail since it has been argued at 

. some length by various scholars. At this point it is sufficient to say that we accept the 

views of David Hill and Ellis on this matter. In an important article David Hill J;ias 

investigated the .common assumption that the utterances of Christian prophets were 

regarded as synonymous with the words of Jesus. His conclusion is that there is 

absolutely no evidence for this idea at .all. The prophets of the early church had no 

creative role in terms of authoritative church traditions about Jesus. 1 8 Ellis examines 

the Xe-yet 1wpwc; sayings in the N.T., the wa rrA.11pw811 sayings, and the ma10c; o Xo-yoc; 

formula in .the pastoral epistles. 1 9 In all of these he detects the role of Christian 

prophets; but he never suggests that this role amounted to the creation of the tradi'-
' 

tion. Rather, it applied to the interpretation of the tradition, and to the exhortation 

of the community. We conclude therefore that the early Christian prophets most 

probably received the infancy traditions, and merely moulded and interpreted them. 

ESCHATOLOGY 

1. The first significant feature of the eschatology of the infancy narratives is the connec

tion between prophecy and eschatology. We have demonstrated that these narratives 

are thoroughly prophetic. Their shape and form is the product.of prophetic groups in 

the early church. Our exegetical study has shown that their content is thoroughly 

e~chatological. 1 9 This means that it is the prophetic view of history which produces 

the eschatological emphasis. Those who moulded the tradition did so in a way which 

accentuated the eschatological nature of the events. It is therefore the prophetic 

insight or vision that can perceive that events have eschatological content. In the 
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Lucan narrative we have the repeated use of words to do with sight. 2 0 Iri both 

narratives we have the preponderance of revelatory language.'2 1 The events are 

therefore only recognised as eschatological events by the prophetic mind. 

This is a point which N.T. research needs to recover. Eschatology has remained a 

subject of considerable debate ever since the work of Johannes Weiss. 2 
2 A continuing 

problem is the relationship of the ancient eschatological view of history to the mod

ern mind. Can modern man really accept the eschatological perspective of the N.T. 

writers? The answer provided by the infancy narratives is that the mind of the comm

on man in the first century also struggled to accept that certain events were in fact 

eschatological, but that with a prophetic or pneumatic insight such difficulties could 

be transcended. In fact, without prophetic insight history will never be viewed from 

an openly eschatological perspective, and the perspective of the N.T. will never be 

fully understood. R:Maddox has come close to making this point. After a discussion 

of the opposing views of N.T. interpretation (i.e. consistent eschatology versus 

. realised eschatology) and the various attempts to find a synthesis between the two 

views (G.E.Ladd and D.B.Knox) Maddox comes to the conclusion that the formal' _ 

inconsistency between the futurity and the presence of escnatological fulfilment will 

never be completely: solved. The N.T. does contain two formally inconsistent ideas. 

'That is why the search for the logical sense of eschatology is always doomed to 

frustration, or at most only partial ~llumination . • His answer to the problem is, that 

'In hearing the New Testament proclamation we have in mind too much the model of 

philosophic or scientific discourse, and too little the model of artistic sensibility. 12 3 

We disagree with Maddox only in the last phrase. Instead of the model of 'artistic 

sensibility' N.T. research needs to recover the model of prophetic insight. This is the 

preception which the infancy narratives advocate. In this the infancy nar.ratives 

merely take us back to the prophetic view of history in the 0.T. G.E.Ladd has made 
- -
a similar observation concerning the relationship between the prophetic perspective 

and the modern mind. 

The ~odern mind is interested in chrono-
• logy, in sequence, in time. The prophetic 

mind usually was not concerned with such 
questions, but took its stand in the present 
and viewed the future as a great canvas of 
God's redemptive working in terms of 
height, and breadth, but lacking the clear 
dimensions of depth. 2 4 

' -
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His comments, like those of Maddox, are concerned with the relationship between the 

presence and future of the Kingdom in the N.T. However, both writers accept that 

eschatology mt;tst be understood prophetically if it is to be truly understood. 

2. The second contribution of the infancy narratives is in this precise area .of consistent 

versus realised eschatology. The rediscovery of the central place of apocalyptic and 

eschatological ideas in the N.T., and in the preaching of Jesus, may be attributed to 

Johannes Weiss.25Weiss' insights went hand in hand with the issue that has led to the 

greatest discussion, namely, that Jesus viewed the Kingdom as purely future. Weiss 

interpreted all the elements in the preaching of Jesus that indicated the presence of 

the Kingdom as 'Moments of sublime prophetic enthusiasm when an awareness of 

victory came over him. '2 6 Apart from such moments Jesus viewed the Kingdom as a 

completely future, though imminent, reality. Weiss' views were then taken to their 

logical conclusion by Schweitzer and his concept of 'consistent eschatology. '2 7 

These views may be regarded as the thesis in modem views of eschatology. The 

antithesis was provided by C.H.Dodd's idea of realised eschatology, where the pas

sages dealing wit.h the futurity of the Kingdom were given a symbolic value or exe

g~ted in such a way that the element of futurity was denied.2 8 

The scholar who largely initiated the synthesis between these two extremes was 

W .G. Kiimmel. 2 9 According to Kiimmel the important texts, if carefully studied 

demolish the arguments for these descrip
tions of Jesus' message according to which 
Jesus announced either only eschatological 
occurences in the future or only a present 
time of eschatological fulfilment. 3 0 

The synthetic view has gained ground in N.T. scholarship so that Ladd can comment; 

'So extensively is this synthesis to be found that we must recognise it as an emerging 

consensus. '3 1 The problem has however emerged again with the development of 

redaction-criticism, where the particular theologies of the various evangelists have 

become the focus of discussion. In particular Luke's understanding of eschatology 

has been hotly debated. Conzelmann has advocated the view that Luke has de

eschatologised the tradition. ·Instead of the imminent expectation of the parousia, the 

parousia has been pushed into the distant future and has been replaced by Luke's 

understanding of salvation history. 3 2 Conzelmann has been taken one step further by 

R.H. Hiers, who has in many ways returned to the view of Weiss. He notes that for 
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Conzelmann, Luke believed the Kingdom was 'manifested' in Jesus but yet to come. 

Hiers would rather say that Luke believed that the 'message' of the Kingdom was 

present while the Kingdom itself was yet future. According to Hiers Luke has del

iberately altered the eschatological passages to show that the Kingdom is future but 

'near'. 3 3 Over against Hiers is the view of F.0.Francis, who believes that Luke has 

accentuated the fact that the Kingdom is present in fulfilment and will come speedily 

in the future. 34 The same thesis and antithesis has therefore emerged again in Lucan 

studies. Once again a synthesis has been produced, this time by Ellis, who shows that 

present and future are held together in a careful balance in the Lucan writings. 3 5 

Ellis emphasises that the old age and the new a~e relate together in terms of con

tinuity and discontinuity. 3 6 

Our examination of the eschatology of the Lucan infancy narratives supports Ellis'· 

understanding of Lqcan theology and shows that Luke's theology, at least, must be 

regarded as supporting those who have accepted .the synthetic view of N.T. escha

tology. His infancy narrative stresses the sense of eschatological fulfilment.The new 

age is most certainly present. This can be expressed in the terminology of the King

dom itself (Lk.1.32 - 33) or in various other typically eschatological concepts; the use 

of the decisive 'this day' (2.11 ), the idea of the Lord coming to his temple (2.22 - 27), 

the theophanic revelation of God (2.9), the coming of the 'dayspring·' ( 1. 78), the 

deliverance of God's people from their enemies (1.74), the presence of salvation 

(I.47,68,77; 2.11,30), the repeated experience of eschatological joy (1.14,46-47,98 

2.10.20,38), and above all the presence of the Messianic Child. 3 7 Any attempt to 

construe Luke's eschatology as entirely future completely founders on the exegesis of 

the infancy narratives. Furthermore, as Minear has pointed out, Conzelmann's entire 

scheme falls apart as a result of the exegesis of the infancy narratives. It is simply 

impossible to view these chapters as constituting part of the epoch of Israel, _to the 

exclllsion of the new age. 

Having said this, however, we must go on to stress Ellis' terminology of continuity 

and discontinuity. The Lucan infancy narrative is set within the context of the old 

Israel and· the old age. 3 8 The situation around the birth of Christ therefore has 

definite continuity with the old Israel. Further, while the new age has definitely . 

arrived, it has riot y.et arrived in its fulness. The dawn has not yet· changed into the 

fulrtess of day,. The i!lfancy narrative bears witness to a transitionary period. 3 9 The 

old and the new age are held together in tension. Fulfilment is present. Consumma

tion is yet to come. Even the fulfilment is preparatory. The eschatology of the Lucan 

infancy narrative therefore supports the broader eschato,logical understandiiig of 
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· Ladd, and conflicts with the concept first suggested by Weiss. Ladd's understanding· 

of 'fulfilment' without 'consummation' is supported by the delicate balance which 

Luke holds between the old and the new.40 Weiss' contention that 'Either the basi/eia 

is here. or it is not yet here', is denied.4 1 Luke's theology denies that the Kingdom 

must come exhaustively and suddenly or not at all. It can be inaugurated in stages. 

Those who hold that Luke has diluted the eschatological elements from the tradition, 

usually come to this conclusion from a comparison of Luke with Q, Mark and Matt

hew. If it is not possible to substantiate this understanding of Lucan theology, then it 

is even more difficult to substantiate a purely futuristic understanding of Matthean 

theology. This is• again particularly clear from the M atthean infancy narrative. The 

emphasis on eschatological fulfilment is as marked in Matthew's narrative. If anything 

it is more explicit, due to the fulfilment formula. The genealogy ~ees the entire course 

of Israel's history finding its fulfilment in the birth of Jesus. Ir.. fact both from the 

genealogy, and from the journey to and ·return from Egypt, the history of Israel is 

recapitulated in the personal history of a particular child.42 The Davidic king is 

present. The coming of Emmanuel fulfils the expectation of the latter half of Isaiah, 
. 

there are angelic revelations, the eschatological expectation of the nations coming to 

Jerusalem is fulfiled in the Magi, the new Exodus takes place in the history of the 

Messianic Child, and to make the whole matter quite explicit, the universal Messianic 

fulfilment is particularised and concretised in the geographical location of the ful

filment events. 4 3 

The study of the Matthean infancy narrative therefore leads us to reverse the common 

understanding of Luke's theology in comparison with the remainder of the N.T. Luke 

is usually credited with transforming eschatology into salvation-history. But if any

thing it is Matthew who has a concept of salvation-history. His infancy narrative 

emphasises the idea that history is planned and controlled by the divine will. This is 

evident from the threat and grace theme in the genealogy and the threat and protect

ion theme in the remainder of the narrative.44 History is viewed as a process that is 

guided towards an eschatological fulfilment .. This moves in a linear process. There is 

the linear process of Israel's history (the genealogy) followed by the linear process of 

the Messianic Child's history ( the remainder of the infancy narrative). This means 

that Matthew's infancy narrative supports Cullmann's view that salvation-history is 

fundamental to the N.T. in general rather than to Luke in particular. It is of course 

true that the infancy narratives express the theology of the two evangelists rather 

than that of the historical Jesus, since they describe a period before his ministry. 

However, it should also be remembered that the more widely the synthetic view 
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of eschatology and the salvation-historical view of time is found in the N.T. docu

ments, the less likely it becomes that the 'consistent eschatology' or 'realised es

chatology' views are correct. 

3. Thirdly, our examination of the eschatology of the infancy narratives leads us to re

locate the position that the infancy narratives should take in the · development of 

early church traditiori. The usual locality or Sitz im Leben postulated for the infancy 

narratives is later than the main body of the synoptic tradition, later than Pauline 

theology, and either immediately before, simultaneously with, or after the develop• 

ment of Johannine theology. For instance, Paul Lobstein believed that the infancy 

narratives express a popular Christological development ( the physiological under-

. standing of Messiahship ) which arose either simultaneously with or after the intellec

tual Christology expresses in the metaphysical understanding of Messiahship (Jn. 

1.1-18). This development followed in the second generation, after the original 

theocratic understanding of Messiahship. 4 5 Dibelius explained the 'Christian' sections 

of the Lucan narrative as a theologumenon that arose in the Hellenistic stage of the 

development of early church tradition.4 6 Dibelius was following Bultmann.4 7 Von 

Campenhausen advocates the view that the infancy-tradition (particularly the virginal 

conception) arose in the area of Syrian Antioch just before the time of Ignatius, 

Bishop of Antioch. 4 1\ Raymond Brown advocates the idea of a two and three stage 

Christology. In the development of early church tradition the moment of the reve

lation of Christ's Sonship was pushed back from the resurrection, to the baptism, 

then the birth of Christ and finally into his pre-existence. 4 9 In his view the infancy 

tradition is therefore later than the synoptic traditfon and earlier than the Johannine 

tradition. 

On the other hand various scholars have repeatedly discovered elements in the infancy 
..... , 

narratives which have led them to locate the narratives early in the development of 

the tradition. Gore noted that Luke's narrative • 

breathes the spirit of the Messianic hope 
before it had received the rude and crushing 
blow involved in the rejection of the Mes
siah. 5 0 

Harnack cautioned against the view that the Matthean narrative developed late. He 

similarly noted that the 'whole narrative breathes of Palestine'. 5 1 Both Orr and 

Machen emphasised the primitive elements in the Lucan narrative, and Winter has 

argued for the early Palestinian character of Luke's narrative. 5 2 
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Our examination supports the latter scholarly consensus. The eschatology of the 

infancy narratives is of the same type as the eschatology of the synoptic tradition. 

The age to come has entered into this age in the Person of Jesus. There is fulfilment 

without consummation. The eschatological fulfilment is seen on a purely 'horizontal' 

or linear plane rather than on a 'vertical and horizontal' plane as in Raymond Brown's 

understanding of Johannine eschatology. 5 3 The eschatology of the infancy narratives 

is certainly as primitive as the synoptic tradition and probably earlier than the Johan-. 

nine tradition. 5 4 Furthermore, the eschatological elements in the infancy narratives 

are not simply to be found here and there. The narratives are thoroughly eschato

logical. If the eschatological elements were removed, the narratives would disinte

grate. It is therefore impossible to conceive of these narratives as ever existing without 

,;._ a thoroughly eschatological content or to conceive of the narratives being consider

ably changed after the origin of the eschatological part of the tradition. The Sitz im 

Leben of the infancy narratives must therefore be the early Palestinian commun

ity. This conclusion is essentially the same as the one we came to about the prophetic 

Sitz im Leben of the infancy narratives. Both lines of investigation point to the same 

situation. This should decisively repudiate all attempts to explain the infancy narra

tives in terms of the influence of pagan or Hellenistic ideas, or in terms of an exten

ded theologumenal process. 

CHRISTO LOGY 

1. If it can be said that, according to the infancy narratives, eschatology can only be 

understood prophetically, then it can equally be said that according to these narra

tives, Christology can only be understood eschatologically. The words of Rudolph 

Otto can be used as a fitting description of the Christology of the infancy narratives; 

'It is not Jesus who brings the Kingdom ... the Kingdom brings him with it. -s 5 Our 

perspective is of course different from that of Otto. Our exegetical study as well as 

our structural analysis has shown that the infancy narratives describe firstly the 

coming of the new age, and secondly the centering of that new age in the Messianic 

Child. 5 6 In the structural analysis the old age - new age polarity is always the back

ground from which the Christological am:iouncement is made. The study of the 

various Christological titles has shown that they are understood firstly as the saving 

action of God in the eschatological event, and secondly as the revelation of that 

action in the Messianic Child. 5 7 Eschatology is therefore the basis of Christology. 

This is ari emphasis which appears in a unique sense in the infancy narratives because 

only here do we have the record of Christ as a baby or child, that is, as one who is 

·' 
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almost totally passive. The new age represents the actual activity of God~ whereas in 

the ministry of Jesus it is the activity of Jesus that represents the activity of God. In 

this the infancy narratives have a vital contribution to make to the study of N.T. 

Christology. They pose the question of whether we should approach the remainder of 

the N.T. with the same conception. They suggest that we should seek to understand 

his preaching, his claims, his self-:-eonsciousriess and his actions, from a consistently 

eschatological perspective. 5 8 If this is done it may well produce some radical changes 

in Christological understanding. A similar point has recently been made by G.R. 

Beasley-Murray. His remarks are so much in line with our own thesis that we shall 

quote him extensively. He notes that; 

some of the most characteristic sayings of Jesus about the 
kingdom of God indicate that in his deeds, in his person. 
and in his works the kingdom is in action and so present 
among men. 

This is the most distinctive element in the teaching of Jesus ( Matt.11.5,12; 12.28;. 

Lk.17.27); 

• .. 

And this otherwise unheard of teaching is present in all 
four gospels, not simpl.v the first three. It is expressed in 
such astonishing ways in the passages quoted above; it is 
asking us to believe the incredible that such highly ori
ginal teaching, which is of a piece with the rest of the 
instruction of Jesus, was impossible for Jesus, but his 
followers had the ingenuity to frame it themselves. In 
reality the unique relation of Jesus to the kingdom of God 
is a datum of the teaching of Jesus accepted as authentic 
by virtually all gospel critics. But the question forces itself 
upon us: Who is he, in and through whom the kingdom of 
God appears? Those among Israel who kept the hope of 
the kingdom alive called such a one the Messiah. If that is a 
limited t(!rm for the Jesus of the gospels, in view of its 
current interpretation among his contemporaries, at least 
no lesser name forJt:im will do. In the teaching attributed 
to him in the gospels that name is qualified with concepts 
like Son of Man, Servant of the Lord and even Lord (i.e. 
Lord of David and of all men, Mk.12:37 ). Given the 
teaching of Jesus on the kingdom of God it is compre
hensible that he should have modified cu"ent messianic 
doctrine by these concepts, and it is more plausible to set 
those modifications to his account than to Mark or to 
unknown prophets before Mark. 5 9 

We agree with Beasley-Murray and add that the 'low Christological self-consciousness' 

view of Jesus is the result of an attempt to understand Christology in abstraction 

from eschatology. As soon as the eschatological claims of Jesus are properly under

stood his personal claims must be equally understood. It is also evident that a futuris-
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tic view of Jesus' eschatology will tend to produce the idea of a low Christoiogical 

self-consciousness for Jesus. If the Kingdom was entirely future then Jesus could not 

have identified. himself. with the Kingdom. Similarly a strong emphasis on realised 

eschatology can lead to the dilution of the cosmic elements in the coming of the 

parousia. As with the liberal lives of Jesus the Kingdom becomes a symbol of eternal 

spiritual and ethical values and loses its ultimate· proportions. Consequently Jesus can 

be viewed as one with a low Christological selfconsciousness. But when the cosmic 

na~ure of the parousia is understood, and when the link between that event and the 

present activity of Jesus is perceived in the teaching of Jesus, one is forced to accept a 

high Christological or Messianic self-consciousness for Jesus. It is therefore vital that 

Christo logy should be understood from the perspective of eschatology. Eschatology 

must be the basis of Christology.The infancy narratives are a section of the N.T. that 

can make this point in a unique way. 

2. The priority of eschatology over Christology in the infancy narratives leads to an 

important corollary in terms of the relationship between the infancy tradition and the 

Logos Christology of the fourth gospel. It is common to s'ee these two traditions as 

being antithetical. Wolfhart Pannenberg expresses the views of many scholars when 

he says; 

' 

the contrast between the idea of the Son's 
pre-existence and the explanation of the 
divine Sonship by means of the virgin birth 
is much sharper .. .it is irreconcilable with this 
that the divine Sonship as such was first 
established in time. Sonship cannot at the 
same time consist in pre-existence and still 
have its origin only in the divine procreation 
of Jesus in Mary. 6 0 

We suggest that such an antithesis is only possible when the infancy narratives are 

understood as representing an ontological view of the virginal conception. This is the 

common view of the infancy narratives because they have been traditionally ap

proached from a purely dogmatic perspective. The articles of the creed have usually 

prompted the questions that are put to the text. 6 1 Since the creeds are the result of 

the welding of the N.T. witness to Greek philosophical conceptions the articles of the. 

Nicean and Apostles creeds are stated in ontological thou~t forms. It is not sur

prising therefore that the infancy narratives have been understood by conservative 

theologians as supporting those articles in the creed which profess faith in the Incar

nation. Indeed, the articles of the creed do have their historical origin in the infancy 

tradition. The virginal conception of Jesus by the Holy Spirit has therefore been 
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taken to mean that the ontological relationship between the Father and the Son was 

somehow determined by the event of the virginal conception. With such assumptions 

the remark of Pannenberg makes a great deal of sense. How can the ontological 

relationship between the Father and the Son be in any way determined by the virginal 

conception if the Son had already pre-existed as the eternal logos? But our exegesis 

has shown that the infancy narratives do not operate with ontological conceptions at 

all. The entire system of thinking is Jewish, Old Testamental and eschatological. 

Eschatological categories may have ontological imp_lications, but they are not in 

themselves ontological. The virginal conception is firstly not a central element in the 

infancy narratives, and secondly expresses the belief that the coming of this child is 

part of the eschatological action of God. The virginal conception is the result of the 

linear process of salvation-history. The promise and eschatological fulfilment process 

culminates in the birth of a particular Messianic child and so his birth is thoroughly 

the act of God. God is invading the plane of human history. His ultimate reign over all 

things is breaking into the present. He therefore even breaks into the normal process 

of human pro-creation and asserts his act. This is all that the virginal conception 

signifies in the context of the infancy narratives. There is no suggestion that the Son 

only became the Son at this point. Ontological categories have to .be imported into 

the narrative before they can be found there. Further, to assert that the virginal 

conception is part of the promise-fulfilment process of redemptive history is to 

assert that prior to the eschatological action of God in this child there were the 

actions of God in the process of redemptive history. God's saving actions were dis

played repeatedly in redemptive history. Now in his final act of redemptive history 

this child is born as the act of God himself. The activity of God therefore pre~xisted 

this particular act of God. But in biblical thinking the activity of God is almost 

synonymous with the word of God. God's word is his deed. John asserts that the 

word of God pre-existed the word that God spoke in Jesus Christ. The same idea is 

expressed by the writer to the Hebrews (Heb.1.1-3). The infancy tradition artd the 

Logos Christology are therefore two different ways of saying essentially the same 

thing. But this can only be understood if the infancy tradition and the virginal con

ception is understood eschatologically. It is unfortunate that Pannenberg, of all 

people, should hold to the antithesis between the two traditions, because it is par

ticularly in his theolo~y that Christology is founded on eschatology. 

3. By the same token the priority of eschatology over Christology in the infancy narra

tives establishes the divinity of Christ. As the exegesis has shown, the eschatological 

activity of God is so closely identified with this particular child that it becomes 

possible to say that in the coming of this child, .God himself has come. God is with us, 
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Emmanuel! Johannine terminology expresses this in terms of the word of God being 

so fully and perfectly revealed in the person of Jesus Christ that it becomes possible 

to say that Jesus is the word of God, and therefore Jesus is God. The infancy narra

tives make the same affinnation but in eschatoiogical terms. They assert the full 

divinity of Christ in a number of ways. The name Saviour in Matt.1.27 is the result of 

the association of the Lord (Kvpwc;) as Saviour with Jesus Christ as Saviour.6 2 

Similarly the title 'Emmanuel' indicates that God himself has come in Jesus Christ. 6 ~ 

In Luke's infancy narrative the use of K.Vpwc; for Jesus identifies him with the Kvpwc; 

of the Septuagint.64 The Lucan use of 'Son of God' also alludes to more than a 

merely adoptive sonship.6 5 The Lucan use of 'Saviour' also identifies Jesus with God . . 

as Saviour.66 Finally, the coming of Elijah before the Lord (Lk.l. 16-17) and the 

coming of the Lord to his temple (Lk.2.22 and Mal.3.1) may both allude to the 

identification of Jesus with the K.Vpwc; of the O.T. All these. affirmations of the 

divinity of Christ are given in a thoroughly eschatological context. Thus, far from 

diluting the uniqueness of Jesus, the priority of eschatology over Christology actually 

· established his uniqueness and his divinity. Again the infancy narratives make a 

contribution to the study of Christology in the N .T. documents in general. They 

suggest that the various titles of Jesus should be studied in the context of N.T. 

eschatology rather than in terms of their genetic development.This is a case where 

synchronic analysis must take priority over diachronic analysis. The vast amount of 

literature on the 'Son of Man', its origins and developments, is in many ways irrele

vant. What is vital to understand is the meaning of 'Son of Man' in the context of 

N.T. eschatology. What is more, the diachronic study of such titles can even be 

misleading. It can give a connotation to the particular term which is either far more 

complex, or far weaker, than the connotation of the term or title in the context of 

N.T. eschatology .. 

4. The infancy narratives place Christology in a framework of eschatology and prophetic 

exhortation. Christology springs from eschatology and therefore moves towards the 

challenge of existen~ial decision.This challenge becomes the basis of prophetic exhor

tatfon. The Christological revelation or announcement is never presented· in the 

infancy narratives without the dynamic of challenge and response. Christology is not 

viewed either academically or purely historically. Jesus Christ is not viewed as a 

person in isolation from the challenge which his coming produces for every individual. 

.Again the infancy narratives have a contribution to make. They suggest that Christ

ology should never be studied as an object. Jesus Christ can never become a mere 

object of study. For the N.T. writers that is an impossibility. He can only be thought 

of at all in terms of the decision that is brought to bear on the subject. This is not 

because he lacks objectivity, but because his objectivity is so dynamic. He is truly 
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and objectively eschatological. He is the coming of God's Kingdom. Therefore men 

· must repent and believe, or rebel and refuse to believe. They must behave like Mary 

and Joseph, or like Herod and the scribes. Much the same point is made by R. Maddox; 

It is noteworthy that, in contrast with some 
apocalypses in the Jewish tradition, Jesus 
never describes the Kingdom of God, which 
is fundamental to his message in substantive 
terms. Instead, he speaks of the spiritual 
dynamics that are relevant to the Kingdom. 
Jesus' speech about the Kingdom is largely 
in the form of parables, which require for 
an appropriate response not so much sober 
logic as imaginative, personal involvement 
in the image. 6 6 

It is at this point that the contribution of the infancy narratives is in essential agree

ment with the existential understanding of the N.T. The only problem is that exis

'tential views usually go hand in hand with a negative attitude towards historicity. This 

is unfortunate. The emphasis on encounter, personal decision and response in exis

tential hermeneutics is openly supported by the way in which Christology is presen

ted in the infancy narratives. 

HISTORY 

If it is true to say that eschatology can only be understood prophetically, and that Christ

o logy can only be properly understood eschatologically, it is equally true to say that 

according to the infancy narratives, history can also only be understood prophetically and 

eschatologically. The acceptance of the historicity of the events narrated depends upon· 

the acceptance of a prophetic and eschatological world view. More precisely, the histori

city of the stories that are told in the infancy narratives stands or falls on the eschatological 

value of the person of Jesus Christ. If the age to come did break into this age in Jesus of 

Nazareth then one can approach the historicity· of the infancy narratives from a· new 

perspective. In our critical,,.historical examination of the infancy narratives we· concluded 

that the verdict of non-historicity is not proven. 6 7 We did not feel that this rather non

committal conclusion could be taken further on a purely historical-critical level. We are now 

in a position to take this question further. For the traditional conservative scholar the 

conclusion we have come to cart be taken further by a reliance on the doctrine of inspira

tion: The conservative scholar can positively accept the historicity of the infancy narra

tives because he believes that th~ inspiration of scripture can be intelligently affirmed, 

provided there are no compelling historical reasons to disprove it. But such a position has 
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the drawback of being utterly unconvincing for the schohr who does not accept'the same 

view of inspiration. We must therefore investigate the possibility of making a more positive 

affirmation about the historicity of the infancy narratives on the basis of biblical theology. 

Two lines of thought converge at this point. Firstly, the historicity of the events depends 

upon approaching the narratives from the perspective of prophecy and eschatology. 

Secondly, the historicity of the events depends upon approaching the narratives from the 

perspective of the escha.tological nature of Jesus Christ. This in tum must be based upon a 

theology of the resurrection. Our line of argument can be portrayed as foltows: 

I. Prophecy 

2.Theology of the 
resurrection 

eschatology 

eschatological nature 
of Jesus 

Historicity of the 

infancy narratives 

I. The prophetic-eschatological view of history may be defined as follows. History is the 

arena of God's redemptive plan for mankind. The O.T. bears witness to the saving ~cts 

of God in the history of Israel. Out of this history arose the prophetic hope, which 

may be defined as the expectation of the day of the Lord, or the final coming of God 

into human history, the eschaton. The idea of promise and fulfilment and the suc

cessive revelation of the activity of God in human history gave rise to the understan

ding of history as a process governed and administered by God towards a certain goal, 

that is, along a linear process. 

For many modern scholars such a view of history is totally unacceptable. The modern 

Western view of history is to be preferred. But there is a real question as to whether 

the modern 'Western' view of history is able to stand without the assumption of the 

biblical, prophetic view of history. According to Pannenberg; 

Today there is a widespread consent to the 
view that the specific consciousness ofuniver
sal history .has its origins in the Jewish and 
Christian theology of history.6 8 

Pannenberg questions whether it is really possible to think intelligently about history 

at all without this consciousness. Montgomery makes a similar point; 

Concern for history is not a universal human 
characteristic. We of the West j1nd historical 

, thinking so natural to us that we often assume 



that all men in all times and places likewise 
have thought in historical terms. In actual 
fact, it is the twin heritage of Greco-Roman 
and Judeo-Clzristian cultures that has given 
the West its historical orientation. 6 9 
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Since the Judeo-Christian view of history is essentially the prophetic and eschato

logical view of history, it is not unhistorical to accept the perspective of the infancy 

narratives. If there is such a thing as promise and fulfilment in history, if there is such 

a thing as a redemptive plan in history, then the perspective of the infancy narratives 

is not illegitimate. The way in which the community of early Christian prophets 'read' 

the events, or traditions, which the·y received is of course rather different in detail 

from the way in w.hich modern men are accustomed to think. Elements such as the 

star moving from Jerusalem to Bethlehem may be the reflection of a view of things 

that is rather different from the modem understanding. But that the age to come can 

break through into this age, that God can reveal himself to men, that certain events 

can be"fulfilled'events, is not·outside the limits of proper historical method. 

As Ellis has shown, the Pauline community and the co-workers of the Pauline mission 

believed that a pneumatic insight was essential to the proper understanding of God's 

plan of redemption (I Cor.2.1-16; Eph.3.1-6)7 ° If there is a real connection between 

the authorship of the fourth gospel and the apocalypse then we have another link 

. between a prophetico-eschatological or even apocalyptic view of history (apocalypse) 

and the way in which the historical tradition about Jesus was handled (the gospel). If 

this biblical understanding of history is accepted, then the historicity of the infancy 
" 

narratives can be viewed positively. If it is not accepted, then it is not possible to 

accept the historicity of the tradition in any sense, because events that take place in 

the eschatological realm saturate both infancy narratives. 

2. The infancy narratives have certain links with the resurrection narratives. More signifi· 

cantly the identity of Jesus Christ is vitally linked to the resurrection. In the third 

chapter some attention was given to the 'New Theology. of the Resurrection. f1 1 If 

that theology of history, and the historicity of the resurrection, is accepted, following. 

this theology the identity of Jesus Christ as an eschatological reality can be accepted. 

As Montgomery and Pannenberg have shown, the pre-Easter claims of Jesus are 

vindicated by the resurrection. But the resurrection must be viewed as an eschato

logical event. Consequently the whole identity of Jesus recieves an eschatological 

value. It becomes possible to say that the Kingdom of God did come in him; : Once 

this has been accepted the infancy narratives can be approached from a new perspec

tive. If the Kingdom of God came, in some sense, in his life, ministry, death and 
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resurrection, then it is obvious to expect that his birth was associated with pheno-

mena that can only be understood as having taken place in the es:hatological realm. 

3. With this perspective in mind we can now reassess the l).istoricity of the infancy narra

tives. The events which these narratives describe are basically a witness to eschatolo

gical phenomena. The revival of the prophetic gift, the outpouring of the Holy Spirit 

(embracing the virginal conception), revelatory phenomena, and the experience of the 

joY. of salvation are all signs that the age to come began to make itself felt right from 

the birth of Jesus Christ. the basic historical claim of these narratives is that during 

this period and amongst a certain group of believing Jews, there came a renewed 

experience of the prophetic spirit. Various individuals received the prophetic gift, and 
/ 

consequently experienced phenomena that are normally associated with this gift. 

Revelations, or numinous experiences occured, divine guidance and intervention was 

experienced in an unusual intensity, and those who experienced these phenomena 

also experienced a profound sense of joy and worship. All these events were in some 

.way associated with the birth and infancy of the child who later became the central 

figure in the gospel narratives. The question now is, can this historical claim be 

accepted? 

A number of factors lead us to answer this in the affirmative. 

I. According to Massingberde Ford there is evidence of an enthusiastic. prophetic 

movement amongst the Zealots during this period. There are numerous links 

with the Zealot movement in the language of the Lucan infancy narrative. This 

leads her to conclude that the events narrated in the Lucan narrative, 'should 

be placed against the background of enthusiastic Zealot expectation occurring 

especially around the time of the death of Herod (4 B.C.) onwards'. 7 2 This 

means that· the historical Sitz im Leben fits the stories told in these narra

tives. 

2. Both infancy narratives have prophetic characteristics which show that they 

were transmitted and brought substantially to their present shape by a group of 

early Christian prophets. This places their transmissional Sitz im Leben early in 

the development of primitive Christianity. It also makes sense that events 

which were experienced initially in terms of the prophetic gift should be 

remembered and passed on by others who had received the same prophetic gift. · 

3. Both infancy narrat.ives contah1 an eschatology which cannot be later than the 

early development of the synoptic traditio.n. This means that the narratives 

cannot be the end result of a long theologumenal process in the He1lenistic 
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Christian community. Numerous elements in the narratives studied by Paul 

Winter, C.T. Davis and others support a location of these narratives in the 

Palestinian Christian community.7 3 

4. Points 3 .2 and 3.3 above mean that it. is most propable that the traditions 

which are reflected in the narratives arose in the socio·cultural environment in 

which the family of Jesus lived. If the earlier dating of Matthew and Luke 

advocated by J .A.T.Robinson is accepted this .probability is greatly strength· 

ened.74 This again removes the acceptability of the theologoumenal hypo

thesis. 

5. The historicity M the infancy narratives is usually denied in modem scholarship 

due to the midrashic form of exegesis that is found in them. But all the evi

dence indicates that the Christian from of midrashic exegesis went from the 

event to the O.T. text and not vice versa.7 5 Further, the use of midrashic 

methods in the. infancy narratives must be distinguished from the extensive use . 

of midrashic ideas by certain modern interpreters of the infancy narratives. 7 6 

6. While certain internal problems exist in the relationship between the two 

infancy narratives, they are by no means as serious as is often suggested, and 

the essential agreement of the two narratives on a number of points means that 

these difficulties are not enough to impugn the historicity of the narratives.' 7 

7. A number of elements in the narratives fit wen into the historical enviroruilent 

of the day, for instance, the ·character of Herod, the rule of Archelaus, the 

portrayal of the Magi, the fete at John the Baptist's circumcision, and the 

temp le rituals. 7 8 In view of the points given above (14) the concept of verisi

militude does not explain these characteristics. 7 9 

We conclude that given the prophetic· -eschatological view of history, and given the 

eschatological nature of Christ's identity, the historicity of the infancy narratives can 

be accepted by the biblical interpreter. We should add that the biblical interpreter can 

accept this conclusion, not by defining history in two ways (Historie and Geschichte), 
' . . 

but by adopting a certain philosophy of history. His acceptance of this conclusion 

does not therefore it:ivolve a dualistic definition of history as .much as a Christian 

. commitment as an historian and biblical interpreter. Instead· of dividing history into 

two categories the Christian interpreter separates himself, in his particular philosophy 

·of history, from other interpreters and their philosophy of history. 

Finally, the prophetic nature of these narratives arid the particular way in which their 
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Christology is presented is designed to affect the reader or interpreter in a certain 

way. The investigation of Christology in the infancy narratives leads the investigator, 

ultimately, to adopt a certain stance towards the coming of Christ. Being aware of the 

semic dimension in the po1iraya1 of the principal figures; he is driven to choose his 

own representative. He must choose Herod er Joseph, the scribes or the Mag( Zechariah 

or Mary. In choosing the latter, and with them the shepherds, Simeon and Anna, 

he must choose Christ. If he does, and if he can follow the prophetic and eschato

logical view of history, he will be led afresh to the discovery that in choosing Christ 

the age to come has made its way into his o.wn existence. 
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63. · This should not be pressed, but there does seem to be a difference in that verse 
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64. Taylor, op.cit., p 47. 
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able in the extreme '(p 73). 

This makes it extremely unlikely that Lk.1.34-35 could have entered the text 
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66. Taylor, op.cit., p 69. 



67. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 129-131. 

68. 1n both accounts we find: 

1. an appearance of the angel Gabriel 
(Lk. 1.11. 28). 

2. fear on the part of the person to whom 
the annunciation is to be made ( Lk.1.12 
and 29) 

3. reassurance· by the angel and the pro
nouncement of a promise Lk.1.13-17 
and 30-33) 

4. a perplexed question by the recipient of 
the promise ( Lk.1.1 Ba and 3 4a) 

5. a grounding of the question in a causal 
clause ( Lk.1.18b and 34b) 

6. reiteration of tlze promise with refer
ence to something which in both cases 
is in the nature of a sign (Lk.1.19-20 
and 35-38): Machen, Virgin Birth op. 
cit.,(p 152-153). 
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69. The earlier interest in the linguistic origins of Lk. 1-2 must be seen against the 
background of the Synoptic problem, with its interest in the various sources. 
See Stephen Neill, pp.cit., p 105-136. The re-emergence of this issue in more 
recent research is probably due mainly to the interest of Paul Winter in the 
Jewish origins of the N.T. and the various reactions to his views. Prior to Winter 

. the failure of the Hebrew and Aramaic source theory of Synoptic origins tended 
to suppress the Heb~aic source theory of Lk. 1-2. 

70. R. McL. Wilson, 'Spme Recent Studies in the Lucan Infancy Narrative', p 251. 

71. Harnack, Luke the Physician, op.cit. 

Here the clearest example will be given. 
Lk. 1 :5-15 

S. €"f€V€TO ev 'st. Luke, and he only presents this construction about a 
dozen times in the gospel and The Acts' (p97). 

6. evaVTwv, evavn only in Luke 

7. "aOon only in Luke. 

8-9. "arci. ro etwOoc; only in Luke 
"ara ro-eLOtaµevov only in Luke 

10. 

11. 

rw rrpoaevxoµevov .'a favourite construction with Luke~ 

rr'>..r,Ooc; ! Luke 25 times 
Matt twice 
John twice 

Luke 13 times 
Matthew once 
Mark once . 



13. 

14. 

15. 

µ11 .pof3ov 

AIOTL 

€JJW1TIOJJ 

1TJJevµaToc; a-ywv 
1TA.11a017aeTat 
1TJJevµa a-ywv 

Lk. l :39-56 

39. avwTaJJat 
€JJ Tate; 17µepatc; 
TaVTaLC: 

41. we; 

eaKtPTT/OfJJ 

~2. · 1<pav-y11 µe-yaA.17 

44. u5ov "(ap 
€"(€JJ€TO 17 c{)WJJT/ 

46-47. a"(a'A.A.wat\ 

48. em/3A.€1Tetv em 
ic5ov 1ap 
a1TO TOV JJVJJ 

49. c5 VJJa TCIC: 

53. e~a1TOO T€AA€1.V 

55. A.ciA.ew 1TPO\ 

56. V1TOOT p ecpe l.V 

V€JJ€1.V OVJJ 

l :68-79 

68. €7T€0K€ 1/Ja TO 

69. .'};WTT/PW 

70. Aw aToµaToc; 

72-75. 1Tot11aai µe ;a 
A.a Tpevew 

Luke 7 times 
Mark once 
only in Luke 

Luke twice, elsewhere wanting in other gospels · 

Luke 36 times 
John once 

is exclusively Lucan 
for instance, in 53 cases in Luke, rare elsewhere ( p 97-
101 ). 

Luke a few dozen cases, Matt. 2, Mk. 4 times. 

Luke 12 cases, wanting in the other gospels. 

in this construction in Luke 48 times, wanting in Matt. 
and Mk. 
only in Luke in the N.T. 

only in Luke in the N.T. 

Luke 6 times, not found in the other gospels. 
Luke 7 cases, not in the other gospels. 

and cognates in Luke 7 cases~ Matt. 1, Jn. 2. 
Matt. once 
Jn. twice 

only in Lk. in N.T. 
see on verse 44 
only inLk.in N.T. 

(of a person) only in Lk. of the gospels 

in Lk. l 0 cases. Only elsewhere in Gal. 

in Luke 14 cases, not in the other gospels. 
~ 

Luke 32 cases, wanting in the other gospels. 
only in Luke in the N.T. 

Lk. alone uses it of God in the N.T. 

is a favourite expression with Lk. 

only in Luke in N.T. 

exclusively Lucan in N.T. 
Luke 7 times otherwise only once in Matt, in a quo-
tation. 
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76-77. 

2: 15-20 

15. 

16. 

17-18. 

19. 

20. 

2:41-52 

41. 

42-43. 

44-45. 

46-47. 

52. 

owrnpw.c: 

eyevero· 
A.aA.ew 1Tpoc: 
6 Le/JX€U8 aL 
p17µa 

01T€V0€LV 

A.a>...ew 1Tpoc; 

ovp{3aA.A.ew 

awovvrec; 

1TO peve 08 m 

€'Y€V€TO 

V1TOOTP€ipELV 

-yvworoc; 

€'Y€V€TO 

xapLn 

See on vs. 69 

see on 1 :5 
see on 1 :55 
Lk. 30 times, only 6 cases in other gospels. 
in this usage only in Luke in the N .T. 
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in this usage only in Lk. in N.T. (intransitive) only 
in Lk. in N.T. 

see on 1 :55 

only in Luke in N.T. 

Lk. 7 times, otherwise only in Rom. 15: 11 and Rev. 
19:5 

1a favourite word with Luke' - 27 cases 
Matt. once 
Mark twice 
Jn. 3 times 
see on 1 :5 
see on 1 :56 

Luke 11 cases, only 3 cases in remainder of N.T. 

see on 1 :5 

in Luke 25 cases, elsewhere only in John's prologue. 

The Greek is unmistakably Lucan Further, the objection that Lucan style is also notic
eable in those sections of the third gospel which have been taken over from M:ark is 
without force. This is because in such cases the fact of a different underlying Greek 
source is noticeable beneath the Lucan redaction,· whereas no such underlying source 
is noticeable in the infancy narratives. 

72. Harnack, The Date of Acts, op.cit., p 143. 

73. Charles C. Torrey, 'Translations Made from the Original Aramaic Gospels', p 284. 

74. Torrey, op.cit., p 286, 287. 

75. He quotes the following examofos: 
€1TOL17aev 1<paroc; ev (3paxwvL avrnv 1 :51 
1..11rep171pcwovc; ow;vot.(L 1rnpow.c: avrwv 1 :51 

. TOV OOVVaL 17µLV a1µ:i(3wc; €1( X€Lp0<:; 1 :73-74 
6w. U1TAanva €A€O~c; eeov T}µwv 1 :78 
o1Twc; av a1To1<aA.V1p~waw e1< 1ToA.A.wv 1<ap0Lwv · ow.A.01wµoL 2 :35 

Such phrases are Semitic. However there are other cases where the grammar of the 
Greek text points even more strongly to a Hebrew origin. (Torrey is of the opinion 
that the Semitic do~um~nts were more probably Hebrew than Aramaic.) . 
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I :39 The phrase €L' tro"'Aw Iov5a has long been a perplexity to commentators and 
translators. It cannot mean a city of Judah' since it would then have read fl' 
tro"'Aw Tf1' Iov5rua.' as in vs. 26. Neither can it mean a city named Judah' since no 
such city existed. The problem is only solved by the reference to the Hebrew ori
ginal which, properly transl:ite<l, would b~ 'the province of Judea'. The mistrans
iation resulted from the fact that by the first century A.D. ;'1.l'i,~ was used 
in the sense of 'city'.However an older use of the word had been 'province'. This 
word was properly translated as 'province' in such writings as Ezra 5 :8; 2 Mace I: I; 
Neh. I :3 and I l :3. Here the Greek word xwpav had been used.· 

Lk: I :65 Tf1 op€Wf1 Tf1' IovcSaw.' shows that the province or area of hill country 
was being referred to. 

Lk. I :59-64. This passage would make more sense if the remarks of the people 
were extended in verse 66 to read 'What then will this child be? For the hand of 
the Lord is with him. ' The translator has evidently mistranslated the Hebrew into 
a past tense instead of a present tense. 

Lk. 2: I 'A// the world, traaav r17v ouwvµEvrw clearly signifies 'a// the land' i.e. 
the Jewish world. 

Lk. 2: 11 o' Earw XPLUTO' KV PLO' should have been translated o' €arw 
XPW'TO' KVPLO' or 0 XPWTO' TOV f'VPLOV. The Hebrew must have been 
i.e. 'Jahweh s Annointed ', which is such a common Hebrew title. 

Lk. I :51 €7rOLf10€V Kparo' Ev {3paxwvt is not found in the Greek O.T. and clearly 
comes from a Heb.rew original which is reflected in a 'painfully literal kind' of 
translation. Torrey, op.cit., .(p 153-154). 

76. Torrey, op.cit., p 295. 

· 77. Paul Winter, 'Some Observations on the Language in the Birth and Infancy 
Stories of the Third Gospel', p 112. 

78. Winter firstly discusses the occurrence of the expression in·these chapters, and 
then examines eight cases where he feels an original Semitic source is clearly 
evident. · 

0 Kvpw, appears extremely frequently in these chapters (l .6,9,l l ,15,16,17, 
28,32,38,44,45,46,47,58,66,68,76; 2.9, 11, 15,22,23,24,26,39). But for one 
exception (Lk. 1.43) it always stands for the Semitic Adonai. This is remarkable 
because elsewhere in the Lucan writings the term is a favourite expression for the 
man Jesus. Clearly in the infancy narratives Luke's own usage is submerged. His 
own usage only emerges onc.e. This points to a Semitic source. Further, the 
fellowing cases point to an original Hebrew source. 

I. Lk. I :7 trpo{3Ef311KOT€' Ev Tat' · 11µEpat' avrwv. 

In this case €JJ TlALK.ta would have been better Greek. Clearly this bad Greek is 
due to Hebrew (see Gen. 18 .11 ). Luke's phrase cannot be Septuagintal because in 
translating this phrase the Septuagint never uses the preposition €JJ as Luke does 
(see Gen. 24.l;Joshua 13.1;23.l; 1 Kings I.I). · 

2. Lk. 1.17 rnwrpE!J;aL Kap5w.' traTEpwv €7rL T€Kva = Mal. 4.6. 

Luke's plural 1<.apcSw., traTEpwv agrees with the original Hebrew against the 
singular in the Septuagint. 
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3. Lk. 1. 26, 35 5vvaµLc; vwwrov errw1<.Laa€L aoL. 

Here is a typical Hebraic play on the meaning of the name Gabriel. Turner does 
not reply to this. 

4. Lk. 1 .37 ovK a5vva'T'T'/a<=L rrapa rov 8Eov 1rav p17µa. 

A similar phrase is found in Gen. 18.14. Here the Septuagint has 1rapa TW 8Ew. 
The Septuagint is better Greek, while Luke's phrase is unnatural in Greek and 
reflects a literal meaning of the Hebrew. 

5. Lk. 1.51 €110L17U€V K.paTOc; €11 f3paxwvL aVTOV. 

Here 1<.naroc; is closer to the literal Hebrew than 5vvaµLc; which is used in the 
Septuagint as the common translation of the Hebrew (see Ps. 89. 10; 1 18 .16). 

6. Lk. 2.4-18 

This section owes much to Mic. 4.8-12 and 5.2-9. There are three cases of note: 

1. Lk. 2.4 - AvE/317 5€K.aL Iwa17ip a'Tl'O TT/c; rat..LA.mac; €K.11'0A€Wc;.,. 
here the Hebrew of Mic. 4.10 is 'echoed literally' in avE/317 ... €1' rroA.Ewc;. 
2. Lk. 2.8 - a-ypavA.ovvrEc;. This word is only found here in the N.T. It 
is not found in the Septuagint. Tt perfectly conveys the original Hebrew 
phrase. In the Septuagint we have 1<.araa1<.17vwvrEc; EV 11'€5Lw foi this 
phrase. Luke was familiar with this (see Lk.13.19). His use of this rare 
word, a-ypavA.owTE;; must point to a Hebrew source. 
3. Lk. 2; 13 -rrt..rieoc; arpana.;; ovpavwv.This recalls the Hebrew phrase. 
It occurrs nowhere else in the Septu-agint for this phrase. Further 
arpana was used more and more in later Jewish writings in Greek and 
Greek translations of Hebrew. 'This notion rrA.17oc; arpanac; ovpavwv 
is undoubtedly Hebraistic. In this form the -expression is non-Sep
tuagintal.' 

7. Lk. 2.34 

This verse seems to be dependent upon Isa. 7.14-. Here again Luke is much closer 
to the Hebrew than the Septuagint. 

Winter concludes; 

In at lea,st seven instances the text of the 
firs_t two Lucan chapters displays a marked 
differenc<: from the wording of the LXX and 
in five of these seven instances there is defi
nite agreement of the text of Luke with that 
of the M. T. against our LXX. To maintain 
that this is purely accidental, and to continue 
assuming , that the narrative in Lk. I, II was 
composeq directly in Greek without a Hebrew 
source do_cument as its basis, means straining 
credulity too far. ' 

Some Observations ... • op. cit., p 113-116. 

To this a final conch.~sive point may be added. 
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Lk. 1. 13. The connection between the meaning of the name Yohonan (Yahweh is 
gracious) and 'God has granted to thee fulfillment of thy prayer' is poorly ex
pressed by the Greek €WT/Kovaeri 11 O€T/Otc; aov. However the parallelism in the 
sentence is unmistakeable in Hebrew. 

'On the Margin of Luke I, II: p 103-107. 

Here, as with his first article, Winter is attempting to show the early Jewish Pales
tinian character of various expressions in Lk. I and II. He gives eight cases; 

1. Lk. 1.6 1TOp€voµat €JI 1Taaatc; Ta.LC: €Jl'TOAatC: Kat 01.Katwµaaw TOV 
Kvpwv aµ€µ1TTOt. 

This phrase is familiadn the O.T. However, almost the exact wording is 
found also in the Zadokite Fragments of the Dead Sea Scrolls. 

2. Lk. 1.33. {3aatA.€vaet €7rt , in the accusative is very rare in the N.T. 
However this ohrase does occur in the Greek text of 2 Sam.2.4. Conse
quently not too much weight can be placed upon this in Lk.1.33 and as 
an indication of a Hebrew original. 

3. Lk. 1.39. TTJV op€WTJV. This unspecified and yet absolute term for 
the Judean uplands is found in the Hebrew text of Jos. 10.40 and 11.16 . 

4. Lk. 1.59. The Jewish custom of naming boys after their father is 
attested from the Kfar Bebhayu Deed (discovered in a cave in Wadi 
Murabbaat). This adds to our previous knowledge of this custom. 

5. Lk. L68ff. Added to the evidence already adduced in his previous 
article on the Maccabaean war songs is the Scroll of War between the 
Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness from Qumran Cave I. Here 
again there are parallels between this war song and Lk. 1 :68ff. 

6. Lk. 2.11. The term OTJµ€pov is the equivalent of a Hebrew cultic 
formula which commemorates an event in the past. The Lucan tradition 
possibly goes back to a festival kept by the Judean shepherds around 
Bethlehem. This is further suggested by the fact that the verses dealing 
with the activity of the shepherds do not seem to fit in very well with 
the remainder of the story. The 'Nazarene editor' may have used an 
existing pastoral tradition concerning the appearance of angels to some 
shepherds. 

'"l:,wrTJp is neither 'Pauline' nor 'Hellenistic'. 

7. Lk. 2.29. A€01TOTTJC: is an unusual word for Luke. Winter believes it 
reflects a Hebrew original. 

8. Lk. 2.52. 1rpO€K01TT€V €V T'T'/ ao..pta is also Hebraic. The Greek text 
of 1 Sam. 2. 26 does not explain the inclusion of EV in Luke. 7rp01w-
1TT€W €V TJALKta is not found in the Septuagint, and it is not sound 
Greek. 'It is an inept translation of a Hebrew expression'. 

His translation of the Magnificat and Benedictus is given in 'Magnificat 
and B enedictus - Maccabaean Psalms? ', p 3 28 -34 7. 
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79. Rene Laurentin, 'Traces D'Allusions Etymologiques en Luc. 1-2'. 

In Gen. 21 :3 Abraham's own son is called Isaac, meaning 'laughter'. The meaning 
of the name is explained in Gen. 21 :6. However in the narrative prior to this there 
are three instances \vhere his name is alluded to, Gen. 17: 17; 18: 12 and 18: 15. 
Subsequent to the giving of the name there are two more veiled allusions. In Gen. 
21 :9 Sarah saw Ishmael 'playing' with Isaac. The same Hebrew root is common to 
the two words. Aga~n in Gen. 26:8 Abimelech saw Isaac 'fondling' Rebecca. Again 
the same Hebrew root occurs. · 

In Gen. 30:23-24 the meaning of the name Joseph is explained by a similar play on 
words (shame· or reproach). Lauren tin finds numerous other veiled allusions to this 
name. Gen. 35:17 'Fear not, for now you will have another son.'Gen. 37:5,8 
1zis orotner. hated him the more', 'so they hated him the more'. Gen. 42: 17 'and he 
put them all togethe,r in prison for three days.' Gen. 49 :29 - 'I am to be gathered 
to my people.' Gen. 49:33 'When Jacob finished charging his sons, he drew up his 
feet into the bed and breathed his last, and was gathered to his people'. Then in 
Gen. 50 : 1-2 the name Joseph is twice repeated. The same root is found in all 
these words. · 

80. Lauren tin tabulates the results of his work as follows: 

1. Jesus: 2: 1 t' 1 :69 2:30 1:47 1 :71 1:77 

2. John: L:l3' 1 :58 1 :72 1 :54 1 :78 1 :50 

3. Gabriel I: 17· 1 :35 I :49 1 :52 1 :20 1 :22 

4. Zechariah 1:72 I :54 

5. Elizabeth I :72 I :55 

6. Mary 1 :69 1 :78 1 :46 1 :35 1 :32 2:14 

81. Laurentin, 'Traces', op.cit. 

82. Laurentin, 'Traces', op.cit. 

83. Nigel Turner, 'The Relations of Luke 1and11 to Hebraic Sources and to the Rest 
of Luke-Acts', p 100. 

84. Turner, op.cit., p 108. 

85. Turner, op.cit., p 101. 

86. Pierre Benoit, 'L'E~fancedeJean-Baptiste, Selan Luc. I', p 169-194. 

87. Benoit, op.cit. 

88. Turner, op.cit., 

' Lk. 1. 7. Ad mi tted~y ev is inserted, but both 7rpo(3awew and 17µepat are Septua-
gintal and are not inevitable choices. 

I 

Lk. 1.17. Turner lrepli~s that Kaptac: may diverge from the Septuagint but is 
further away from the other elements of the Hebrew phrase. He explains the 
situation by suggesting that Luke's Greek Bible was different from ours. 

I 
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Lk. 1.37. Turner replies that in other ways Luke agrees with the Septuagint. For 
instance both Luke and the Septuagint translate the Hebrew with 8€0~ and botn 
have 7rapa which is not an inevitable way of rendering the Hebrew. Further
more a5vvarew is not the most obvious translation but it is also shared by Luke 
and the Septuagint. 'There must be then some relationship with the LXX'. 

Lk. 1.51. Turner replies that Kparo~ does appear in the Septuagint, in the Wisdom 
of Solomon J 7 .2. Luke may have been influenced by these passages. He does admit 
that Kparo~ is mo1e appropriate in this context than 6vvaµL~. 

89. Paul Winter, 'On Luke and Lucan sources: A Reply to the Reverend N. Turner', 
p 217-242. 

90. 

91. 

. ~92. 

.. 93. 

Lk. I. 7 7rpo{3awew 'might not be an inevitable choice ... but it is an obvious choice, 
in the Greek language. It is unwarranted to say that a person who uses this word 
must have used the Septuagint. Winter also disagrees that 17µEpat must be Sep
tuagintal. The preposition Ev is not 'inserted' by Luke. It is there because it stands 
for what is there in the original Hebrew. 

Lk. 1.17. The Hebrew expression 'the heart of the fathers' cannot be translated 
directly into Greek. One must either translate it 'the hearts of the fathers' or 'the 
heart of the father'. The Septuagint translators chose the latter, but Luke chose the 
former. This shows he was giving an independent translation of the Hebrew. 

Lk. 1.37. On the use or fleo~ Winter· repiies that Luke was not necessarily using the 
Hebrew text of Genesis. lie was not quoting Genesis but using another Hebrew 
source from which 0eo~ may have been the only appropriate translation. With 
regard to 7rapa Winter comments that it is not the word itself which is significant, 
but the way it is used. In the Septuagint it bears the meaning 'with God'while in 
Luke it bears the meaning 'from God'. 

'It is therefore not the Septuagintal 7rapa but a different 7rapa which we find in 
Lk. 1.37.' 

With regard to a5vvar17aeL Winter comments by giving three separate cases in the 
Septuagint where this word is tised for the Hebrew. Clearly the word is a natural 
one to use in this case. 

Lk. 1. 51. In not one instance which Turner quotes is Kparo~ used to translate the 
Hebrew word in question here. He concludes: . 

My contention that the rendering of these 
words in Luke points to an independent trans
lation, uninfluenced by the LXX, remains 
valid '(p 226). 

Turner, op.cit., p 102. 

Winter, 'Some Observations', op.cit., p 11. 

Winter, 'On Luk~ and Lucan Sources', op.cit., p 218 . 

Winter.,.' On Lt.Jk.~ and..,Lucan Sources', op.cit., p 218 . 
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94. Wilson, op.cit., p 252-253. For a similar conclusion see Rene Laurentin, Struc
ture et Theologie de Luc 1-2, p 13. 

95. Heinz Schiirmann, Das Lukasevangelium, p 140-142. 

96. Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, op.cit., p 291-301: A recent survey of the form
_critical scholars Dibelius, Vielhauer, Schiirmann and K.L. Schmidt is given by 
Hiroshi Tsuchiya, ' The History and the Fiction in the Birth Stories of Jesus', 
p 73-90. 

97. Bultmann, History, op.cit., Martin Dibelius, Jungfrauensohn und Krippenkind; 
Untersuchungen zur Geburtsgeschichte Jesu im Lukas Evangelium. 

98. Philipp Vielhauer, 'Das Benedictus des Zacharias', p 255-272. 

99. Paul Winter, 'The Proto-Source of Luke 1 ', p 199. 

100. Paul Winter, 'Luke 2.49 and Targum Yerushalmi', p 145-179. 

101. Winter,' The Proto-Source ', op.cit. 

102. Paul Winter, 'Magnificat and Benedictus -Maccabaean Psalms'. p 338. 

103.. Paul Winter, 'The Main Literary Problem of the Lucan Infancy Story', p 263, 
'The Cultural Background of the Narratives in Luke 1and11 ', p 160. 

104. Benoit, op.cit., p 179, to quote his statement .• 

On le voit, notre redacteur n 'a pas plagie 
materiellement un episode de L 'A. T. pour 
en creer de toutes pieces une imitation sans 
realite objective. Il est parti, au contraire, 
d'un donne reel, recu par tradition orale, 
et a choisi a travers toute la Bible des epi
sodes et des formules qui/ a lzabilement com
bines sur sa palette pour en tirer un recit 
a la fois traditionnel et original, OU le corloris 
biblique se met au service d'une intention 
theologique. 2 6 5 

One can see, our writer has not materially 
borrowed an episode from the 0. T. in order 
to create out of it an imitation without 
ariy objective reality. On the contrary he 
has started off from a real 'given text' 
(.donne) received through oral tradition, 
and has chosen thoughout the whole Bible 
. episodes and formulas which he has skill
fully combined on his palette in order to 
draw from it a narrative at the same time 
traditional and original, where the biblical 
colourir.g is put at the service of a theolo
gical intention. 

105. Benoit, op.cit., p 169-194. 
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106. Schiirmann, op.cit., p 95-96. 

107. Gore, op.cit., p 33. 

108. Bultmann, History, op.cit., p 299. 

109. Gore, op.cit., p 33. 

110. Orr, op.cit., p 127-131. 

111. Johan August Wilhelm Neander, The Life of Jesqs Christ, p 29. 

112. Nellessen, op.cit., p 44-45. 

113. C.H. Cave, 'St. Matthew's Infancy Narrative', p 382-396. 

114. G.H. Box, The Virgin Birth of Jesus, p 20. 

115. Nellessen, op.cit., p 46-47. 

116. M.D. Goulder and M.L. Sanderson, 'St. Luke's Genesis', p 12. 

117. Goulder and Sanderson, op.cit., p 28. 

118. Wilson, op .cit., p 251. 

119. Boslooper, op.cit., p 55-80, 135-186. 

120. Boslooper, op.cit., p 80. 

121. Boslooper, op.cit., p 135. 

122. a) Buddhistic Tradition 

Boslooper makes a distinction between pre-Christian and post-Christian traditions. 
In the pre-Christian legends about the Buddha, there is no account of a superna
tural or virgin birth. In all the accounts there are three factors; the father, the 
mother and the 'genius', who co-operates in the whole affair . 

. In post-Christian legends there are two analogies; _the idea of supernatural birth· 
and of immaculate conception. Here the relationship is with the apocryphal 
rather than the canonical gospels. The idea of a miraculous birth should not be 
confused with the same term as applied to the canonical gospels. In the Budd
histic legends the Buddha is born out of the side of his mother.There is no pain, no 
defilement, and no effect upon the mother's womb. Boslooper discovers a number 
of detailed analogies between the Buddhistic traditions and the. apocryphal 
gospels. In both traditions the child chooses his mother before he is born (i.e. in 
his supramundane existence), a white elephant (Buddhistic) or white bird (Chris
tian) symbolises the unborn child, the term of-pregnancy is ten months, marvels 
occur in nature, the infant is brilliant like the sun or moon, and has no defile
ment, in both he immediately announces himself, and in both the traditions the 
child receives royaJ. pomp and ceremony . 

. ' 
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Even with these parallels there is no specific evidence of a virgin birth in the 
Buddhistic legends. The accounts which are significant are the canonical Palie 
scriptures, the BuddhaKarita of Asvaghosha, the Nidanakatha Jataka, the Maha
vastu, and the Halita Vistara. All these have been dated by scholars somewhere 
between A:D. 77 and A.D. 500, usually towards the later date. Boslooper con
cludes; 

b) 1. 

The story of the virgin birth in the New Tes
tament should not be drawn into the question 
of the relationship between Buddhistic and 
Christian birth narratives. If there is a bridge ... 
it is at the point of Christian apocryphal tra
ditions. Properly speaking the: only possible 
clear analogy is between Buddhism and old 
Roman Catholicism. Boslooper, op.dt.,(p 148) . 

. 
Krishna tradition., 

In this mythology the deity is both the effective agent in procreation and the 
offspring. Here the analogi~s are not precise, and it is not clear how one tra
dition may have borrowed from another. Boslooper deals with the Hindu Vishnu 
Purana and the Mahavastu accounts. 

2. Assyro-Babylonian affinities. 

Affinities have been found in the birth account of great men such as Tukulti-Urta 
II, Sennacherib, Ashurbanipal, and Sargon of Agade, and in the stories of the 

. births of various gods and goddesses. Boslooper quotes the important passages 
extensively. He concludes; · 

The emphasis of the Assyrian and Babylonian 
tradition of the mother goddess and the gene
ral concurrence of incidents between purely 
mythological figures portrays ideas of origin 
on a level foreign to New Testament thought. 

3. Zoroastrian Affinities. 

On the surface there are affinities. When Zoraster is born a wizard by the name of 
Durasrobo plays the part of .~Ierod and makes various attempts on the child's life. 
I.ri another case the young m.aiden of fifteen gives birth without having known a 
man. However the vital difference is· that while t.11e biblical narrative speaks of the 
direct operation of divine power the Zoroastrian tradition is concerned with the 
preservation of the seed of Zoroaster which is carried on from generation to 
generation. The·basic idea is entirely different. 

4. Mithraic Affinities. 

Later Christian tradition did have an association with Mithraism. This is evident 
from the fact that the birth of Christ was set on the 25 December to co-incide 
with the Mithraic ·celebration of the new birth of Sun. In this tradition 
Mithra was born from a rock and his birth was witnessed by shepherds who were 
guarding their flocks. Justin Martyr drew attention to the parallei case where 
Christ was born in a cave according to the Protevangelium Jacobi. There is thus a 
clear association with the apocryphal tradition. However there is no idea of a 
virgin birth. The only possible contact with the canonical account is in Luke's 
story. of the shepherds~ 
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c) Egyptian Tradition. 

There are three cases of note (Boslooper does note a fourth case which need not 
detain us). Firstly, the legend of the birth of Horus by lsis is said ,to be a parallel 
to the virgin hirth. Isis discovers the dead Osiris, stirs him up to life, draws his seed 
from him. and conceives. This is obviously not par:allel to the N.T. idea of the 
virgin birth. There is a parallel with the apocryphal accounts of Mary and Jesus. 
The picture of Isis suckling the child Horus was carried over into the picture of 
the Madonna and child in Christian tradition. · 

Secondly, the legend of the god Re generating with the wife of a priest is said to 
be similar to the virgin birth. Re was believed to have once ruled over Egypt. 
Accordingly every king would somehow trace his lineage to Re in order to prove 
that his blood flowed in his veins. The Pharoahs were accustomed to claim that 
they were physically the son of Re and a mortal mother. In one account the god 
Amon goes down to Queen Ahmose while she is sleeping and has intercourse with 
her. This causes her to conceive. 

This leads to the third contact; the fact that Egyptian kings were believed to be 
divine. This tradition must be seen in the light of the Egyptian understanding of 
procreation. It was thought that every birth, not only of kings, was the word of 
a god, in the sense that the god produced the seed in woman, the fluid in man, 
and the child in the womb. This legend was especially applicable in the case of 
kings. 

Boslooper concludes; 

Egyptian thought is extremely more complex 
and crude than biblical. A clear analogy to the 
virgin birth of the New Testament is not to be 
found in Egyptian tradition (p 167). 

d) Greco-Roman and Hellenistic Affinities. 

Boslooper deals with this section under three headings: 

1. The Birth of the gods 

The basic myth is about the birth of Perseus, who was said to have been born 
when Jupiter visited his mother in a golden shower. This myth was repeated in the 
birth stories of many gods. Apollo was born from a union of Zeus and Leto. 
Hennes was the offspring of Zeus and Maia. Semele bore Dionysus to Zeus. More 
strangely Athena the Aphrodite was born from Zeus without a mother. 

2. The birth of Heroes 

Theseus and Romulus were reputed to have sprung from the gods. In the case of 
Oedipus his mother Jocasta could have no child with Laius her husband. She then 
approached a god, who in a drunken rage gave way to his lust and caused her to 
conceive. From other accounts it is clear that Oedipus was believed to have been 
the offspring of J ~casta and Laius. Boslooper remarks; 

The two passages indicate that in the Greek 
mind the thoughts of divine and human pa
ternal participation in conception were not 
mutually exclusive ( p 178). . 



302 

3. The Theory of Hellenistic influence I 

Alexander the great was 'virgin born' according to some scholars, as were the 
Ptolemies and the Caesars. 1t is recorded that Alexander journeyed to the Oasis of 
Amen that he may be recognised as a god's son. The legend about the birth of 
Augustus was extensive. When Atia came to the s~rvice of Apollo she fell asleep in 
the temple. 

During her sleep a serpent came upon her- and caused her to conceive. Augustus 
was therefore divinely conceived. Added to his divine conception was the strong 
hope expressed in Virgil to the effect that a divine child would be born who 
would usher in a new era and bring back the golden age. 

In all these cases there is no specific parallel to the N.T. account of the virgin 
birth. That does not mean that no anaiogy can be drawn between the two. 

123. Boslooper, op.cit., p i 85. 

124. Boslooper, op.cit., p 186. 

125. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 209. 

126. Von Campenhausen, op.cit., p 20-21. 

127. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 281-282. 

128. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 282-284. 

129. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 284. 

130. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 285. 

131. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 287-297. 

132. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 297-312. · 

133. A.R~ C. Leaney, The Birth Narratives in St. Luke and St. Matthew', p 166. 

134. Harnack, Luke the Physician, op.cit., p 148. 

135. Harnack, Date of Acts, op.cit., p 155 . . 
136. Winter, 'Cultural Background', op.cit., p 160. 

137. Schfumann, op.cit~, p 140-145. 

138. Robert H. Gundry, 'The Language Milieu of first-century Palestine; its Bearings 
on the Authenticity of the Gospel Tradition', p 404-408. 

139. Lobstein, op.cit., p 72. 

140. Raymond Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus, 
p 38-47. 

141. Orr, op.cit., p 154, 185-187. 
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Brown, Conception, op.cit., p 53-61. 

Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 48-54, 241-250. 

Brown, Conceptfon, op.cit., p 65-66, Birth, op.cit., p 534-542. 

Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 188-190, 225-228. 

Boslooper, op.cit., p 83-109. 

Boslooper, op.cit., p 113-132. 

See chapter three below. 

Reimarus, op.cit., p 230. 

· Reimarus, op.cit., p 234-235. 

Strauss, op.cit., p 78. 

Strauss, op.cit., p 74. 

Strauss, op.cit., p 89-92. 

Gore, op.cit., p 52. 

Hans Conzelmann, The Theology of Saint Luke; Oscar Cullmann, Christ and 
Time; The Christology of the New Testament . 

He mentions Lk. 1-2 as follows; Theology, op.cit., p 20, note 3; p 22, note 2; 
p 101, note 1; p 18, note 1; p 16, note 3; p 48, 76, 183, note 2. 

Conzelmann, Theology, op.cit., p 193-194. 

H.H. Oliver, 'The Lucan Birth Stories and the Purpose of Luke-Acts', p 202-226. 

Oliver, op.cit. 

W. Barnes Tatum, ' The Epoch of Israel: Luke 1-2 and the Theological Plan of 
Luke-Acts', p 193. 

Paul S. Minear, 'St. Luke's Use of the Birth Narratives', p 122. 

I. H. Marshall, Luke, Historian and Theologian, p 92. 

Marshall, Luke, Historian, op.cit., p 98-102. 

His doctoral dissertation was a redactional criticism of Matthew's infancy narra
tive, which is reflected in 'Tradition and Redaction in Matt. 1. 18- 2.23'. His 
study of the genealogy is found in ' The fulfilment of creation, A study of Matt
hews 's Genealogy'. 

165. Jack Dean Kingsbury, Matthew, Structure, Christology, Kingdom. 

166. Heinz Joachim Held, in Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew, p 237-241. 
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167. ·Paul S. Minear, 'The Interpreter and the Birth Narratives', p 22. 

168. Anthony Thiselton, The Two Horizons, New Testament Hermeneutics and 
Philosophical Description with Special Reference to Heidegger, Bultmann, 
Gadamer and Wittgenstein. 

169. Minear, 'The Interpreter', op.cit., p 11. 

170. Brown, Birth, op.cit. 
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NOTES FOR CHAPTER THREE 

1. In the infancy narratives we have the 'historical account' of Christ's entrance into 
the world, ·and in the resurrection narratives we have the 'historical account' of 
his departure. Thomas Paine believed that because the disciples fraudulently 
brought Jesus into the world in a miracuious manner, they must needs take him 
out of the world in the <:i:imP. mannP.r. Karl Barth compared the revelation of the 
resurrection throught the 'sign' of the empty tomb to the revelation of the 
Incarnation through the 'sign' of the virgin birth. Both are signs of mysteries 
which fit together as the beginning and the end. Accordingly, for Barth, those 
who attack the virgin birth also attack the resurrection. 

2. Van Austin Harvey, The Historian and the Believer. 

Harvey draws attention to the importance of the work of Ernst Troeltsch. He is 
of the opinion that the subsequent history of Protestant theology since the 
enlightenment can be seen as a succession of salvage attempts to rescue traditional 
belief from the dilemma presented by the historical method. 

3. A term used by Harvey to denote the approach to truth adopted by traditional 
Christian theology on the one hand, and on the other the approach of the enlight
enment. 

4. Carl E. Braaten, New Directions in Theology Today, Vol II, History and Her
meneutics, p 91 f. 

5. The importance of Troeltsch needs little justification. His work represents one of 
_ the clearest definitions of the historical-critical method itself. See Harvey, op.cit., 

p 3-4. 

The importance of Bradley needs more justification. Here it is of great interest to 
note that of all the scholars who have influenced the debate on this issue, R.G. 
Collingwood singles out Bradley. He begins his study of Scientific History in 
England with Bradley. R.G. Collingwood, The Idea of History, p 134. 

Harvey similarly makes much use of Bradley and states that in his view, Bradley's 
work has been neglected. Van Harvey, op.cit., p 65, note 8. _ 

It would seem that Bradley's importance has not been fully appreciated. However, 
the publication of his principal thesis on the subject in a recent work by Pierre 
Fruchon is at least ·one attempt to draw attention to his work. Pierre Fruchon, 
Les Presupposes de . L'Histoire Critique etude et Traduction. Collingwood men
tions that Bradley's work grew out of 'the condition of Biblical criticism as 
developed by the Tu bingen school, notably F CBaur and David Strauss'. 
Collingwood, op.cit., p 135. Fruchon also notes the relationship between Baur 
and the work of Bradley ,op.cit., p l 6f, 25f, 89f. 

6. Martin Kahler, The So-Called Historical Jesus and the Historic, Biblical Christ. 

I. Braaten, op.cit., p 60. 

8. Richard Niebuhr is important because his Resurrection and Historical Reason, was 
a formative influence in the development of the new position. The latter two are 
important because from widely differing theological positions they have both 

. attracted a 'school' of followers in the 'New Theology of the Resurrection'. 
Pannenberg on the one hand stands in the 'radical' tradition of German N .T. 
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scholarship, while Montgomery -represents the 'conservative evangelical' approach 
in Anglo-American theology. Their thinking is quite similar at many points. 

9. He calls it the 'philosophy of experience', which believes that the subject can be 
purely passive in the reception of experiental data. It believes that upon reception 
of such data, the mind can honestly fabricate a true mould of reality, u.ncoloured 
by the vantage point of the subject. Such an idea is to him the product of the 
'uncritical mind. ' 'It is the pursuit of a phantom forever doomed to fade in our 
embraces, a mocking shadow ... whose existence must perish at the threshold of 
human possession~ ' Fruchon, op.cit., p 143. 

10. To quote him; 

There is no such thing as a history without 
prejudication: the real distinction is between 
the writer who has his prejudications with
out knowing what they are, and whose pre
judications it may be are false, and the 
writer who consciously orders and creates 
from the k,nown foundation of that which, 
for hi,m, is ·iruth. It is when history becomes 
aware· of its presuppositions that it first 
becomes truly critical. Fruchon,op.cit., 
p 155. 

11; William H. Dray,-Philosophy of History~ p 21-39. 

12. Fruchon, op.cit.~.P 155. 

13. Fruchon, op.cit., p 157. 

14. Fruchon, op.cit., p 169. 

15. The sole justification of such a result (i.e. of 
probability) is in the accordance of the 
conclusion of the hypothesis with the 
known world. And that is the present world, 
the verifiable world ... the world of science. 
Fruchon, op.cit., p 181. · 

16. Fruchon, op.cit., p 183. 

17. Fruchon, op.cit.~ p 187. 

18. Fruchon, op.cit., p 199. 

19. Ernst Troeltsch, 'Historiography'. 

Troeltsch wrote with a strong impression of the radical change that had taken 
place in the Wes.tern mind. This change had made itself evident in the understan
ding of nature· (. ie. the modem scientific enterprise), in the 'new conception of 
history', and in the 'new conditions of social life on its economic and industrial 
sides and the sociological mode of thought' ( p 716). In the realm of history this 
change had particularly affected traditional belief. In his understanding, the bib
lical view of history had blurred the truly critical beginnings made in Greek 
historiography by its 'mythology of redemption' and its 'miracle of the Incar
nation. ' In contrast to this mythological view, the Renaissance and the Enlighten
ment had brought with it 'a type of history which elaborated and appraised its 
materials with the freedom of an emancipated scholarship ' ( p 717). 'The latter ... 
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forms a new scientific mode of representing man and his development; and. as 
suclz,shows at all points an absolute contrast to Biblico-theological views of later 
antiquity ' ( p 718). 

20. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 718. 

21. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 718. 

22. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 719. 

23. Harvey, op.cit., p 14-15. 

24. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 721. 

25. Harvey, op.cit., p 14. 

26. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 718. 

27. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 718. 

28: This should not lead us to believe that he held this principle uncritically or with
out a certain amount of philosophical sophistication. He is emphatic that histori
cal causality, following Kant, should be distinguished from natural causality or 
evolution. He criticises Hegel for having confused two different types of causality. 

Hegel made the mistake of reducing each of 
these conceptions of development to the · 
other, and also of basing both together upon 
the metaphysicological movement of the 
Absolute. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 722. 

29. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 721. 

30. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 720. 

31. Troeltsch, op.cit., p 719. 

32. According to W.G. Kumrnel · 'Scientific Study of the New Testament is indebted 
to two men, Johann Salomo Semler and Johann David Michaelis, for the first 
evidences of a consciously historical approach to the New Testament.' Kummel , 
The New Testament, A History of the Investigation of its Problems ( p 62-69 ). 

Stephen Neill, op.cit., makes much of the three Cambridge scholars, Westcott, 
Lightfoot and Hort. He analyses their critical procedure as follows; 

Lightfoot, Westcott and Hort wrestled with 
this problem, and from the beginning they 
were agreed on certain principles ·which 
diverged rather radically from those gener
ally accepted by the Germans. A New Test
ament commentary, they held, must be 
critical; it must be based on the most 
accurate Greek text ... it must be linguis
tic and must accept the necessity of minute 



philological study ... it must be historical, 
relating each book to the situation in which 
ii appears to have been written ... it must be 
exegetical; it must endeavour to make 
plain to the reader what the words meant, 
to the. one who wrote them and to his first 
readers ( p 87 ), 
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He notes their conviction that the scholar must have an open mind, 'with the 
conviction that absolutely anything may be true, provided that it does not offend 
against the logical law of contradiction.' ( p 89). 

Collingwood emphasises the importance of evidence in historical thinking. 

History has this in common with every other 
science, that the historian is not allowed to 
claim any single piece of knowledge ... except 
where he can justify his claim by exibiting to 
himself. .. and to anyone else ... the grounds 
upon which it is based. op.cit., p 252. 

In this sense 'critical history' is 'inferential history'. Collingwood also emphasises 
that the historian only 'confers' authority on an ancient document once he has 
good reasons for doing so. No document automatically has authority simply 
because it is an ancient document. 

In his survey of the rise of historical criticism, Edgar Krentz mentions numerous 
'fathers' of the method. each with his own view of the subject, and at numerous 
points the origins of ·tnoroughly historical' study are supposed to have begun. 
Thus the reformers are credited with the literal-grammatical concept of study. 
Jean Mabillon is credited with the method of discovering the date and authen
ticity of ancient documents. Descartes is usually regarded as the author of meth
odical doubt. Baruch Spinoza initiated the idea that the Bible should be studied as 
any other book. Richard Simon, who influenced J .S. Semler and J .D. Michaelis 
'used the evident and the rational as criteria'. The English Deists established the 
idea that the scholar should never rely upon 'authorities', and Johann Jakob 
Wettstein advocated the concept of seeing ancient documents in the context of 
those to whom they were originally addressed. Johann Philipp Gabler is usually 

. credited with the distinction between dogmatic theology and historical criticism. 
Barthold Georg Niebuhr 'sought at a minimun to discover with probability the 
web of events' and consistently asked two questions, namely,'What is the evi
dence?' and. 'What is the value of the evidence?' Ferdinand Christian Baur ~mpha
sised that history should be seen as a sequence of interrelated causes and effects. 
Edgar Krentz, The Historical-Critical Metho~. p 6-32. 

Modern historians similarly define history and historical study in a variety of 
ways. History may be defined as the investigation of. 'what happened, and why?' 
The historian reduces the available sources to a meaningful narrative by a process 
of questions which he directs to his sources in order to discover that which is 
significant in the past. The historian stands in dialectical relation to the object of 
his study. He has a respect for the integrity of the text and seeks to hear what 
the text has to say to him. In this manner he may learn a fresh understanding of 
himself and his methods. History is a ~nethod of collecting all possible witnesses 
... evaluating what they say, relating the findings to one another in coherent struc
ture, and presenting the conclusion with the evidence ' Krentz, op.cit., p 41. 
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Harvey defines the discipline of historical writing in terms of autonomy, assess
ment and sound judgment. More basic than such qualities, one finds that histori
cal thought has a particular structure of argument. Relying on Stephen Toulmin, 
Harvey constructs a model of the structure of historical argumentation. This 
involves; 

].formulating a question,2. marshalling the 
various likely candidates that seem:. indi
cated by the evidence, 3. searching for a 
particular candidate that seems indicated 
by the evidence, and 4. eliminating the 

· alternatives ... 

The more detailed structure of the argument involves an interrelation of questions 
data, warrants, qualifications, rebuttals, backings and conclusions, Harvey ,op.cit., 
p sot. 

33. Krentz,The Historical-Critical Method, op.cit., p 33. 

34. Such a task has become vital to N.T. research. According to Krentz; 

Historical method is in its general axioms at 
best not hostile to theology, at worst, a 
threat to the central message of the scripture. 
Theology must either justify ... and define its 
nature or be willing to reformulate the 
Christian faith in terms of positivistic truth 
that historicism alone will validate, Krentz, 
op.cit., p 61. 

He believes the former should be, and has been, chosen by the majority of scho
lars. 

In recent years the integration of faith and 
historical method has been accomplished by 
challenging the adequacy of historical 
method's and· positivist axioms ... Biblical 
criticism has to challenge a view of reality 
that operates with a closed universe and an 
absolutely naturalist ontology, Krentz,His
torical Method, op.cit., p 68. 

35. In this regard, what Collingwood defines as the basic element of critital history 
must be left to stand. It is the very nature of any kind of scientific thought to 
depend upon proper inference. Any hypothesis can only stand upon grounds 
which are properly demonstrated and which are open to verification or falsifica
tion. 

Further, the autonomy of the historian, provided that word is used without the 
connotation of a privately held and uncriticisable position, must be left to stand; 
and the concept of conferring authority upon a witness rather than accepting a 
mere 'authority' must be accepted. This latter principle can be described as the 
principle· of methodical doubt. Here it ought to be distinguished however from 
an unreasonable historical scepticism. The concept of historical criticism as 
defined by Kiimmel in his discussion of Semler and Michaelis must clearly be 
accepted, and surely there can be no argument with the principles laid down by 
Westcott, Lightfoot and Hort, though in this case the attempt to deal 'only with 
the facts' may be considered a little naive today in the light of the reaction 
from positivism , to historical relativism. Also there should be little argument 
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with the broad definition of history and historical study which is surveyed in 
the work of Edgar Krentz. 

36. In fact, the only disciplines where indubitable proof is possible are in the realm 
of mathematics and formal logic. In this case the indubitable proofs amount to 
tautologies. In all the natural sciences, scientific theories themselves are subject 
to probability. 

3 7. However, this principle has produced a great deal of debate in theological circles 
because it is believed that faith cannot be allowed to depend upon the contingen
cies of historical probability .Faith must have certainty. The dialectical theologians 
since Martin Kahler have universally balked at this principle. They have retreated 
into the subjective in order to find a certain gr0tmd for faith. But this has raised 
problems of its own. The basis of the issue here is the relationship between faith 
and reason. Which comes first? Those involved in the old Quest have been accused 
of basing faith upon the rationalistic acceptance of historical facts. The dialectical 
theologians have gone so far as to accuse those who seek for an objective histor
ical basis for faith of denying the Protestant principle of justification. Objective 
facts based upon history have been equated with placing confidence in the 'flesh'. 
To anticipate a later discussion, Wolflrnrt Pannenberg has answered this problem 
by proposing that faith and reason cannot be separated from each other. To quote 
Carl E. Braaten's analysis of his position; 

The dilemma can be resolved only if what 
are called "reason" and ''faith" are not sep
arable facts, following a chronological or 
psychological sequence, but are actually 
co-essential dimensions of a total ac.t of a 
person. Braaten, op.cit., p 49 :-

To use traditional terminology, this means that fides historica and fides salvifica 
cannot be separated into two compartments. The kerygma asks for an existential 
decision of faith but includes in its proclamation the revelation of God's salvation 
in objective historical facts ( 1 Cor.15 .1-4 ). 

The probability of historical facts does not therefore threaten faith. Faith rests 
simultaneously on both objective facts and subjective experience. To divorse 
one from the other leads either to rationalism or irrationalism. 

38. John Warwick Montgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theology, p 272. 

39. Neill, op.cit., p 89;' 

40. Nineteenth century historians of Jesus were, it seems, completely sincere in their 
attempt to write 'objective history' and deal 'only with the facts'. As Harvey has 
shown, the great thrust of the Enlightenment was this will-to-truth; or what he 
calls 'the enlightened morality of historical knowledge', Harvey, op.cit., p 10'.2.· 
Positivism was not the basic problem, though, if we may be pardoned for the 
phrase, their positivism was perhaps too positivistic. The dialectical school has 
reacted to the wrong thing and this wrong diagnosis has not assisted the progress 
of N.T. research. 

41. To quote Ru~olf BQltmann; 

The historical method includes the presup
position that history is a unity in the sense 
of a closed continuum of effects in which 
individual events are connected by the suc
cession of cause and effect. 



311 

The continuum 'cannot be rent by the interferen.ce of supernatural transcendent 
powers.' Existance and Faith, p 291-292. 

42. Harvey, op.cit., p 30. 

43. Dray, op.cit., p 41-42. 

44. His position is in many ways a reaction against the influence of Hegel and Marx 
and their dialectical idea of progress. Popper terms this 'historicism' and unfor
tunately uses the term in a rather loose sense. E.H.Carr,Wbat is History'? p 91. 

45. Commenting on the belief of T.H.Huxley in a 'law of evolution of organic forms
of the unvarying order of that great chain of causes and effects of which all 
organic forms, ancient and modern, ate the links ... ' he says 'I believe that the 
answer to this question must be ''No" '. Karl Popper, The Poverty of Historicism, 
p 108. 

46. Popper, op.cit., p 114. 

no sequence of say, three or more casually 
connected concrete events, proceeds accor
ding to any law of nature ... There are neither 
laws of succession nor laws of evolution. 
( p 117) 

47. Popper, op.cit., p 105-130. 

48. Carr, op.cit., p 87-108. 

49. Carr, op.cit., p 93. 

50. Carr, op.cit., p 99. 

51. Carr cannot accept Marx's idea of the course of history only being retarded or 
accelerated by contingent events. On the other hand he cannot accept what 
he believes to be the other exreme ref1ected by Sir Isaiah Berlin and Karl 
Popper to the effect that 'everything is possible in human affairs.' Neither can 
he accept that it is possible to reduce the whole of history to a systematic 
order; ' no sane historian pretends to do anything so fantastic as to embrace 
"the whole of experience"; he cannot embrace more than a minute fraction 
of the facts of his chosen sector or aspect of history.' Carr, op.cit., p 103 . 

At this point we mi_ght comment that Carr seems to have missed the point of 
Popper's criticism. ··It may be true that no such system of historiography is 
possible, but that does not face the fact that Hegel and Marx did attempt 
precisely such ·an all embracing explanation of universal history. Christian his
toriography has often sought to give a systematic view of history. For instance 
Wolfbart Pannenberg proposes just such an approach.Wolfbart Pannenberg, Basic 
Questions in Theology, Vol.1, p 66-80. The point is that when such a systematic 
historiography is advocated it is easy to propound some determinative principle 
which amounts to a foscilization of history, and it is this kind of reductionism 
that lies at the root of Troeltsch's principle of correlation. · 

52. Carr does not have much time for a Christian world view; 

'So far as I am concerned, I have no belief in Divine Providence, World Spirit, 
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Manifest Destiny, History with ll capital II, or any other of the abstractions which. 
have sometimes been supposed to guide the course of events.• Carr, op.cit., 
p 49~ 

However, Carr voices this as a personal belief and does not allow his somewhat 
materialistic or humanistic world view to affect the flexibility of his.definition 
of causality. 

53. Collingwood, op.cit., p 214-215. 

54. Dray, op.cit., p 43-47. 

55. Pannenberg, Basic Questions, op.cit., p 42-43. 
'It belongs to the full meaning of the Incarnation that God's redemptive deed 

· took place within the universal correlative connections of human history and not 
in a ghetto of redemptive history ... ' (p 41 ). 

56. His indebtedness is to the Idealistic philosophy of Hegel. 'Bradley always main
tained that he was indifferent to the sources of his ideas; but he was...deeply in
debted to G. W.F.Hegel ... ' 

In his thinking (Bradley's) 'The only true reality is to be found in an all-inclusive 
experience, the Absolute, wherein all c9ntradictions, including the gulf between 
subject and object, are finally transcended.' The Oxford Dictionary of the Chris-
tian Church, Ed. F.L.Cross, p 191. · 

Idealism in turn has links with the earlier Empiricist tradition of John Locke, 
George Berkeley and David Hume, principally through George Berkeley. Colin 
Brown, Philosophy and the Christian Faith, p 1 17. 

Describing the epistemology of John Locke, Colin Brown has this to say; 

Our observation employed either about ex
ternal operations of our minds, perceived 
and reflected on by ourselves, is that which 
supplies our understanding with materials 
of thinking. These two are the foundations 
of knowledge.' 'What the mind perceives is 
the data conveyed to it by the senses, upon 
which it then gets to work and interprets. 
(p 62) 

This epistemology has clear links with Bradley's argumentation. This is despite 
the fact that Bradley strongly criticises the 'philosophy of experience '. 

57. The assumption that lies close at hand, 
which goes back to empiricism and was 
still determinitive for the neo-Kantian phil
osophers of history ..... namely, that analog
ical conclusions ultimately start with pres
ent sense experience, has been disputed for 
good reasons . .. The priority of the phen-
0mena of expression over all introspective 
psychology was rightly stressed. Pannen
berg, Basic Questions, op.cit., p 44. 

58. Colin Brown, Philosophy, op.cit., p 66. 

59. Collingwood, op.cit., p 139. I 
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60. Collingwood, op.cit., p 140. 

61. Pannenberg, Basic Questions, op.cit., p 46. 

62 Pannenberg, Basic Questions, op.cit., p 48-49. 

63. Kahler, op.cit., p 37. 

64. 'To indicate this way out, and so to remove a cause of uncertainty that has come 
to attach to the vitn.l point of Christian conviction was the real purpose of my 
first essay.' Kahler, op.cit., p 123. 

65. 'How can we make the Bible accessible to those who deny all revelation?'Let us 
'fix our attention on the position of the ordinary Christian.' Kahler, op.cit., 
p 143-174. This was the nature of his question, and this question was asked 

in a specific historical context, namely, in what Alec Vidler has termed the '.Age 
of revolution.' Alec R. Vidler, The Church in an Age of Revolution, 1789 to 
the Present Day. 

66. The correct sequence is never this: first to 
acknowledge the form and then the sub
stance, that is first to declare that this book 
is revelation ( as advocated by the orthodox 
theologians) and then appropriate its con
tents for oneself Kahler, op.cit., p 134. 

no-one ... has surrendered himself in trust 
to the word of God, unless others have 
first proclaimed to him that there is a 
word of God and that it is now up to him 
whether he will also believe it. 
Kahler, op.cit., p 144. 

67. We must go to the context of the ear
liest preaching and, starting with a min
imum of what can be historically ascer
tained, introduce them to problems which 
serious rP~Parch cannot easily dismiss. 
Kahler, op.cit., pl44. 

68. In reality therefore we are not able to separ
ate Christ and the Bible ... The witness of the 
Bible is woven into every aspect of our 
developing relation to Christ ... Faith's 
view of the Saviour is continually clari
fied and deepened by the witness of the 
Bible ... In this relation to Christ the matur
ing Christian finds that the distinction 
between "through" the Bible and "for 
the sake nf" Christ finally loses its sig
nificance. Kahler, op.cit., p86-87 . 

69. Kahler, op.cit., p 87. 



70. Without apprehension or anxiety he can 
grant to historical research all the freedom 
it desires, to im1estigate the compilation of 
the biblical canon and the age and literary 
construction of the books and portions 
thereof He will be confident that Achille's 
lance will possess healing as well as woun
ding power. It is our opinion that histori
cal research will itself refute its own exce
sses, where there have been such, and will 
demonstrate their erroneousness. 

- k.ahfor-;- op.cit., p 140. 
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Notice that this means that faith is not at this point impervious to historical 
criticism. 

71. Admittedly, he may be more positive about the extent of that bare minimum 
than another scholar. This will be due to his differing presuppositions. 'So far no 
one has promised, much less managed, to work out such a minimum ... without 
employing any presuppositions whatsoever'. Kahler, op.cit., p 121. In fact,'every 
biographer of Jesus must make a Christology the presupposition of his research.' 

72. Yet he seems as lifelike and real as if we had 
seen him with our own eyes. How could 
such a realistic picture of the sinless One be 
a poetic creation? ... The biblical picture. of 
Christ, so lifelike and unique beyond ima
gination, is not a poetic idealization ori
ginating in the human mind. ... The reality 
of Christ himself has left its ineffaceable 
impress upon this picture. Kahler, op.cit., 
p 79. 

Numerous examples of this kind of statement could be given. 

73. For instance, he argues for the essential consistency of the N.T. documents 
in their portrayal of the person of Christ. There is no inconsistency between 
the apostolic doctrinal writings and the Synoptic Gospels. K~hler, op.cit., p82 . 
He argues for the necessity of understanding the person of Christ against the back
ground of the O.T. revelation, an argument which runs in similar vein to the 
statements which Pannenberg is inclined to make in his historical argument (p85) . 

. He argues from the authority with which Jesus offered forgiveness of sins and jud
ged men to the uniqueness of his person, an argument which is becoming pdiJular 
in the so-called 'New Quest' ( p82 note 14). 

74. Kahler, op.cit., p 52,80. 

75. Braaten,' op.cit., p 61. 

76. Richard R. Niebuhr draws attention to another source of the Geschichte-Historie 
dualism in the philosophy of Emmanual Kant. Niebuhr, op. cit. Like Kahler, 
Kant was facing a situation where theology was in retreat before 'enlightened 
reason'. He could claim for his philosophy that it had made room once more 
for faith in Christian theology. His Critique of Pure Reason and his Critique of 
Practical Reason made a distinction between human cogriition in the realm of 
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the experiential, phenominal world, and human cognition in the intuitive and 
moral area. In this way he could preserve both the methods of natural science and 
metaphysics. Theology must operate exclusively in the realm of a priori and 
intuitive reason, i.e. in the realm of moral and metaphysical categories. This did · 
give a greater validity to theology at the time. However, such a distinction made 
it impossible for human reason to find evidence of God in the realm of nature and 
experience. History and nature tended to be identified in positivistic historio
graphy. This meant that it became impossible to find evidence of God in history. 
Added to this was the definition which Kant gave to historical thinking. His idea. 
of history was 'orientated on the concept of the normative rather than on the 
category of the individual' (p77). 
The implicatiens of such a philosophy for the witness of the N.T. are clear. 
Human reason cannot find evidence of.God in a historical figure, let alone an indi
vidual historical event like the resurrection. 

This meant that the basis of Christian faith must be found in the area of practi
cal reason, although the N.T. witnes~ed to the revelation of God in history. The 
only answer was, therefore, to postulate a category of history which was distinct 
from nature and human experience. The concept of Geschichte answers to this 
requirement. Redemotion-history is regarded as a realm of its own, untouched by 
the arguments and probability of scientific or natural history. 

Events 'which take place in this realm cannot be regarded as 'fact' in the scientific
historical sense. They are not accessible to historical research. They transcend 
the realm of Historie. Such a concept may have helped to make room for 

· theological assertions in the world of natural science, but it raises insuperable 
difficulties for a true understanding of the N.T. 

The dualistic influence of Nee-Kantian philosophy on Bultmann, and its implica
tions for his view of history, have been carefully examined by Anthony Thiselton. 
His examination of Bultmann's hermeneutics is not only thorough, but places 
Bultmann in the context of the philosophy of Wittgenstein and the implications 
of Wittgenstein's philosophy for N.T. hermeneutics. This is particularly helpful 
for this chapter because, as we shall indicate below, one of the contributers 
to the new theology of the resurrection'. namely Montgomery, uses Wittgenstein 
in particular as a basis for his historiography. Both Thiselton and Montgomery 
therefore make use of Wittgenstein to find a corrective to the hermeneutics of 
the dialectical school. 

Thiselton distinguishes between the 'sources' of Bultmann's hermeneutics prior 
to his indebtedness to Heidegger and those subsequent to Heidegger. In the 
case of the former period he examines; 

1. Theological liheralism. 
2. Nee-Kantian philosophy. 
3. Nineteenth-century Lutheranism. 
4. The History of Religions School. 
5. Dialectical theology. 

The Two Horizons, New Testament Hermeneutics and Philosophical Description 
with Special Reference to Heidegger, Bultmann, Gadamer and Wittgenstein, 
p 205-226. 

Thiselton points our firstly that the particular type of Nee-Kantian philosophy 
in question was associated with the Marburg circle, which he describes as 'Marburg 
Neo-Kantianism' . This philosophical influence is always found in Bultmann's 
thinking in conjunction with his particular brand of Lutheranism ( p 210-211). 
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In the thinking of the Neo-Kantian philosophers the Kantian 'thing' is replaced 
by the 'object', as a product of thought. Thought constructs objects on the basis 
of universal laws; 'To know is to objfftify· ·in accordance with the principle of 
law' ( p 210). This form of knowing is rndically distinguished for Bultmann from 
the area of truth discovered by personal encounter. God cannot therefore be 
known through general truth or objectification. This rejection of general la\v or 
objectification is fused with Luther's rejection of reliance on the 'law' for justi
fication ( p 212-213). It is at this point that Bultmann's thinking links up with 
that of Kahler. Kahler similarly rejected the idea that faith could rest on general, 
or critical history ( p 214-215 ). Thiselton summarises the dualism of Bultmann's 
pre-Heidegger thinking as follO\vs, 

Justification by works stands in contrast to 
justification by faith; nature stands In con
trast to grace; the indicative and the realm 
of facts, stand in contrast to the imperitive, 
and the realm of will; information is set over 
against address; objectification is set over 
against encounter ( p 217). 

If Neo-K :>r • ·•:1ism provided Bultmann \Vi th a basis for rejecting 'objectification', 
Hei,: . , evicted Bultmann with the basis for emphasising truth as sebjective 
encoL _.;. In Heidegger's view history is not what is is by virtue of the 'historica
lity of Dasein '·. The focus of history is not the past, but the present ( p 184 ). 
This dichotomy is associated withI-Ieidegger's distinction between the inauthentic 
'they· and the authentic discovery of being in the 'I '. 'In inauthentic e:~islence 
the "they" tries to built lzistory only on the occuranr.e of "facts" or "events" of 
the past ... By contrast, authentic historicality involves Dasein s existential aware
ness of itself through which it understands itself as Being in history ... ' ( p 186). 

This is the basis of Bultmann's oft quoted statement, 

Fr' r tlze past only become lzistorical 
pnenumi:na when they become significant 
for a sub1cct .which itself stands in It dory and 
is involved in it... The demand that the 
interpreter must silence his. subjectivity 
and extinguish his individuality in order 
to attain to an objective knowledge is there
fore, the most absurd one that can be imagi
ned ( p 190-191). 

Bultmann's view of history is based on a radical dualism between nature and 
history. When man observes nature, he observes something objective. When he 
turns to history, he observes himself as part of it. History cannot be viewed 
objectively, because 'in every word which he says about history he is saying 
at the same time something about himself' ( p '.246). This nature-history dualism 
leads to Bultmann's historical dualism. There are two forms of historical know
ledge, the inauthentic ( following Heidegger) secondary level of historical brute 
facts, and the authentic, prima1y knowledge of history viewed existencially. 
According to Heinrich Qtt, this double concept of history 'turns on the· ter
minological contrast between Geschichte and event ( Ereignis, Geschehen) on 
the one side, and Historic, feet, nature, and object, on the o:her' ( p 246). 
Bultmann carries through his duafo;rn to the extent that it extends from a meth
odological to an ontoiogical principle. The nature of his dualism may be stated 
differently at different times ( 'narure Fersus history, being versus existence, 
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cosmology versus anthropology, cosmologised history versus historicised cos
mology'), but his primarily dualistic view of reality does not change ( p 249 ). 
Bultmann defines history as follows, 

Similarly, history can be viewed in different 
ways: first of all, in an objectivising manner 
in so far as it presents the picture of d chain 
of cause and effect ... On the other hand, 
history can also be understood. as the range 
of possibilities for human self-understanding, 
which range is disclosed precisely in mans 
decisions ( p 248). 

While the main thrust of Bultmann's rejection of objective history is grounded 
on Neo-Kantian philosophy and the thinking of Heidegger, it is not possible to 
eliminate the influence of theological liberalism at this point. His concept of 
history as a closed system of cause and effect must be understood in terms of 
the older view of nature as a closed system, where laws of nature were understood 
prescriptively rather than descriptively ( p 260-262). 

This is evident, it would seem to us, in Bultmann's explicit statement, 

The historical method includes the presuppo
sition that history is a unity in the sense of a 
closed continuum of effects in which individ
ual events are connected by ihe succession 
of cause and effect ... This closedness means 
that the continuum of historical happenings 
cannot be rent by the interference of super
natural, transcendent powers and that there
fore there is no "miracle" in this sense of the 
word. Existence and Faith, p 291-292. 

Thiselton's primary thesis in his work is to bring about a proper balance between 
interpreter and text in hermeneutics, in what he terms a 'fusion of horizons'. The 
positive contribution of Heidegger and Bultmann is in their focus on the inter
preter. However this focus can lead to an overemphasis on the role of the inter
preter and an erosion of the autonomy of the text. As a corrective to this ten
dency Thiselton uses the thinking of Gadamer and Wittgenstein. The former is 
responsible for the concept of the fusion of two horizons, and empha$iscs that 
there needs to be both fusion and distance between text and interpreter. He 
also emphasises the non-subjective role of tradition in hermeneutics. The latter 
differs from Heidegger in that while he began his thinking in the framework of 
Kantian dualism he was able to transcend it in his later thought. 

The later Wittgenstein was able to see that the Kantian distinction between facts 
and values, as applied to language, was unable to deal with the relationship 
between language and human life. He was also able to see that the emphasis 
on generalities in formal logic carried with it a 'contemptuous attitude towards 
the particular case'. Horizons, op.cit., p 372. In the case of the fonner insight 
Wittgenstein was influenced by a paper given by Brouw~r, in which he showed 
that disciplines such as mathematics, science and language should be understood 
as activities which took place in a social or historical context ( p 373 ). This led 
to his descriptive term 'language-game', in preference to 'language' as a system. 
Language can only take place in repeated human behaviour. For instance if 
people did not use the word 'red' repeatedly, to refer to a particular colour, 
how could any individual ever apply the word 'red' to that colour. Even with 
such subjective language as 'pain', or 'peace', the only way in which to verify 
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whether the word is being used correctly is to move outside of private experience. 
'According to Wittgenstein. 1f sensations, feelings, states of mind, and the like 
were wholly or necessarily "private", language about them could never have 
arisen' ( p 381 ). Thiselton argues from this that biblical language, as for instance 
'being redeemed' or 'being spoken to by God', are intelligible, 'not on the basis 
of private existential experience but on the basis of a public tradition of certain 
patterns of behaviour' , as for instance in the Old Testament tradition ( p 382). 
He concludes that Wittgenstein has revealed two basic weaknesses in the Neo
Kantian thinking of Bultmann, 

First of all, a sharp dualism between fact and value 
cannot be sustained against the given ways in which 
language actually operate~ in "life. Secondly, any 
attempt to reject the "this-worldly" dimension of the 
language of revelation and history raises insuperable 
problems for hermeneutics. For the very grammar of 
the concepts involved is embedded in a history of 
events and behal'iour ( p 385). 

It is worth noting at this point that our rejection of the dualistic view of history, 
as a legacy of Kantian or post-Kantian philosophy, and as proposed by Bultmann, 
is supported by Niebuhr, Braaten, Thiselton, Pannenberg and Montgomery. Their 
view's ·come from widely differing schools. of thought, and will be described as 
the chapter continues. 

For an examination of hermeneutics against the more general background of the 
theory of language, one may note Thiselton's article on 'Language and Meaning 
in Religion'in NII)NIT, Vol 3, p 1123-1146. 

77. Historical dualism has led to serious problems for dialectical theology. Niebuhr 
points out that the 'death resurrection complex' is fundamental to the N .T. He 
notes that despite their wide differences on many subjects, the vast majority of 
N.T. scholars concede that this is indeed the centre of N.T. thought. Further, 
the N .T. understands the resurrection as the validation of the crucifixion. With
out the resurrection the cross loses its significance. It is impossible to interpret 
the crucifixion correctly without reckoning with the objective reality of the 
resurrection. However, the concept of Geschichte does not allow for the resur
rection as an objective individual historical fact which is at all verifiable in terms 
of Historie . Dialectical theologians are therefore unwilling to predicate it as a 
truly historical event. This, in turn, tends to evacuate the crucifixion of its mean
ing. However such theologians are not prepared to dispense with the objective 
reality of the crucifixion. This leads to a curious paradox in their theology. 

The paradox is that the exc1swn of the resurrection tradition from the fabric 
of the Gospel history is followed by the disintegration of the entire historical 
sequence of the New Testament.' Niebuhr op.cit., p 14 . 

78. Arising out of these questions Harvey demonstrates that dialectical theology ope· 
rates with two irreconcilable propositions. For Karl Barth and Paul Tillich and 
even for Rudolf Bultmann, Christian faith is built upon the once for all act of 
God in Jesus Christ. Within the realm of Geschichte Jesus Christ is the unique 
revelation of God. However, all these theologians believe that faith does not de
pend upon scientific history. It cannot therefore be based upon the historical 
figure of Jesus of Nazareth. But these two propusitions are irreconcilable. How 
can Jesus Christ not be the basis of faith in one sense (Historic) and nevertheless 
constitute the unique basis of faith in another sense (Geschichte)? After an incisive 
examination of dialectical theologians Harvey concludes that they have not been 
able to O".ercome this difficulty. Harvey, op.cit. 
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79. Carl E. Braaten regards historical dualism as a reaction to nineteenth century 
positivistic historiography. 

'The existentialist view of history arose as a response to nineteenth century posi
tivistic historiography which searched the past for "bruie facts", ordered them 
in causal sequence, and called that history.' Braaten, op.cit., p 38 .In an
swer to such historiography, existentialist theologians made a radical separa
tion between scientific history and faith. A neutral zone was set up between the 
two which would be policed by the historian. In the area of faith a realm of his
tory was set up (Geschichte) where meaning and significance would be found in 
events. In view of this radical separation between 'brute fact' and meaning,exis
tentialist theologian.s have not been able to show how meaning can arise from the. 
facts themselves. Bultmann. has mad.e a radical separation between history and 
kerygma. Does this not lead to the logical conclusion that the kerygma may not 
need an historical basis at all? This has Ieq post-Bultmannian scholars to reject the 
Historie-Geschichte dichotomy as intolerable. Heinrich Ott has dealt with the 

c matter by destroying one side of the dualism. According to him, there are no such 
things as brute facts. There are only interpretations.Gerhard Ebeling has taken the 
other side of the dualism and has sought to find a measure of continuity between 
the historical Jesus and the kerygma. 

80. It is interesting to notice that Harvey, though he cannot accept as factual any 
event ~ improbable as a Resurrection', similarly criticises this position on two 
counts:- Firstly, dialectical theology misuses the Protestant principle of justifica
tion. The refonnation helped to shatter the medieval faith in ecclesiastica.l dogma. 

· It therefore follows that the Protestant principle will always involve a shattering 
of the confidence which man places in human thought systems. Critical history 
is one such system. It promises to give to man an objective intellectual basis of 
faith. Such a faith is in fact faith in the flesh, faith in human wisdom. Dialectical 
theology equates scientific historical knowledge .with the law, and faith must al
ways liberate from the law. Faith therefore liberates man from his bondage to 
scientific history as a basis to faith. Such an idea has had great appeal. 

'Not only is the believer liberated from all concern lest the results of Biblical 
criticism threaten faith, but the act of criticism itself is regarded as being made 
possible by faith ... ' 

However this idea is 'not without its own theological problems ... '. 'What is the 
content of faith if it can be said to be distinguishable from all belief? In what 
sense can Christian faith ·be called historical if no historical inquiry is relevant to 
its truth or falsity? If faith ... can be found in the question "Who am I?" what 
essential connection does it have with a unique act of God in Jesus Christ? ... Is 
it accessible to man as man quite apart from the alleged revelation in Christ to 
which Christendom has always dung?' Harvey, .op.cit,p 138. 

81. M. Robinson, The New Quest of the Historical Jesus. 

82. Niebuhr, op.cit., p74-88. 

83. In order to know thehistoricalJesusonemustseeHimin relation with the Church. 
'Jesus of Nazareth in abstraction from the Churclz is no longer Jesus Christ, (the· 
object of historical knowledf{e).' It was the great failure of the quest for the his
torical Jesus that it thought it possible to know Jesus in history apart from the 
Church. Niebuhr, op.cit., p89-96 . 

84. This means that historical cognition is highly personal. History can only be known 
by a subject who internalises it and therefore experiences it. According to Augus-
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tine, memory is indispensible for our existence. In his concept of time he unders
tands the present as something that depends upon the past in memory, and the 
future in anticipation. We cannot therefore subject Jesus to our present. Niebuhr, 
op.cit., p96- l 00 • 

85. Niebuhr, op.cit., p 100-104. 

86. Niebuhr, op.cit., p 105-128, 162-171. 

87. 

88 .. 

89. 

The concept of nature with which modern theology often operates may be 
traced to Platonic, Cartesian and Kantian philosophy. Plato regarded the empir
ically given with low esteem. In his mind, that which was empirical or immediate 
was transitory and not open to conceptualisation. His influence can .be traced in , 
various theological systems. Soren Kierkegaard saw nature as having only imme
diate) non-conceptual existence. Bultmann equates nature with 'this age' or 'the 
flesh' which is transitory and subject to death. Brunner rejects the possibility 
of accepting the resurrection as an event of immediate experience. Niebuhr be
lieves that the Platonic view of nature is inappropriate to proper historical method. 
Descartes is known for his dualistic separation between natu~e and spirit. He re
garded the former mechanistically and tended to completely spiritualise Christ. 
The conclusion which follows from such an idea is that the redemption ofthe nat
ural order is impossible. Descartes' influence can be traced particularly in the 
theology of Albrecht Ritchl who could not accept the activity of God in history 
and understood the kingdom of God as something which transcended the histor
ical-natural continuum. A similar dualism can be found in Kant's distinction be
tween experiential and practical reason. According to Kant, the 'criterion for 
the idea of God is it's non-conceptuality.' This means that God cannot be under
stood to act in the natural order. Kant's influence can be found particularly in 
the theology of Rudolf Bultmann. These views of nature, Niebuhr discusses 

under the broad category of the naturalisation of history, although he also shows 
· that precisely the opposite tendencv can be traced in philosophical thought about 

nature. Niebuh:.., op.cit., p 162-171. 

David Hume suggests that 'nature' as we understand it, may be simply a habit of 
mind, a mere convention or a principal of association. Emile Durkheim has taken 
this further and suggested that nature as we understand it, may simply be the pro
duct of the collective consciousness of society in its experience of itself. Concepts· 
of causation will therefore change from one society .to another. R.G. Collingwood 
has advocated the idea that nature itself has a history i.e. it has a history of enter
pretations and is consequently not self-explanatory. The very concept of nature 
depends upon history. He suggests that the second law of thermodynamics can 
be traced to the primitive idea of the decline from the Golden Age. Kant sought 
to bring a balance to this general emphasis by suggesting that the human concept 
of nature arises out of a synthesis between human cognition and the noumenal 
world; but he made the mistake of identifying such a concept with an a priori 
category of the mind. This led to a confusion of Newtonian physics with a priori 
forms of cognition, and no account was taken of changes in· scientific hioqels of 
nature. A.N.Whitehead nas suggested that laws are not static concepts. They 
change from age to age and nature itself is to be regarded as an organism rather 
than a machine. Niebuhr, op.cit. 

Regarding scientific laws, Niebuhr points out that these are really 'tools for the 
detection of the familiar'. They are firstly highly abstract; they are incapable of 
comprehending individual events and in this sense, are inferior, and therefore not 
appropriate to historical reason. Secondly, they have an historical genesis; they 
are human attempts to interpret reality and must inevitably be subject to .constant 
revision. In short, 'these laws. having Jo do with aspects of events, are drawn from 
highly limited and abstracted or artificially defined areas of human experience, 
and are formulated for particular purposes. ' Niebuhr, op.cit., p 170 . 
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90. In discussing the relationship of the historical Jesus to the present, Niebuhr be
lieves three. things ought to be held together; namely the Church, the criticism of 
the Church conceming its past, and the past which.it criticises. 

91. Niebuhr, op.cit., p 136-161. 

92. Niebuhr, op.cit., p 135-136. 

93. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Theology and the Philosophy of Science, p 1-68. 

94. This philosophy, which emanated from the 'Vienna school' led by Ludwig Witt
genstein may be defined as 'an analysis of the logical structure of language as re
vealed in assertive propositions'. A statement could only be regarded as scientifi
cally meaningful if it was possible to say what state of affairs would exist for the 
purpose of its verification. These philosophers accordingly concluded that only 
scientific, as opposed to metaphysical (or religious) propositions, could be mean
ingful because they alone were subject to verification. According to the earlier 
Wittgenstein assertions about 'God~ were meaningless because there was no evid
ence of God in the world which was open to velification. Theology was left with 
two possible escape routes; it could either assert that religious i;;tatements were the 
reflection of a certain attitude on the part of the subject rather than reality itself, 
or it could critically examine logical positivism. While dialectical theology tended 
to opt for the former, Pannenberg certainly takes the latter alternative. Pannen
berg, Theology anct the Philosophy of Science, op.cit. 

95. The first sign of weakness in the philosophy of logical positivism came with Karl 
Popper's attack upon it, from within the camp as it were. The basis of this philo
sopher's view of scientific propositions was the concept of inductive method 
proper to science. By the method of induction, experimental data are used to 
make generalisations or 'laws' of science. Logically, a law can only bedemonstra-

. ted by this method if every possible case is included. This is impossible because 
science must operate with a limited number of observatio:i:is. Clearly, science does 
not operate by pure induction. The opposite of induction is deduction, i.e. 
models or laws are derived from a priori assumption. This method is similarly in
appropriate to science. However, it is noted by Pannenberg that in the view of the 
philosophy of science, dialectical theology, by retreating to an area of commit
ment, has in fact retreated into the realm of a priori, deductive logic. Against both·. 
induction and deduction, Popper has shown that scientific method may more pro
perly be described as an interrelation between data and hypothesis. Neither pre
cedes the other absolutely in tin1e (i.e. data-induction, hypothesis-deduction). In 
this view, hypotheses are not tested by verification but may be refuted through 
falsification. This still left a radical cleavage between scientific and metaphysical 
(or religious) statements. In his view,for a proposition to be meaningful it must 
be; 
(a) open to falsification, and 
(b) one must be able to make predictions from the proposition which can be tes
ted for falsification. 
Since metaphysical statements are open to neither condition, they must be rele
gated to a non-~cientific area. Popper was prepared to incluJe history within truly 
scientific method because he believed history dealt with universal laws which 
could be falsified. 

96. Popper may be criticised on three counts. Firstly, in the realm of philosophy it 
. has become clear that the principle of falsification itself is not self-evident. It has 
to operate with 'basic prepositions' or 'protocol propositions'. These amount to 
conventions which simply have to be assumed. The principle of falsification there
fore depends upon an a priori assumption of faith. This means that scientific and 
metaphysical statement cannot be so.easily divided. Secondly, it has become clear 
that science does not even operate in practice by the principle of falsification. 
T.S. Kuhn has shown that an hypothesis is not usually rejected because it has 
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been falsified, but because a better 'paradig1:n' has been found. Thirdly, 
Popper's view of history is not acceptable. History does not deal with generalisa
tions, but rather with a continual series of individual and unrepeatable events. 
This means that Popper's principle of falsification is not appropriate to historical 
method. 

97. Pannenberg, Theology and the Philosophy of Science, op.cit. 

98. 

99 .. 

100 .. 

Even in science, the idea of testing generalisations through repeatable experiments 
is questionable. Can we really say that each scientific experiment is repeatable? Is 
not each scientific datum also a unique and unrepeatable event? To answer that it 
is part of a typical occurance, one must assume that the type exists in the first 
place. T.S. Kuhn has shown that scientific laws are not based upon the testing of 

. r~peatable events, but are really tested by the ability of the 'difforent theories to 
explain the evidence at hand. Consequently; one cannot distinguish clearly 
between historical and scientific method. Pannenberg concludes; 

it appears from this that the ability to draw 
together and make sense of the available 
material is the principle criterion in the test
ing of scientific as well as of historical hypo
theses' (p60). 'All that can be required of his
torical hypotheses in the interest of testabil
ity and refutability is the greatest possible 
clarity in construction, so that a particular 
historical reconstruction with its main ass
umption and selection of evidence can be 
clearly distinguishable from alternative hy
pothesis' (p67). 

The revelation of God in the fatt cf Jesus did not drop from heaven, but came 
at the end of the history of Israel. It came to people who had as a basic presup
position the O.T. knowledge of God. In order to proclaim Christ to the world 
therefore we need to begin with some common ground on the basis of the pre
supposition, namely, a knowledge of God. This link is made possible through a 
study of the history of religions in which the history of Israel is included. From 
the history of Israel arid through a philosophy of history which is based on the 
resurrection of Jesus Christ, we may meaningfully proclaim Christ to the world. 

God, by definition, is the Lord of the ;.vhole of reality. 'The divinity of God can 
only be seen in relation to the whole of reality.' Pannenberg, Basic Questions, 
Vol. I ,op.cit., p 24. History rather than speculative philosophy, reveals reality as 
a whole. Reality is marked by 'historicality '; therefore, the divinity of God can 

·only be seen in relation to the 'whole of reality understood as history.' 'This 
means that we need to think of universal history in order to understand God's 
re-.,·elation of himself' We may never be able to grasp the whole of history, as 
finite beings; but it -is indispensable that we think at least in these terms, because 
even a single event can only be understood against the background of world his
tory. 'Without world history there is no meaning to history.' ( p 69).A concept of 
universal history is therefore an inescapable premise for all historiography. This . 
has been recognised by secular historians. 

The idea. of world history has its origin in the Judaeo-Christiail philosophy of his- .. 
tory. In the prophetic tradition of Israel, which developed into the apocalyptic 
view, history was for the first time conceived of as a process of unique and unre
peatable events. If this basis is· removed, i.e. if man is placed in the centre of his
tory instead of God, b.oth the meaning of individual, continuous events and an 
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understanding of continuity in history are lost. Such a philosophy of world his
tory does no.t identify God with the process of history itself, or the infinite with 
the finite. Rather there is a correlation between the infinite and the finite. History 
is not an immanence over against a transcendence. These two cannot be set in an 
antithesis. This means that the infinite can be revealed in the finite. 'Only because 
the infinite reality, which as personal can be called God; is present and active in 
the history of the finite, can one speak of a revelation of God in history.' Pannen
berg in Theology as History, New Frontiers in Theology, ed. J.M.Robinson and 
J.B.Cobb, p 253. 

101. Against the cyclical view of history in the Orient, the tradition of Israel developed 
a linear view. of history from the experience of God's successive acts in history 
through promise and fulfilment. Through His mighty acts, for instance the Exo
dus and the gift to Israel of the promised land, the God of Israel proved His deity 
to His people ( Deut. 4.37-40; 4.7-11 ). In such events He showed Himself to be 
their God. With the event of the exile, prophetic tradition changed its orientation 
from the past acts of God to the future. Out of this future orientation grew the 
apocalyptic hope of the final saving act of God in history. This eschatological 
event would be open to all nations. All flesh would see the glory of Gcd (Isa. 
40.5). In this way the deity of God would be finally revealed. This led to the 
understanding that the acts of God prior to the end were not the full revelation 
of His deity.'/t is not so much the course of history as it is the end of history, 
that is at one with the essence of God.' Robinson & Cobb,op.cit., p 113. 

102. The O.T. did not reveal God in His fullness because the eschaton did not occur. 
However, in the life and ministry and particularly in the resurrection of Jesus, 
that which was only possible at the end of history occured in the present. The 
end was proleptically revealed in Jesus. His message of the nearness, and indeed 

·· presence of the eschaton, was vindicated by His resurrection. In the apocalyptic 
expectation the general resurrection would take place at the end of history. 
Bt;t in Christ's resurrection, that resurrection had already dawned. God had 
already revealed His full deity in Jesus, and Jesus must be seen as the final rev
elation of God. 

103. The message of Jesus and the vindication of that message in the resurrection. is 
not to be regarded as an isolated event which miraculously occured. Christ's 
message was given in the tradition of the O.T. apocalyptic and eschatological 
hope. It is to be understood as the fulfilment of the history of the transmission 
of the tradition of Israel's faith. 

Pannenberg's understanding of the relationship between the O.T. prophetic hope 
and the event of revelation in Jesus of Nazareth is intimately linked to his use 
of a particular historical method, namely the histories of the transmission of 
traditions. He relies· here upon the Q.T. theology of Von Rad, who pioneered 
the proper use of this method. Pannenberg, Basic Questions, Voi.1 .op.cit., 
p 81-95. Kerygm.a theology distinguished between history as the result of 
the historical critical method, and history as Heilsgechichte. In von Rad's 
method this dualism is eradicated. For von Rad, Old Testament theology can 
only be understood in terms of Israel's understanding of her history. This 
has led critics to object that he thereby escapes from the 'real' history of Israel 
as conceived by historical critical research. But in reply to this, it is not possible 
to choose between the 'real' history of Israel and the Isr"aelite view of that his
tory. TI1is is an impossible dichotomy because the traditions of Israel's faith are . 
themselves 'inexpungable moments of the historical process itself'. The historical . 
process is itself a process of the transmission of tradition. There can be no 'outer' 
(historical critical) and 'inner' (kerygmatic) history of Israel. Tradition in its 
transmission is the very stuff of history. The study of the transmission, trans-

. I 
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formation, correction and disappearance of tradition is part of the critical method. 
One cannot therefore separate critical method from Kerygmatic traditions. 

History is never made up of brute facts. As 
human history its occurence is always inter
woven with understanding, in hope and me
mory and the transformations of under
standing are themselves events of history. 
This history is always also the history of the 
transmission of traditions, and even the 
natural events which effect the history of 
a people do not have their meaning outside 
of their positive or negative relationship to 
the traditions and expectations in which 
the men of that history live. . . Pannenberg, 
in Robinson & Cobb, op.cit., p 258 note 
67 and p 256-266 . · 

Pannenberg's use of this principle is to be distinguished from its usual use. As 
it is usually understood, Formgeschichte enquires only about the 'history of 
the literary and oral material'. In his view, this principle must be used against 
a broader philosophy of history which seeks to enquire about the whole of 
reality. In his use the method therefore includes the actions of the particip
ating individuals as part of the tradition. · 

104. Does this mean then that in Pannenberg's view the 'event' which Israel saw as 
God's act can truly be accepted as such? Can historical method include God's 
acts? The answer to this question is twofold. Firstly, the proper use of the his
torical method must be distinguished from the understanding of that method as 
defined by Ernst Troeltsch. This. means that ·the principle of analogy is re
defined so that in principle history cannot rule out God's acts. Secondly, the 
history of the transmission of Israel's traditions culminated in, and included 
the life and resu.rrection of Jesus. But this one event, tied as it is to the end of 
history. is part of world history which, as the whole of reality, can be the 
revelation of God. Thus, looking back at the history of the transmission of 
Israel's traditions from the vantage point of the resurrection, we can see God's 
acts in O.T. history. · · 

105. The understanding of history as the history of the transmission of traditions 
unites together events and meaning. This is due to the fact that in this method, 
critical history and interpreted history (i.e. in the tradition of faith) are fused 
together. Critical history and Kerygmatic history can no longer be distinguish
ed. This unity of event and meaning is particularly evident in the O.T. where 
the prophetic word preceeded the event which fulfilled it. When the event occ
ured it was already interpreted. It spoke for itself. Pannenberg stresses this 
point in regard to the resurrection. The belief in the general resurrection at the 
end of the world was a strong element in Jewish apocalyptic~ Jesus and His 
disciples shared this understanding. When Jesus was raised the event took place 
in a particular context, where its meaning and significance had already been def
ined. Paul did not need an audition with the resurrected Christ to understand 
the Gospel. He needed merely to experience the event and the meaning became· 
plain. The resurrection, far from being an event only for those who see its mean
ing by faith, is a fact which bears with it its own meaning. The 'Kerygmatic' 
view of the resurrection in dialectical theology is therefore mistaken. The unity 
of event and meaning in history has been fragmented due to Kantian philosophy, 
where scientific events were separated from the realm of ethical significance, and 
due to positivistic history, where events were understood as brute facts. 
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106. This unity of fact and meaning has vital implications for the relationship 
between faith and reason. If the events speak for themselves, then their meaning 
is public. The unbeliever can see as the beiiever; such 'events' do not need a prior 
understanding of faith in order for them to be perceived. 'Faith is not some
thing like a compensation of subjective conviction to make up for defective kn
owledge'. Pannenberg, Basic Questions, Vol.1,op.cit., p 65 . This would amount 
to an irrational leap. Faith is grounded on the demonstration of historical fact. 
This means that we must have a reasonable belief in the historicity of the facts 
through historical critical research if we are to take a step in faith. But, on the 
basis of this knowledge, we do then commit ourselves in trust to God. Such 
faith will always contain an element of risk because the eschatological tension 
between the proleptic fulfilment and the final revelation of God at the end of 
history is always present. This dependence of the believer upon the result of 

• critical history does not mean that 'the ground of faith is ... .relegated to the sta
tus of a more or less arbitrary hypothesis of an individual teacher', but rather it 
shares in the 'general feeling of historical reliability that is created by the mark 
of scientific research.' Pannenberg, Basic Questions Vol.Lop.cit., p 56-57 . Pan
nenberg further appeals to the Lutheran principle of the clarity of scripture as 
support for his idea of the union of fact and meaning. In addition, he mentions 
that any view of history which sees God's acts only in the area of Heilsgeschich
te denies the truth of the incarnation. 

107. a) 'If Jesus has been raised, then the end of the world has begun'. This under
standing of the event is evident from the idea of Christ as the first fruits of the 
general resurrection in Pauline theology, and from the idea of the Spirit's pres
ence as the presence of the eschatological reality amongst the disciples. 

b) 'If Jesus has been raised, this for Jesus can only mean that God Himself has 
confirmed the pre-Easter activity of Jesus.' This is indicated by the speeches 
in Acts where the resurrection is so· defined and. from the definition of the res
urrection as a vindication in the Spirit (I Tim.3.16). 

c) 'Through His resurrection from the dead Jesus moved so close to the Son of 
man that the insight became obvious. The Son of Man is none other than tlze 
man Jesus who will come again.' The hope of the eschatological coming of Christ 
is therefore inseparable from the belief in his first coming as the revealer of God. 

d) 'If Jesus, having been raised from the dead, is ascended to God, and if there
by the end of the world has begun, then God is ultimately revealed in Jesus'. 

From the eschatological view of Jesus as the final revelation of God, the transit
ion of the tradition to the Syrian environment would have developed the view of 
Jesus as the epiphany of God. The transition of the tradition to the Hellenistic 
environment would then have developed the understanding of Jesus as the Incar
nation of God and thus as himself partaking of the essence of God. 

e) 'The transition to the Gentile mission is motivated by the eschatological res
urrection of Jesus as t/J,e resurrection of the crucified one.' 

Tt1e O.T . eschatolc;-~nope included the belief that at the end all nations would 
participate in God's salvation. Since the end had now occured in Jesus, his sal
vation must therefore be sent to all nations. The bondage of the law was removed 
by Paul's understanding of the cross as the bearing of the curse of the law. 

· O 'Particularly the last consequence throws light on the relationship between the 
appearances of the resurrected Jesus and tlze words spoken by Him. What the 
early Oiristian tradition transmitted as the words of tlze risen Jesus is to be under
stood in tenns of its content as the explication of the significance inhe.rent in the 
resurrection itself.' Pannenberg, Jesus, God and Man, op.cit., p 66-73. 
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In this way, Pannenberg refers to the unity between event and meaning which we 
have already referred to. 

108. His first point is to show that the phrase 'resurrection from the dead' is a meta
phor which was a standard phrase in apocalyptic language to describe an event 
which is beyond normal human comprehension. The phrase does not refer to 
the resuscitation of a dead corpse, or the bringing back to life of dead men which 
is common in ancient legends: Paul's concept of a 'spiritual body' borrowed 
from apocalyptic terminology refers to a complete transformation into a realm 
of existence beyond the grave. Historical continuity is indicated by the fact that 
it is nevertheless the same body, which died in space and time, which is trans
formed. His second point is to show that, in terms of modern anthropology 
a) human nature is fundamentally in quest for the meaning of this life in the 
life after death, and 
b) the Greek jdea of the immortality of the soul in distinction from the body is 
no longer conceivable. The modern view is essentially one of the wholeness of 
man. Modern anthropology and Jewish apocalyptic therefore stand on the same 
ground. Pannenberg, Jesus, God and Man, op.cit., p 74-88. 

109. His argument here is twofold. Firstly, he examines the traditions themselves. 
He shows that the tradition of the empty tomb is not necessarily very late, and 
that, as a tradition, it seems to have developed independently. This tends to corr
oborate the other traditions. The appearances to Paul and the remainder of the 
apostles must be taken together. Here he shows that all attempts to explain these 
accounts as subjective visions in any sense have failed. The only satisfactory 
answer is to accept the objective reality of the resurrected Christ. Secondly, he 
deals with the possible objections to this tradition from the vantage point of 

·science and historical method. Regarding the fonner he answers. 

'Firstly only a part of the laws of nature 
are ever kndwn. Further, in a world that as 
a whole represents a singular, irreversible 
process, an individual event is never comp
letely determined by natural laws .... From 
another perspective, everything that hap
pens is contingent. Therefore natural sc
ience ... must ... declare its own inability to 
make definite judgement about the poss
ibility or impossibility of an individual 
event, regardless· of how certainly it is 
able, at least in principle, to measure 
the probability of an event's occurrence'. 
Pannenberg, Jesus, God and Man, op. 
cit., p 98. 

Regarding the latter he says: 

As long as historiography does not begin 
dogmatically with a narrow concept of· 
reality according to which ''dead men do 
not rise" it is not clear why historiogra
phy should not in principle be able to speak 
about Jesus' resurrection as the explanation 
that is best established of such events as the 
disciples' experiences of the appearances and 
the discovery of the empty tomb, p 109. 
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110. The criterion of verifiability has been helpful in distinguishing between tautol-
ogical and synthetic propositions. Propositions in mathematics and deductive 
logic give no information about the empirical world but merely follow a priori 
assumptions, proper to their deductive system. They are therefore tautological. 
Synthetic assumptions, on the contrary, affirm something about the real world 
which can be verified or falsified. The former type of propositions are useful in 
mathematical and deductive iogic, but may otherwise be termed 'trivial'. 'Syn
thetic sentences' on the other hand, may be termed 'informative'. A third type of 
proposition is neither tautological nor synthetic, but in fact meaningless. For 
instance, a sentence from F.H.Bradley such as this: 'the absolute enters into, 
but is itself incapable of evolution or progress' cannot be verified and does not 
deduce anything from deductive logic. It is therefore meaningless. John Warwick 
Montgomery, Crisis in Lutheran Theology, Vol.1. p 26. Montgomery is aware of 
the fact that attempts have been made to destroy the verification criterion. He 
believes though that A.I.Ayer has effectively answered the objections by showing ,, 
that the criterion, though neither tautological nor synthetic, is not meaningless 
because it operates as a definition. 

Montgomery further believes that despite the criticisms, 'The verification prin
ciple still stands as the best available map through the forest of truth-claims,' 
(p 27, note 30). · 

The third category (meaningless propositions) may seem to destroy metaphys
ics. However, it is not meant to prevent all discussions of non-verifiable matters. 
Rather, in the specific area of truth-claims and of verification these _princiEles 
have become helpful. Montgomery states that; 

Whatever the supposed advantages of met
aphysical or theological dualism, and how
ever praiseworthy the motives leading to 
such dualism, their result is analytically 
meaningless. Why? Because by definition 

insofar as any statement about the ''Ab
solute" or "God" does not touch the world 
of human experience to that extent it can
not be verified in any sensible way, (p30). 

- -
Much the same criticisms may be levelled against the 'being' statements of exis-
tentialism. This does not mean that existentialistic statements are ruled out al
together. Montgomery advocates the necessity of Christian existentialism in a 
secondary sense. However, in terms of the basis of faith and the fundamental . 
truth-claims of any theological system, such statements are inappropriate. Once 
the ground of faith has been established, they are quite acceptable if they are 
built upon a ground which has been objectively verified as a truth claim. The 
verification principle has highlighted what Montgomery believes to be the basic 
weakness of existentialistic thought, namely, its belief that the subject-object 
distinction must be overcome. Existentialists have taken this course in the bel
ief that modern scientific method has similarly accepted the involvement of the 
subject in the scientific enterprise. But this is not exactly the case. Though all 
thought inevitably does involve the subject, we must, 

not obscure the fact that meaningful 
thought absolutely requires the subject
object distinction .. .![ in any investigation -
whether in science or in theology - the 
observer loses the distinction between 
himself and his subject n:atter, the result is 



complete chaos: not a "transcending of the 
-subject-object barrier", but a necessary fall 
into pure subjectivity', p 32. 
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111. He notes that there are basically four methods of arriving at truth: common 
sense, authority, intuition and the empirical or scientific method. The first 
is in fact a mixture of the other three, and completely uncritical. 'The chief 
fallacy in the authoritarian method lies in the fact that it begs to question how 
did the given authority acquire the trntlz it holds in the first place?' J .W. Mont
gomery, The Shape of the P:!st, A Christian Response to Secular Philosophies 
of History, p 265. The intuitive approach is used by mystics and rational phil
osophers (in the Kantian tradition) but suffers from its a priori subjectivity and 
unverifiability. Empirical or scientific method 

is a process which consists of; 1) the investi
gation of the Universe by observation, 2) the 
verification of these observations by others, 
3) the drawing of generaiisations (hypo
theses) from these verified observations, 
4) the verification of these hypotheses by 
others etc. etc., p 258. 

. -
This method does not suffer from the problem of a priori unverifiability and 
is com.equently the only valid approach to truth claims. Even empirical method, 
it is true, does opera le. with some presuppositions, but such a prioris are 'few, self 
evident, and more generally agreed upon that those of any other system.' (p 265-
266). They are not substantive presuppositions about the world, but rather heur
istic, methodological presuppositions, that permit us to discover what the world 
is like. 'They are in fact "una1,.oidably necessary" in all of our endeavours to dis
tinguish syntlzetir truth from falsity.' John Warwick Montgomery, Where is His
tory Going? p 179. Montgomery quotes three such presuppositions mentioned 
by Edward J.Carnell. Firstry, epistemologically,' one must assume that know
ledge is possible. Secondly, the assumption of the regularity of the universe is 
a metaphysical presupposition. Thirdly, the will-to-truth as opposed to error is 
an ethical assumption. Montgomery, Shape, op.cit., p 266. 

112. How does empirical method operate? How are scientific theories and hypotheses 
formulated? 'Popper uses Wittgenstein's analogy of a net, "Theories are nets cast 
to catch what we call the world; to rationalise, to explain and to master it. We 
endeavdilr to make the mesh ever finer and finer.' Montgomery, Suicide,op.cit., 
p 272 .. The net or mouel is cast to give a 'conceptual fabric' with 'epistemolog
ical vividness': An illustration of this method is found in the discovery of the 
structure of the DNA molecule by James Watson and Francis Crick. From pre
vious research, they were convinced that the genetic structure could only exist in 
two spirals arranged in a certain way. In an attempt to discover this structure they 
spent a great deal of time experimenting with various possibilities, but to no avail. 
Then one night, after much fruitless labour, Crick had a 'revelation', as it were. In 
an intuitive flash he perceived how they should be arranged. They immediately 
tested this mental construction by mentally relating it to all the requirements, 
and concluded that it must be true. Sometime later actual experimentation sub
stantiated their discovery. ' 

113. Scientific theories are not the result of either pure induction or deduction. There 
are in fact no logical rules. Induction and deduction are complementary to each 
other. According to Max Black, we should 'think of science as a concrescence, a 
growing togetlzer of variable, interac-ting, mutually reinforcing factors, contribut
ing to a del1elopment organic in character'. This interrelation of imagination and 
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logic with data and hypotheses may be termed abduction or retroduction. Where 
deduction proves what must be, and induction would demonstrate what actually 
is, abduction suggests what may be. In other words it operates with probabilit
ies. 

This leads to the connection between scientific and ·theological verification. 

The theological theorist ... will endeavour to 
formulate conceptual ... "networks" of ideas, 
capable of rendering his data intelligible. 
He will employ "models" to achieve epis
temological vividness. He will utilise all 
three types of inference (inductive, deduc
tive, retroductive) in his theory making, 
but again, like the scientist, he will find him
self most' usually dependent upon the im
aginative operation of retroduction. Mont
gomery, Suicide,op.cit., p 277. 

114. The success of any theory will depend not so much on its ability to predict, but 
upon the ability to fit the facts. It is true that at a later stage the theologian diff
ers from the scientist, because he becomes involved with his object of study 
whereas the scientist can never 'get inside' his subject matter. A vital point for Mont
gomery is that on the level of verification, the theologian must likewise stand 
outside his data. This leads to the vital question, what constitutes his data? What 
is the object of his study? Four answers have been given to this question: Reason, 
The Church, Christian Experience and Scriptural Revelation. Montgomery believ-

. es that the fourth is the only valid object of theological investigation because it 
alone is open to public verification. Scriptural revelation is a 'given', something 
which is outside of the subject who approaches it. Here again, a vital point for 
Montgomery is that 'Scriptural revelation' should in the beginning be defined as 
the N.T. documents viewed as any other documents without reference to their 
inspiration. In other words, the object of theological investigation on the level of 
the verification of a truth-claim is the documented witness of the N.T. to his
torical events. One cannot presume the inspiration of the N.T. This would amount 
to an a priori and unverifiable assumption. One must begin with the 'footprints 
of the divine' in the realm of empirical observation i.e. in the phenomenal realm. 
The 'empirical investigation of objective phenomena is the only possibility .. .for 
obtaining religious truth' and therefore, 'knowledge of the divine stands or falls 
on the question of whether a divine revelation' of this nature 'exists'. Montgom
ery, Shape,op.cit., p 287. This is precisely the claim of the Incarnation, that God 
has revealed Himself in man's empirical world,i.e.in history. Christian theology 
depends completely upon the verifiability of historical facts. 

115. Montgomery, Shape.op.cit., p 375-382. 

116. Firstly, Montgomery believes that it is possible to write objective history. What 
he means by this must be carefully defined and distinguished from other views of 
objectivity. He does not mean by the term 'objective' that history can be free of 
value judgements. One of his fundamental points is that, in.selecting data, the his
torian cannot avoid 'sovereign decis.ion' i.e.he must inevitably bring some crit
erion from his own world view into his selection of data. History without selec
tion amounts to chronicle. Montgomery, Shape.op.cit., p 13-17. He accepts ra
ther the definition of objectivity given by J .W.N.Watkins that; 



the objective character of a :;cientific the
ory is not a function of its author's temp
erament. and mentality, but of its criticis
ability. Thus, for me, the question "How 

·objective can history be?" boils down to 
the question "To what extent is a system- · 
atic reconstruction exposed to criticism?" 
Montgomery, \Vhere to? .op.cit., p 194-
195. 
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Montgomery believes that the Dilthey tradition in historiography has overreacted· 
to nineteenth century positivism and has radically subjectivised historiography. 
The same criticism may be applied to the Bultmannian application of Dilthey's 
philosophy. 

In reacting against historicistic "life of Je
sus" research, post-liberal theology never 
saw that the real trouble lay, not with the 
heuristic employment of inductive techni
que based upon the subject-object distinc
tion, but with the humanistic metaphysic 
of the liberal researchers, p 194 . 

. I 17. Montgomery holds that the facts of history carry their own meaning. Again, this 
statement needs careful definition. It does not mean that the historian becomes a · 
passive 0b!'erver. and that the interpretations somehow ride 'pig!!V -back' on the 
events. Montgomery·s view oi sovereign aecision' dispels sucn a possibilitv. 
For instance, if we take the example of the extermination of six million Jews m 

· Germany, we. may have one interpretation according to which this may be ex
plained _as),he (l~ions of a lunatic who was insanely anti-Semetic; or we may say 
that Hitler, in his love for the Jews and his belief in life after death, decided to 
send them to the world of bliss as soon as possible. Clearly, one interpretation 
is better than the other, and there is some necessary link b~tween the events and 
their interpretation. 

Significance may arise from various sources, 
f:zy.J_~gnifjcance is not imputed by the mind. 
The mind properly only recognises the sig
nificance which the event "out th ere" bears. 
Significance arises from tile nature of the 
event.' Paul D.Feinberg, History: Public or 
Private? A Defence of John Warwick Mont
gomery's Philosophy of History', p 3 25-
331 reprinted in Shape,op.cit., p 375-382, 
seep 378. 

In holding this view.,, Montgomery has been influenced ag~in by Wittgenstein. In 
his analysis of words Wittgenstein beheved mat meanings are pubTic, not private. 
Since they are public there are also public criteria for their application. 
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118 In discussing the constructionist view of history, Paul Feinberg defines the bound-
aries of Montgomery's view; -

If Nash means by constructionist philoso
phy of history that "the past cannot be ob
served directly", and that "all knowledge of 
the past is inferential and indirect", and, if 
he means that the reconstrnctions' of the 
past are subject to objective, empirical crit
eria for their validity, then Nash and Mont
gomery are in substantive agreement. But if 
he 'means that "the historian remakes the 
past in his own image" and that ;,the His
torian constructs or creates parts of the 
past", and if this is to be construed as a 
construction in accord with his own a 
priori Weltansclzaung, then .... Nash 's view of 
history must be avoided at all costs. Fein
berg, op.cit., p 380. 

· The point here is that if history is really· the product of the historian's mind 
more th.an the reconstruction of the past itself, then one must of necessity be 
sceptical about any historical reconstruction. But such a view is impossible to live 
with, because knowledge of the past is so similar to knowledge of the present. 

. The man who 'doubts the possibility of correct historical evidence and tradit
ion' cannot at the same time accept his own inferential knowledge of present 
circumstances that are not directly the result of his own observations. 'He cannot 
limit his doubt to his historical criticism, but is require[i to let it operate on his 
own life.' 'A general philosophical scepticism is an intellectual game, but one 
cannot live by it.' Montgomery, Shape.op.cit., p l39-l 40. 

119. Montgomery, Where to?op.cit., p 30. 

The common problem reflected in all these issues is the fact that no historian 
can 'sit in a house by the side of the road, and watch history pass by.' Due to 
the human situation, an absolute historical perspective is impossible. In order 
to write any history at all, he must make ·his own 'sover~ign decision' for some 
world view. However, he is unable to demonstrate the ethical basis of any such 
world view. 

Secular historiography is thus faced with a need which it cannot answer. This 
answer is however, indispensable. Montgome1y is here again influenced by 
Wittgenstein; 

Jn his remarkable Tractatus Logici~Philoso
phicus Wittgenstein effectively argued that 
"the sense of the world must lie outside the 
world", that is, man never has sufficient per
spective from within the world situation to 
build an eternal structure of trnth and val
ue .... As Wittgenstein put it ... '1f there is any 
value that does have value, it must lie out
side the whole sphere of what happens and 
is the case .... Ethics is transcendental". 
Montgomery, Suicidc,op.cit., p 365-366. 
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120. Montgomery, Shape,op.cit., p 127-121 and Where to?op.cit., p 118-140. 

Montgomery analyses particularly the last years of Tillich's thought, and singles 
out two elements which relate especially to his view of history. Firstly, Tillich 
had an ontological commitment, and a concern for the elimination of all forms 
of idolatory. Such idolatory for him was the identification of Absolute being 
with anything in the phenomenal world. Thus he could say, regarding the un
conditional claim of the divine: 'That this claim can be grounded in a finite, his
torical reality is the root of all heteronomy and all demonism.' Montgomery, 
Where to?op.cit., p 125. 

121. This means that Tillich accepted completely Lessing's argument against histor
iciil certaintv. and means that the in~amation of God in Jesus Christ' and the 

• events of nis oeath and resurrection can never be more than symbols of ultim
ate reality. Meaning is not found in historical events, or in historical progress
ion; rather, fulfilment is going on in every moment here and now, beyond his
tory, not some time in the future, but here and now above ourselves.' This ex
presses Tillich's theme of the 'eternal now' . . Where to?op.cit., p 130. 

122. Just as the Refonners condemned mediaeval Romanism for 'heteronomously 
· absolutising the visible Church'. so we must 'reject all historical identifications 
of the Absolute with religious phenomena.' Montgomery, Where to'?op.cit., p 
126. . 

123. Once Tillich had absolutised the principle of justification to have been consis
tent, he should have applied this principle to the content of his view of 'Being'. 
To preserve his concept of 'Being' from the axe of this principle, he would have 
had to remove all content from it, because any content which is brought into it 
by man must amount to an 'anthropornorphic contamination'. To have done 
this, however, would have presented other problems. This would have drained 
away all substantive knowledge. He would have ended merely saying that 'there 
is what there is'. Montgomery, Where to ?op.cit., p 134. 

124. Tillich consistently refuses to face the 
verification question. In the spirit of such 
metaphysical philosophers of history as Kant 
and Hegel, he does not see that the attempt 
to produce a philosophy of maximum 
generality results in a formal Weltanschung 
that says nothing because it says everything ... 
Tillich missed the vital insight offered by 
contemporary analytical philosophy in its 
distinction between analytic ... and synthetic ... 
statements; only the latter, based on ex
perimental investigation of the world, can 
provide substantive knowledge of reality'. 
Montgomery, Where to? op.ch., p 136-137. 

125. Montgomery, Where to?op.cit., p 100-117. 

126. To this Montgomery replies; 

Jn the Scripture and in the writings of the 
Reformers one finds not a negative but a 
positive attitude to history, based upon the· 
central conviction that total human history 
lies in the hands of God. Montgomery, 
Where to?op.cit., p 102. 
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127. This historical dualism -L~ tied to his interpretation of Anselm,where the 'proof 
of faith by faith ... was already established in itself without proof' In line with 
this he viewed theology as an autonomous realm with no bridge to other realms 
of human knowledge. His motivation for this seems to have been his fear of att
ack from the 'steadily growing "post-Christian" forces of his day.' Montgomery, 
Where to?op.cit., p 109. 

128. Montgomery, Where to?op.cit., p 141-181. 

129. Fundamentally, one may begin with either a humanistic or a Theocentric start
ing point: because, as Clark often repeats,'There has been no proof but there is 
choice.' Neither starting point can be proved, so one must choose which one is 
the best. In his view, the absolute presupposition of orthodox Calvinism and its 
view of God is the only starting point which can result in a coherent picture of 
history and reality in general. This axiom of revelation then operates as a type of 
hypothesis wli'ich can be tested hi terms of its coherency, and 'the higher coher
ence level of the Christian world-view offers a sound and rational ground for 
affirming the axiom of revelation'. This amounts to an a priori starting point 
which Clark considers fundamental to all thinldng. 'Instead of beginning with the 
facts and later discovering God. unless a thinker begins with God he can never end 
with God, or get the facts either', Montgomery, Where to? op.cit., p 161. 

The implication of this idea is that, without the axiom of revelation, no objective 
knowledge is possible. 

130. Montgomery, Where to?op.cit., p 175. 

131. Montgomery, Shape.op.cit., p 138. 

132. Montgomery, Shape,op.cit., p 138-139. 

1. On the basis of accepted principles of 
textual and historical analysis the Gospel 
records are found to be trustworthy docum
ents,primary source evidence for the life of 
Christ.· 
2. In these records Jesus exercises divine 
prerogatives and claims to be God in human 
flesh and He rests His claims on His forth
coming resurrection. 
3. In all four Gospels, Christ's bodily res
urrection is described in minute detail; 
Christ's resurrection evidences his deity. 

Montgomery bases his argument here upon the work of Ethelbert Stauffer in 
Jesus and His Story (p 169·· l 70, 235-238) and various other contemporary apol
ogetic arguments for the historicity of the resurrection. 

4. The fact of the resurrection cannot be 
discounted on a priori philosophical grounds
miracles are impossible only if one so def-

.. ines them - but such definition mies out 
proper historical investigation. 
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At another point Montgomery critically examines Hume's position on miracles 
(p 288-292). He bases his view of the 'openness' of history again upon Stauffer 
and in addition, the apologetic work of Edward John Carnell. 

5. If Christ is God, then he speaks the truth 
concerning the absolute divine authority of 
the Old Testament, and of the soon-to-be
written New Testament concerning His 
death for the sins of ihe world, and concer
ning the nature of man and of history. 
6. 1t follows from the preceding that all 
Biblical assertions bearing on philosophy 
of history are to be regarded as revealed 
truth, and that all human attempts at his
torjcal interpretation are to be judged for 
truth-value on the basis' of harmony with 
Scriptural revelation .. . 

133. Montgomery, Shape,op.cit., p 139-140. 

134. He states; 

the initial establishment of Jesus' divine 
authority is accomplished by analysing the 
New Testament documents, with their prim
ary accounts of His resurrection, as nothing 
more than historical records. /laving done 
this (note the logical priority), we discover 
that one of the chief implications of find
ing a divine Quist in these documents is 
that the documents tlzemselves ... are declar
ed to be the very word of God. Montgom
ery, Where to?op.cit., p 181note56. 

135. They are his answer to the relativistic dilemma of secular historiography. They 
are divided into four groups. Montgomery, Shape,op.cit., p 145-152. 

(a) Metaphysical principles; 

' . ~.I . .•. 

1. The entire historical process is meaning
ful, for it is the result of God's creative ac
tivity. and has been hallowed by God's app
earance in human flesh in the person of 
Christ and by his death for the sins of the 
whole world. 
2. The decisive event ("Kairos") in the his
tory of mankind is the act of God in Jesus 
Christ, and the ultimate criterion of his
torical significance for other events ("Kai
ros ") - all of which are unique - lies in their 
relation to the Christ-act. 
3. Final judgement on the historical process 
resis in the hands of God, not of man, and 



will be made manifest on the last· day, 
when all hist01J' is brought to a close with 
the return of Christ. 

(b) Ethical·principles: 

4. There exists jn the universe an absolute 
moral law (revealed in the Holy Scriptures 
and fulfilled in Christ) and an absolute 
ethical ideal (the Agape-love of God incar
nated in Christ). 
5. Truth in the most real sense is to be iden
tified with personality, not with impersonal 
factors or forces. 

(c) Anthropolog1cal principles:. 

6. Human nature is constant. 
7. Fallen human nature is sinful, i.e. self
centred, and this self-centredness extends 
to all human activities in every age. 
8. Because all human decisions are made in 
a sin-impregnated human environment, all 
decisions must be evaluated historically in 
tenns of the lesser of two or more ei•ils. 

(d) Redemptive principles: 

9. To God, history is "totum simul" - an 
eternal present - and in the sacrificial death 
of Christ on the Cross, His love goes out to 
men of all ages . 
. 10. Redemption from self-centredness takes 
place in the presence of Christ, and is av
ailable to anyone who puts his trust in Him. 

136. Harvey, op.cit., p 60-61. 

137. Montgomery, Principalities and Powers, The World of the Occult, p 25-46. 

138~ John Warwick. Montgomery, Demon Possessi_on_. 
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139. Morton Kelsey, Encounter with God, A Theology of Christian Experience; Chris
tianity and Healing, in Ancient Thoughts and Modem Times; The Christian and 
the Supernatural; Speaking in Tongues, An Experiment in Spiritual Experience. 
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1. e.g .. R.H. Fuller, 111e Foundations of N.T. Christology, op.cit., p 18. 

2. G.E. Ladd, The N.T.and Criticism, p 163-169; C. F.H. Henry. Ed., Jesus of 
Nazareth Saviour and Lord, the following articles: - Everett F. Harrison, Gemeinde
theologie: The Bane of Gospel Criticism', p 159-173, F.F. Bruce, 'History and the 
Gospel', p 89-107, Ralph P. Martin, 'The New Quest of the Historical Jesus', 
p25-45, especially p 42-43, Bastiaan Van Elderen, 'The Teaching of Jesus and tlze 
Gospel ei•ents', p 111-119; Morna D. Hooker, 'Christoiogy & Methodology' p 480-
487; R.T. France, Jesus and The Old Testament, p 13-24; I.H. Marshall, The 
Origins of New Testament Christology, especially p 5 7-5 8; I Believe in the Histori
cal Jesus, p 117-139, 170-177, especially 199-211; David R. Catchpole, 'Tradition 
History'p 165-178. 
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3. We therefore follow the approach of 1.HJvtarshall, Commentary, op .cit .. in the 
case of the Lucan narrative an·d Albright & Mann,Matthew,op.cit.,in ·the-Matthean 
narrative rather than the approach of Raymond Brown.Birth, .op.cit. 

4. R. McL. Wilson, op.cit. 

5. Paul Winter, 'On Luke and Lucan Sources', op.cit.~ p 24. 

6. E.L. Abel, 'Tlze Genealogies of Jesus 0 XPICTOC '. 
J. Edgar Bruns, 'Matthew's Genealogy of Jesus,' p 981. 
Frank Stagg, The Broadman Bible Commentary; Matthew p 81. 
Floyd V. Filson, The Gospel According to Saint Matthew, p 53. 
Herman C. Waetjen, 'The Genealogy as the key to the Gospel according to Matt
hew' p 207 note 10. 

7. We refer to A.H. McNeil and Ai bright and Mann who both follow Allen. 
A.H. McNeile, The Gospel 'According to Saint Matthew p 2-3; Allen, op. cit., 
p4. Also H.C. Weatjen, op.cit., p 207, note 10. 

8. Albright & Mann, op.cit., p4. 
Allen, op.cit., p4. 
Brown notes thi.~ as one of the most probable explanations Birth, op.cit., 
p82. 
Recently D.E .. Nineham has rejected this view, though he gives no critical reasons. 
D.E. Nineham: 'Tlze Genealogy in St. Matthew's Gospel and its significance for 

study of the Gospels', p 431-433. 

9. Allen states 'there are only thirteen narn'!s in the third division ... and this is im
possible, in view of verse 17 ... the text must be corrupt'. Allen, op.cit., p 4. 
The clue lies in the fact that in verse l lthe text refers to J echoniah 's brothers. 
He had no brother~. _However Jehoiakirn did have brothers ( l Chron.3.15). 
This suggests that IExovwv in verse 11 is a corruption of lu.;a1<:ELV. Albright 
and Mann (op.cit. p 4) follow Allen in this view as well. 

10. William Hendriksen, New Testament Commentary: Matt11ew, p i 25. 

, 11. Thus Goulder comments, tit is unfortunate that 1'.1.atthew has miscounted and 
given us only thirteen new names, but he tells us his intention in verse 17. 'Goul
der, op.cit., p229. 
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12. K. Stendahl is one who cannot believe that Matthew could simply not count 
properly, Peake's commentary on the Bihle, p 770-771. 

13. This possibility becomes more persuasive when one examines the history of Jech
oniah in the O.T. As Jeremiah describes Jechoniah at the time of the exile he 
truly stands as a 'dead man'. 'As I live, says tlze Lord, though (',oniah the son of 
Jehoiakim .. King of Judah, were the signet ring on my right hand, yet I would 
tear you off and give you into the hand of Nebuchadnezzar, King of Babylon ... 
Thus for none of his off~pring shall succeed in sitting on the throne of David and 
ruling in Judah '(Jer 2:24,30).As the cursed king he represents the demise of the 
monarchy. However in the end Jeremiah describes how he is freed from prison 
and is allowed to sit at table with Evil-merodach, and how 'he gave him a seat 
above the seats of the kings who were with him in Babylon' (Jer 52:31-34).This 
is the beginning of the new J echoniah who evidently has the curse lifted from him 
because he begets an heir, namely Shealtiel (1 Chron 3: 17).C.T. Davis in an origi
nal article on the genealogy states that in Rabbinic interpretation the birth of 
Shealtiel is regarded as a result of a miraculous 'planting' of the royal seed. 
'Through a miracle conception occurs and the root of Jesse is planted. As an exile 
Jeconiah leads Israel out of rebellion into Obedience'. Charles Thomas Davis, 'The 
Fulfilment of Creation, A study of Matthew's Genealogy,' p530. 

Waetjen, op.cit., p208-209, notices the double use of Jechoniah in connection 
with the exile and return, but does not use this as an explanation of the numerical 
problem. His explanation, based on the Apocalypse of 2 Baruch 55-74,must sur
ely remain very much in the area of conjecture, although admittedly it does lead 
him to a fruitful understanding of the death and resurrection of Jesus. 

This view is also adopted by R.T. Hood 'The Genealogies of Jesus', 1967, quoted 
in Waetjen, op.cit., p 209, note 21 and 24 , as well as Barnes Tatum 'The origin 
of Jesus Messiah" (Matt. 1: 1 ,1 Ba)' Matthew's use of the infancy traditions, p 529 
note 20 . If an alternative view is to be preferred the next best seems to be that 
David, rather than Jechoniah had been counted twice. A plausible case for this has 
been made by Barclay M. Newman, (Matthew 1:18. Some comments and a Sugg
ested Reconstruction.' p 209-212 . In support of David's name in particular being 
counted twice would be the numerical acrostic of David (3x 14) and the centrality 
of the title 'Son of David' in the genealogy and the infancy narrative. 

14. The Greek New Testament. 
S.E. Johnson, The Interpreter's Bible: Matthew, p253. 
Filson, op.cit., p 53. 
Stagg, op.cit., p 82. 
Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 62-64 and Waetjen op.cit., p 216 and note 57. 

15. Waetjen, op. cit., we feel correctly argues forcibly for the fact that the change 
from the repetition E"fEVVT/OEV (39times) to E"f"fEVVT18T1 is deliberate and reveals 
the real intention of the evangelist, that in Jesus we have the 'most extraordinary 
discontinuity of all'. 'The greatest anomaly of the e~tire genealogy occurs here' 
(p2 ! 6). His point is that in the course of the genealogy the history of Israe'I Is 
shown to have a 'uniform progression and irregularity: in the generation of Jesus 
it reaches the very climax of continuity and discontinuity' (p217). 

16. McNeile, op.cit., p 4. 

17. Allen, op.cit., p 6. For a similar statement see Grun~mann, Das Evangelium 
Nach Matthaeus, p 60. 

18.. • . i See Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 15. 

19. Albright and Mann op.cit., p 4. 

20. Abel, op.cit. 



... '21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 
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Norman Walker, 'The Alleged Matthean Errata,' p 391-394. 

Alongnt and Mann, op.dt., p 5 - 6. This is more acceptable than the views of 
the author set forth by Nineham, op.cit., p 421 • 444. Nineham argues that Matt
hew must have started with the presupposition that Jesus was the Messiah then 
thought out ho-.v his ge:r.ealogy 'may have been', and then have written what he 
felt it 'must have been' as though it really was so (p436-437). He defines this as 
as 'historification of non-historical materials'. Such a method can only be accep
ted for Matthew if it can be shown that Matthew did not receive a ready-made 
genealogy from somewhere. But this has not so far been shown to be the case. 
Waetjen, op cit., points out that Paul knew his own ancestry and accepts that such 
genealogical records must have been kept by the Jews (p207, note 15). Nineham 
is also aware that Jeremias (usually regarded as an authority) accepts that Matt
hew received his basic material from somewhere (p43 l ). It is therefore much 
better to assume for the present that Matthew received a certain tradition and 
handled it in good faith. By this we do not deny that Matthew edited the material 
he received for his own theological purpose. It must be accepted that accoramg 
to Rabbinical method the use of a genea1ogy was a kind of homiletical exercise. 
Nevertheless if Nineham's basic understanding of the 'evangelists's mind' is not 
necessary, then neither is the prQjection of such a 'mind' into the remainder of 

· the gospel or the remainder of the infa11cy narrative. Grundmann points out that 
family genealogical records were common in first century Judaism, and mentions 
l Tim. 1.4 as testimony to this, .Matthaeus, op.cit., p 60-61. 

Goulder, op.cit., p 233. 

Allen, op.cit., p 2. A. Vogtle, 'Die Matthaische kingheids geschichte ', p l 54f. 

Box, op.cit., p 13. 

Allen, op. cit., p 6. 

Davis, 'The Fulfilment ... ' op. cit., p 520-535. The following table will indicate, by 
underlining, the real nature of the added material. 

1 :2-3 Jacob the father of Judah and his brothers.Judah the father of Perez 
and Zerah by Tamar 

1 :5 Salmon the father of Boaz by Rahab 
B0az the father of Obed by Ruth 

1 :6 Jesse the father of David the King 
Jla'ltiLthe_father _of.S.olomon qv the wife of Uriah 

1: 11-12 Josiah the father of J echoniah and Ms brothers at the time of the 
deportation to Babylon. After the deportation to Babylon, Jechoniah 

l :16 Jacob the father of Joseph the husband of Mary of whom Jesus was 
born, who is called Christ. 

There are in fact seven additions to what would have been a standard genealogy. 
It becomes e\•ident from examining them that the history of salvation is being 

· relived as a fitting introduction to the coming of the eschatological moment. 

28. · Davis, 'The Fulfilment ... ' op. cit., p523. 

29. See Brown, Birth, op. cit., p 69-70. We are not discussing at this point whether 
Matthew had good critical reasons to believe what he did. 



339 

30. Filson, op. cit., p 54; Stagg, op. dt., p 84; Albright and Mann, op. cit., p7; 
David Hill, Matthew,The New Century Bible, p 77-78. 

31. McNeile, op. cit., p7. 

32. See Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 128 on 'quietly', i.e. he was not going. to accuse 
her publicly. 

33. See Brown, Birth, op. cit., p 126-127 and notes on the question of Joseph's 
'suspicion' or rear~ 

34. . 1 .Massmgberde Ford, 'Mary's Vi;ginitas Post-Partum and Jewish Law' p 269-272. 
Firstly she notes that according to the laws of defilement a man was not pennlft
ed to take his wife to himself if she had known contact with another man. Even 
legitimate second marriage rendered a woman unfit to be taken back by her first 
husband. In rabbinic interpretation this defilement was extended to all contact 
with other males, whether potent or impotent. In the case of such defilement the 
husband was to consider her 'forbidden fora!/ time' and 'to all the world'. Secon
dly in Matthew 1 :20 the use of rrapaA.aµfjavw refers to Joseph leading her to the 
house but not necessarily cohabiting with her. 

Thirdly, 'defile may be used as something intrinsically holy, such as the books 
which "defile" the hands ... '. 'All the holy Scriptures render the hands unclean'. 
The action of God could then be taken as a 'holy defilement'. 

Fourthly the word 'overshadow' (rnwxca.~c.J) and its Semitic equivalents (Salal -
Hebrew) which referred to the divine shekinah could also refer to the cloak of a 
pious or scholarly man. Thus Boaz was invited to 'spread the "tallith' over Ruth. 
Noticeably Mary's reply is reminiscent,for 'cohabitation' was 'to lay ones power 
(reshuth) over a woman.' Both terms (overshadow and power) are used in the Lu
can account. Joseph may have easily concluded that Gorl had 'laid his power over 
her', 'spread his wing over her' and tnus made ner rorbidden to the whole world' 
according to Rabbinical teaching. · 

35: Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 132, attempts to side-step the issue by placing il in the 
area of 'post-biblical theology' because he believes the Greek use of ewe; ou need 
not mean that the action did take place thereafter. This may be so. But in the pre
sent context the most natural 'way to take the words is in the sense that the action 
did take place. 

36. Albright and Mann, op. cit., p8. 

37. On apocryphal accounts see e.g. Charles Gorei op.cit., J' 56-57. 

38. Brown, Birth, op. cit., p 124-125. 

39. Brown, Birth op. cit., p 8. 

40. McNeile,op cit., p8. Brown, Birth, op.cit., (p 131) rejects this on the grounds 
that the Greek speaking Christians would have understood this play on WQ..rds._ 
ffowever, this objection loses its force if one accepts Gundry's thesis of a Sitz im 
Leben for Matthew's Gospel where three languages were in use together. This play 
on words is in fact a perfect example of the kind of argument which a writer 

. would have_ en)ployed in a multi:laf!J4uage environment: See Robert Horton Gun
dry, The Use of the O.T. in St. Matthews Gospel, with Special Reference to the 
Messianic Hop~_. pl74-178, especially p 176. 

. i 

.-
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41. See too Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 111-112. Waetjen points out that Matthew's 
story at many points diverges from the story of Joseph in Genesis op cit., 225-
226. He then goes on to explain that there are great similarities between the fig
ure of Joseph in the Testament of the Twelve Patriachs and Joseph in the Matth
ean infancy narrative (p226-230). The parallels may well be there, but in view of 
the problems of dating this book, and especially due to the possibility of Christ
ian influence we feel that it cannot be used as a possible source for Matthew.(On 
the dating, see - ZEB p 679-682 Vol.V.) 

42. Goulder, op.cit., p 234-235. 

43. McNeile, op.cit., p 11. McNeile comments: 'Some who cannot accept the narra
tive as historical have thouglit that Isaiah's words in their Greek form gave rise to 
the belief in the virgin birth. But it is astonishing that ... the 0. Tpassage which. 
according to this theory, is the foundation of the whole, is nowhere even remotely 
alluded to, apart fromMatt. l :23'. 

Gundry, The Use of the O.T. op.cit.. p172-174,rejects the view that Matthew's 
method cf using the O.T. can be equated with the actualisation of O.T. scriptures 
found in the midrash-pesher type of exegesis at Qumran. He believes Matthew 
must have seen as a targumist in his own right who always moves from the escha
tological event to the O.T. passages rather than the other way round. See also W. 
D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on ihe Mount, p208-209, for a similar esti
mation of Matthew's exegetical method. Davies' comments here tend to contra
dict his earlier statements about the midrashic non-historicity of the infancy nar
rative, p 61-64. 

44. The Q.T. has three terms for young women: 

Na 'arah, which means 'girl' or 'damsel', occurs 59 times; 
bcthulah, which means 'a grown up girl whom no man has known' (i.e. virgin 
in the strict sense) is used SO times in the O.T.; 
'almah' (used in Isaiah 7:14) which means 'a marriageable girl, young woman, 
until the birth of her first child' is used three times of an unmarried girl (Gen 24: 
53; Ex 2:8; Ps. 68:25:) and twice of Solomon's harem girls (Son of Sol 1:3;6:8). 
It need not therefore demand virginity. 

45. Dale Moody, 'Isaiah 7.14 in the Revised Standard Version' p 61-68. 
However there are problems which make it difficult to simply accept that the use 
of almah in the context of Isaiah 7:14 did not connotate virginity. See R.H. Gun
dry, The Use of the O.T., op cit., p226-227. One cannot therefore reject the Sep
tuagint rendering out of hand. It may still be the best, though dogmatism on eit
her side is not warranted. According to D. Moody virginity is more emphasised 
in Luke than in Mat thew. 'Jn the nativity narrative in Luke 1-2 in which Mary 
is the central figure, a more complete presentation of the miraculous conception 
is found'. · 

46. Walker, op cit., p 392. Matthew obviously took Isaiah 7: 14 to refer to strict vir
ginity and connected it wirh Mary's virginity. But he did this simply because he 
read ;rapOEvo<: in Isaiah 7: 14, which can easily mean a strict virgin. We can hardly 
blame him for this. See Delling in TDNT Vol. 8, p6-.f/ ;;nd D. Moody, op.cit. ln 
the Septuagint 1Tap0 evoc; neither affirms nor denies stricf virginity. As support 
for the fact that Matthew's stress was on 'Emmanuel', rather than on virginity, 
see Michael Kramer, 'Die Menschwerdung Jesu 01risti nach Matthiius', p 1-50. 
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47. See G.E. Ladd on the prophetic view of history which held the near and the dis
tant future in tension. The Presence of the Future. Also E.E. Ellis, Prophecy and 
Hermeneutic in Early Christianity, p 151 for the fact that the N .T. writers usually 
interpreted whole passages Christologically, rather than isolated texts. 

48. Brown, Birth op cit., p 147-148,gives five points on this issue. The second is 
unacceptable. It is difficult to understand how he can say that the 'everlasting 
kingdom' of Isa. 9 is not yet Messianic. As soon as we accept .this as Messianic 
then we can no longer remove all Messianic connotations from the Emmanuel 
prophecy. Of the three positions taken historically Brown thus altogether fails to 
mention the double reference theory. (For the three positions see E.J. Young, 
Isaiah, Vol I, New International Commentary, 0266-346.) 
If Brown had seen this it would have saved him the difficulty of having to 
'explain' how he could deny the legitimacy of Matthew's use of Isa 7: 14 on the 
'critical' level only to grantits legitimacy on another level, p 150, note 53. 

49. Thus Allen affirms that 'The main outline of the story of the Magi is in many 
ways noteworthy for its historical probability'. The story 'violates no canon of 
historical probability'. The only element which we cannot accept is the moving 
of the star, but here he believes 'it is extremely unlikely that he (i.e. Matthew) 
intended it to be taken as a bald statement of fact.' Allen, op.cit., p 14. He is foll-

. owed by Albright who considers the story 'broadly historical'. Similarly Frank 
Stagg believes that 'Matthew intended to relate history not legend' and adds that 
while the 'form' of the story was influenced by O.T. texts the story must have 
come first and the support of 0.T. incidents must have been discovered second. 
Albright and Mann, on.cit., p 16: Stagg, op.cit. p85. Both Johnson and Hill side
step the historiographical issue because they feel it is unimportant. According to 
the former 'The value and importance of the narratives do not depend on its 
accuracy; the story .fs rather to be thought of as a work of art ... ' Johnson, op.cit .• 
p256. According to the latter 'despite their sobriety of tone, primarily (they are) 
instruments of theological statement rather than examples of historical descrip
tion.' Hill, op.cit., p 80. 

5'0. Brown, op.cit., p 188. Grundmann finds the source material of Matthew's text 
in the story of the visit of Parthian magicians to Nero in A.O. 60, the birth 
legend of the Arabian cult of Dusares, based at Petra, the widespread know
ledge of Jewish Messianism in the East, the common myth' about the birth of 
great heroes, and Jewish midrashic legends about the birth of Abraham, the 
birth of Moses and the story of Balaam, Matthaeus, op.cit., p 74-76. 

51. Brown t• dismisses this kind of evidence as 'verisimilitude' rather than historical 
evidence. A dictionary definition of verisimilitude includes the idea of prcbabil
ity. But as we have explained (chapter 3) historical arguments always deal with 
probabilities. Of course we cannot claim that the possibilities listed here below are 
certain historical evidences. But if there is a good correspondence betWeen the 
Matthean narrative and contemporary circumstances then one cannot dismiss this 
as 'verisimilitude'. Is this not a way 'of evad,ing evidence· by playing with words? 

52. It is often presumed that they cannot have been Jews due to the fact that they 
inquired about 'the king of the Jews'. However Albright and Mann point out that 
the phrase was used by the orthodox King Aristotlus I (I 04-103BC). Albright and 
Mann op.cit., p 12. Further it is becoming more evident that Jewish tradition was 
often deeply astrological. Fragments of an astrological treatise have been found in 
Cave 4 of Qumran. The Essenes were evidently known for their ability to predict. 
This has led M. McNamara to postulate what may be a possible reconstruction of 
the situation. M. McNamara, 'Were the. Magi Essenes?', p 305-328. He deduces 
most of his information from Josephus.· Josephus gives various cases where the 
Essenes were reputedly able to predict events, and then gives the account of Her
od's friendship with Menahan the Essene. Menahan is supposed to have predicted 
that Herod would become King while he was still a child and while no such possi-. 
bility existed. Once Herod had become King he met Menahan again, who predic
ted that Herod would reign for twenty or thirty years or more. The expiry date of 
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this prediction was B.C. 7 McNamara. then shows how the Essen-:s placed great 
emphasis on the star in Balaarn's oracle as a prophecy of the Davidic Messiah. '[he 
star of Jacob was prominer.t in Messiani:: expectation at the time of Christ's birth. 

·During the same period troubles in Herod's life were mounting. Here we shall 
merely quote McNamara's outline of events. 

1. Execution of Aristotlus and Alexander - B.C. 7. 
11. Three hundred put to death in Ceasarea - B.C. 7. 
1 i I. Herod makes his first will. Antipater plots his fathers death - B.C. 7. 
1 V. Messianic predictions in Herod's court B.C. 7-6 (Apparently the six thous

and Pharisees who refused to give their oath were influenced by a predict
tion of Herod's death and his kingdom being given to another.) 

Against this background, and bearing in mind Herod's relationship with. Menahan, 
the appearance of a robed Essene at this juncture asking for the newly born 'King 
of the Jews' would have been enough to unsettle Herod altogether. But is it poss
ible to equate the Essenes with the Magi? McNamara notes that the terms 'Magi' 
and 'Cha/deans' were synonymous by the first century, and that Josephus could 
speak of some Essenes as 'Cha/deans'. Would the Essenes have been ignor:rnt of 
Micah's prophecy about the birth place of the Messiah? He replies that in the 
appendix to the Rule of the Qumran communities (IQSb) the Messiah is portra
yed as a warring person, and that while Micah's statement concerning the daugh
ter of Zion is quoted, no mention is made of Bethlehem Ephrathah as his birth 
place. Evidently they were not concerned about his humble origins and did not 
take note of this prophecy. The absence of any comment about the slaughter of 
the children in Josephus creates no difficulties because Josephus was dependent 
upon Nicholaus of Damascus for this portion of Herod's reputation. McNamara 
also draws attention to the fact that the Essenes lived in expectation of the 'Mess
iah of Righteousness' (meshiah has-sedeg} a term which has similarities with the 
Hebrew name for Saturn (Sedeg). At this point he mentions the 'preponderance of 
astrologica!'bdief s amongst the Essenes. 
McNamara's somewhat provincial hypothesis has weaknesses. De Witt Jayne sets 
the story in its international context. He points out that the Magi, as the recogni
sed priesthood of Media, Medo-Persia, and later the Parthian empire, wielded con
siderable political power. When the Parthians revolted against the Seleucids in the 
third century BC the Magi were absorbed into the governing body of the Empire. 
'A constitutional council known as the Megistanes was instituted whose duty was 
to assist in the eiection of the monarch, and to serve as advisors in governing the 
nation.' The Magi still held this position in Parthia during the reign of Herod, who 
was not in the best position geographically, placed as he was between two power
ful Empires. In B.C.55 the Romans were decisive!y defeated by the Parthians at 
Carrhae. Mark-Antony re-established Roman :ule over Palestine in B.C.37. How
ever when he retreated the Parthians regained the whole of Palestine.Herod had to 
flee to Rome, where he received the title of King. It was only three years later 
that the Roman troops were able to drive the Parthians out and give Herod his 
capital city. During the last years of Herod's life pro-Parthian Armenia was fermen
ting a revolt. This revolt came in B.C.2 and was successful. A fresh invasion of Par
tltians into the buffer states became a real possibility. 

In Jerusalem the sudden appearance of the 
Magi, probably travelling in force with all 
irnaginable pomp, and accompanied by 
adequate ca-,;alry escort, to ensure their safe 
penetration of Roma!l territory. certainly 
alarmed Herod and the populace of Jemsa
lem, as is reporded by Matthew. It would 



seem as if these Magi were attempting to 
perpetrate a border incident which could 
bring swift reprisals from Parthian armies. 
Their request of Herod regarding him who 
"has been born King of the Jews", was a cal
culated insult to him wlzo had contrived and 
bribed his way into that office. De Witt 

· Jayne, 'Magi· in ZEB Vol 1 V, p 31-34. 
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Brown notes that the visit of foreign envoys with gifts to the Jewish capital 
was not an unusual occurance for those times, Birth, op cit., (p 174 ). 

53. This aspect has been described in more detail by Roy A.Rosenberg, who bases his 
theory on the writing of Don Isaac Abrabamel, a PortugueseRabbi(1437-1508). It 
is possible that Abrabamel reflects earlier Jewish traditions. According to him 
Jewish astrology was based on various types of stellar conjunction. A 'great conj
uction' occurred ~very 239 years, the 'large conjunctions' every 953 years, and 
the 'Mighty conjunctions' (mahberet asumah) every 2860 years. Abrabamel belie
ved such a mighty conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in Pisces took place just 
prior to the birth of Moses, and would occur again just prior to the birth of the 
Messiah. According to him the Jewish name for Jupiter was Sedeg (righteous
ness) and the planet Saturn was identified with El, the Canaanite God whom the 
Jews identified with Yahweh. The conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn would then 
carry the following meaning: 

'Yahweh was giving to his Messiah a portion of his power and authority, so that 
he, the Messiah, might shatter the wicked principalities that hold sway over the 
earth, condemn them to punishment and exalt the righteous in their stead.' The 
name Sedeg is also connected with the apocalyptic term for the Messiah, the 
Branch (smh sdg). Enoch 46 :3 speaks of the 'Son of Man who has righteousness' 
(sedeg), and in Acts 3: 14; 7 .52 and 22: 14, Jesus is called the 'righteous one' 
(saddig). Roy A.Rosenberg, 'The Star of the Messiah" Reconsidered', p 105-109 . 

· 54: The conjunction of Saturn.~nd,Jupiter in Pisces in B.C.6was first' demon.strated by 
Johannes Kepler. A recent article published by the Adler Planetarium and Astro
nomical Museum of Chicago gives further details. According to ancient astrologers 
Pisces was called' the house of tlze Hebrews' and Saturn was believed to rule over 
the destiny of the Jews. The following conjunction took place in B.C. 7-6. 

Jupiter and Saturn do not move steadily 
eastward among tlze stars but sometimes 
appear to reverse their motions and go west
ward for a few months. If this happens at 
just the right time after Jupiter has passed 
Saturn, Jupiter will pass Saturn a second 
time as it reverses its motion, and a third 
time wh.en it starts forv.mrd again, giving 
three conjunctions in a few months instead 
of the usual one each twenty years. This 
happened in Pisces on May 29, September 
29 and December 4 of 7 BC. Also in Spring 
of 8 BC, after Mars had moved away from 
Jupiter qnd Saturn but while tlzey were still 
fairly close together, Venus passed the two 
planets, forming another close and unusual 
grouping visible in the morning sky. Thus 
the Wise Men saw several rare and, to them, 
very significant evenrs ... First, during 7 BC 



the triple conju[lction of Jupiter and Satum 
that occurs only once each j 2.5 years. Next 
the close grouping of Mars. Jupiter and 
Saturn early in 6 BC, which occurs only 
once in 805 years. 

Following this 

the third close gl·ouping of Venus, Jupiter 
and Saturn took place. 'What was the Star 
of Bethlehem? ' The Adler Planatarium and 
Astronomical Museum of 01icago, p 280. 
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Tied to this evidence is the evidence from cuneiform texts duri.11g the period 
B.C. 17 to A.D. 10 which indicate a special interest in planetary phenomena. 
Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 172. 

55. It is not good enough to evade such evidence by the use of a concept such as 
'verisimilitude'. Historical evidence must be taken into account. Such an explan
ation may just be possible if one relies upon the later dating of Matthew. However 
as soon as the earlier dating becomes at least a good possibility such historical 
evidence has to be taken seriously. The dating of Matthew will be discussed 
at the ehd of this section. 

56. According to Cave, p 385-389, the narrative arose out of the annual reading in the 
early Synagogues in the second and last years of the cycle, in the month of Sivan. 
In the last year of the cycle, at the eleventh and twelfth Sabbaths, (i.e. Sivan), 
the readings were Num. 22.2;23-9 with Mic.5.6f as prophetic lesson and Gen. 14. i 
with Mic.4.1-5 as accompanying reading. These readings include a number of para
llels with Matthew's story. In Num. 22.2f a Moabite King summons a 'magician 
from the East' (23.7), who instead of cursing Israel, blesses her. Thus Moab is sub
jugated. The particular 'rnagician' or 'magnus' concerned tells of his vision of the 
star out of Jacob (Num.24.17) who will rule Israel. The Messianic interpretation 
of this prophecy had become established by the first century. The Targum On
kelus reads 'A King shall rise from Jacob and a Messiah shall be exalted in Israel'. 
The Septuagint has avaTEf..f..Ew for the Eastern mountains (23.7) and Matthew has 
the magi coming from the avarnt..11. Thus Herod the Edomite parallels Baiak the 
Moabite, the magi correspond to Balaam the seer, and in both cases the Messianic 
star appears. In Gen. 14.1 f we have the account of the Eastern Kings and the pro
phetic lesson ends with Mic.5 .2, the prophecy of Bethlehem Ephrathah. This be
comes Matthew's testimonia. In the second year the cycle and the ninth and ten
th Sabbaths (i.e. Sivan) the readings were Ex. 23.20f with Mal.3.1 f and Ex.25.1 f 
with Haggai 2.8f as prophetic lesson. Again there are parallels. Mal.3.3 speaks of 
the purifying of the sons of Levi as a purifier of silver, and the judgement which 
will descend upon the sorcerers as described in Mal.3.5. In Ex.25.1-7 mention is 
made of the offering to the Lord, including such items as gold, silver, oil and 
spices and the annointing oil for fragra:it incense. Haggai 2.8 declares 'The silver 
is mine. and tile gold is mine, says the Lord.' Much mention was thus made at this 
time of offerings to the Lord. Sorcerers come into the picture as well. Cave con
cludes, 'It wou.ld seem then that the scri!Jtural settin~ of th<! story of the Afagi is 
to be found in the lections of the end of Sivan.' Cave, op.cit., p 385-389. 

Gould er, op.cit., proposes a different setting for this story, namely 'the Sidrafl of 
the sixth sabbath of the annual cycle'. which dealt with Gen. 25.19 ;28.8. This is the 
account of Jacob's struggles with Esau or Edom. When Isaac blessed Jacob he de
clared 'let peoples serve you, and nations bow down to you' (Gen.27 .29). In re
turn for losing his birthright Edom swore to kill. .J :icob. In Maithew's story Kings 
come to bow at the son of Jacob's feet (Jacob - Israel= Jesus the new Israel), anrl 



345 

Herod the Edomite determines to kill him. The gifts of gold-: frankincense an<1 
myrrh are taken from lsa.60.3-6 and Ps.72.10-15. In the fonner scripture kings 
come to the 'brightness of your rising' with gold and frankincense. In Song of 
Solomon those who come from the wilderness bring myrrh and frankincense. For 
Matthew not only was Jesus a second Jacob/Israel but his father was a second Jo
seph. He, like Joseph, dreamed dreams. In Joseph's dream the stars bowed to him _ 
(Gen.37 .8-9). Wise men figured in his life (Gen.41.8) and his brothers bowed to 
him (Gen.42.6) bringing gifts of gum, myrrh, nuts and almonds (Gen.43.1 l). 
Jesus is more than a second Jacob. He is also the Son of David who must be born 
in Bethlehem Ephrathah (Mic.5 .2) and become a shepherd in Israel (2 Sam.5.2). 

Brown , Birth,op.cit., sees the entire story of the magi arising from the story of 
Balaam and later midrashic developments of the story of Philo. He differs from the 
previous two scholars in the sense that he sees the rise of the Balaam story as taking 
place in the pre-Matthean development of the story in Philo. 

Paul Winter similarly believes the 'Slaughter of the Innocents', the warning by the 
Magi, and the dreams of Jacob are modelled on Jewish midrashic folklore, which 
was used to maintain the faith of the early church due to the delay of the parousia. 
\Vith Johnson he believes that the historicity of those events is unimportant. 
'Reality is in believing - not in facts , Faith is nei•er based on facts: it is facts that 
are based on faith.' .'Jewish Folklore in the Matthaean Birth Story', p 34-42, quote 
page 42. 

57. Ralph P.Martin, 'St. Matthew's Gospel in Recent Study', p 132. 

58. One needs only to combine together the theories of Cave, Goulder and Brown 
and one is faced with an editorial ability on the part of Matthew (or those involved 
in the pre-Matthean development of the tradition) which is nothing short of mi
raculous. Thus Brown is found to remark '.As we look back briefly on the Matt
hean infancy narrative, the skill of the evangelist is admirable. He has woven dis
parate pre-Matthean material into a remarkable preface to his gospel'. Birth,op.cit., 
p 231. His skill, if those scholars are correct, is indeed '\"emarkable, in fact a little · 
to-:> remarkable. 

59. This criticism would not apply to the work of Brown. 

60. Curiously, Albright and Mann regard this as a factor against the historicity of the 
narrative and seek to explain the absence of this text by the fact that the gnostics 
might have misused it. But surely the absence of this text should be used to dem
onstrate exactly the opposite. Why must Matthew use any particular testimonia? 

Thus for instance, Gundry in The use of the 0.T.,op.cit., p 195, 'The most ob
vious testimonies, Num.24.17 and Jsa.60.6; Ps. 72.!0, are not formally cited, as 
they surely would have been had they been the source of the magi-story.' Gundry 
says this while fully recognising that Num.24.17 may very possibly have been allud
ed to, p 128. 

Brown also mentions the Balaam prophecy and its use in the midrashic tradit-
ition, but does not make much comment on the absence of :Num.22-24 as a form
ula quotation. This seems strange, Birth.op.cit., p 117 and note 46 and p 190-
196 . . 

61. Albright and Mann comment as follows 'What seems to us to be wholly inad
missable is the suggestion that Matthew was so anxious to represent Jesus as a 
new Moses, leading a new Exodus from Egypt into the promised land, that the 
evangelist has constructed an allegory which includes Gentiles (the Magi}'. Al
bright and Mann, op.cit., p 16. 
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Similarly Stagg comments 'Matthew intended to relate history, not legend. This is 
not to overlook the part played by the O.T. i11 shaping the story, but it is arbit
rary to say that the story was inl'ented to supply a fulfilment to Old Testament 
texts.' Stagg, op.cit., p 85. 

62. McNamara, op.cit., p 305. 

Gundry supports the distinction we are making between two kinds of midrashic 
method though he uses different termino!Ogy. He refers to the Jewish form of 
midrash ,where the starting poir.t is the O.T. text as 'midrc:sh-pesher', and to the 
Christian midrashic method. where the historical Jesus is the starting point from 

. which the O.T. is interpreted,as 'targwn'. TI1e Use of the O.T .. op.cit., p 172-174. 

63. See · Brown, Birth,op.cit., p 116-117 for a good survey of these legends. 

64. Also to be rejected is the theory of an apologetic astrology. 'There is not the sl
ightest hint on conversion or of false practice in Matthew's description of the 
magi; they are wholly admirable. Brown Birth,op.cit., p 168 . 

65. Brown attempts to evade the secondary nature of Josephus' information as foll-
ows: 'if it (i. c. the massacre) acquired any widespread notoriety, Josephus should 
have heard it, and, if he kne11: it. he would have mentiond it, as suiting his purpose' 

Birth, op.cit., p 226 note 34 . But would the death of twenty children in a small 
town have recieved 'widespread notoriety?'. This is an 'if' which rerna!ns very 
much in doubt. 

66. He murdered his own two sons by his wife Maria and then had his son Antipar 
executed five days before his own death. In order to make the people mourn at 
his death (for they would never mourn for his death) he ordered that all the lead
ing men of Jerusalem should be put to death immediately after his own. Fortun
ately this command was never obeyed. The murder of the children in Nazareth is 
particularly true to life because Herod's strongest neurosis was his great si.;spicion, 
which obviously disposed him to insane actions on numerous occasions. 

67. Soon after he came to power he had three thousar.d executed in Jerusalem be
cause of the incident in cor:nection with the Roman eagle which had been er
ected at the temple gate. His actions eventually became unpalatable even to the 
Roman authorities, and he was removed from office. 

68. · McNeile, op.cit., p 19. 

69. Albright and Mann, op.cit., p 17. 

70. Henry Wansbrough, 'Event & Interpretation VI. The Childhood of Jesus', p 112-
119) 'VJ/I The Adoption of Jesus', p 921-928. 

71. Johnson, op.cit., p 261. 

72. Wansbrough, op.cit., p 117-118. Support for the Moses-Jesus typology in the 
pre-Matthean tradition behind Matt. 2 .13-15 will be found in A. Voglte, 'Kind
heitsgeschichte'. op.cit., p 165-181, and Grundmann, Matthaeus. op.cit., p 66, 
'dem rabbinichen Theo!ogumenon '. 

73. Goulder, op.cit., p 239-241; G.D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel Accor
ding to Saint !\fatthew. p 53. 

74. Cave, op.cit., p 387-390. Following David Daube: The N.T. and Rabbinic fod
aism p 186-19 5, especially p 190-19 l. 

Here Brown combines elements of the above two scholarly theories, but ag2in 
differs in that he docs not appeal to the Matthean use of the Jewish lection-
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ary. Othe;wise his basic thesis as to the origins of Matthew's composition is much 
the same. Birth,op.cit., p 213-219 . 

75. M.D.Goulder points to the seventh Sabbath of the cycle and C.H. Cave points to 
the Passover Sabbath. Goulder believes that Moses' desparture from and return to 
Egypt is the basis of Christ's journey to Egypt and back to Israel. Cave denies 
that this can be used because the O.T. story is in reverse order. 

76. Stagg has pungently remarked; 

A parallel illustrating the working principle 
may be found in the later rabbinical applic
ation of Numbers 24. 17 to Bar Cocheba, 
"Son of the star". No scholar suggests that 
the story . of Bar Cocheba and tlze second 
Jewish-Roman war were invented in order 
to supply a fulfilment to this obscure 
text. Stagg, op.cit., p 88. 

See also R.H.Gundry, The Use of the O.T.,op.cit., p 194-197 on the fact that 
'The looseness with which many Mattlzean citations from the 0. T. are appended 
shows that the direction is from tradition to prophecy, not vice verse'. 

77. McNeile, op.cit., p 23. 

78. Stagg can say in his commentary, 'Matthew puts Jesus above Moses, not in a se
quence ·with him. Jesus came not as a new Moses but as the "son of Abraham, the 
son of David", and also the Son of God, whose role it was to fulfill the Law and 
the Prophets, not to.give·a new Law.' 

Stagg, op.cit., p 88. This statement might be a little too strong. There does seem 
to be some parallel in the terminology Matthew uses. However a use of the O.T. 

·terminology - hardly unexpected iA a Palestinian Jew steeped in the 0.T. scrip
tures - and even a conscious comparison between O.T. and N.T. events is not the 
same as a creation of sto1ies based upon O.T. incidents, especially when those 
incidents are drawn from such a wide field. 

79. Here again we reject Raymond Brown's evaluation of the historical evidence by 
his terminological distinction between history and versimilitude. It does not 
seem to make sense to admit some eiements of the tradition as having a plausible 
historical setting only to say in the next breath that such a plausible historical 
setting is due to 'versimilitude '. Either the Matthean account does fit w~ll into 
the historical context or it does not. If it does, then some weight must be given 
to this fact in a discussion of the historicity of the Matthean tradition. Brown, 
Birth,op.cit., p 225-22E· . 

80. Johnson, op.cit., p 262. 

81. There are two related problems. Firstly, it has been doubted that Na~wpaw~ 
means 'inhabitant of Nazareth'. This problem has been answered principally by 
the work of Albright. J .A. Sanders states; 

There sure(v can be no doubt remaining ab
out the geographical validity of Matthew's 
reference since the massive statement on the 
subject by William F.Albright, who follow
ing George Foot Moore, showed clearly that 
the vulgar Aramic form would have become 



Nazoraya - N9-~wpawc::. That Naswpawi; 
as well as Na~~:prwoc:: says and means Naz
arene in the se11se of "inhabitant of Naz
areth" can no longer be seriously ques
tioned. 

J.A. Sanders, 'NAZORAIOE in Matt 2.23', p 169. 
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Secondly the identification of any O.T. text which speaks of Nazareth remains 
a problem. The older suggestion was that Matthew was referring to the He~rew 
terms for Nazarite (Num.6). But attempts to link the two terms have been un
successful. More recently the theory has been restated in a slightly different 
sense which removes the linguistic difficulty. Matthew Black has suggested that 
the term Na~opawi referred initially to a sect of John the Baptist which was 
widespread in ,Palestine prior to the Christian community. Cave,op.cit., p 390. 
Epiphanius mentions such a pre-Christian sect, and the Mandaeans called them
selves nasorayya, i.e. 'guardians' or 'keepers' of traditions. They probably derived 
this word from the Syrian term for 'Christian' which may in turn go back to the 
same baptist sect. It seems possible that the Na~wpawi of Epiphanius saw them
selves as a revival of the ancient Nazarite tradition. The term w<rnld then be Jinked 
with the Nazarite vow without having to make a direct linguistic link between 
Na~wpmoc:: and the Hebrew for Nazarite. Hill, op.cit., p 87-88. 

J .A. Sanders supports this view on other grounds. Both Nazarites in the Bible, 
Samson and Samuel, were conceived by divine intervention, as was Jesus. Matt
hew, who has already quoted Isa 7: 14 cannot have overlooked the story of Sam
son's birth, especially the fact that this mother was visited by an angel. Manoa, 
like Joseph, had doubts about his wife's conception (Jud.13,11-13.21). Both of 
Matthew's first two chapters end in similar terminology: 1<at 1<aAECJEtc:: ro ovova 
l71aov (Matt. 1.25) on Na8wpawc:: 1<.A.rie71aErnL (Matt. 2.23). Matt. 1.21 in turn can 
be compared with Judges 13.5 in the Septuagint: 1<.at avroc:: ap~Erat ow8t:c.v rov 
lapa71X ... (Jud. 13.5) - avroc;- "(ap ac..:a€l rov A.aov avrnv a1To rwi1 avapn(.,.'V (Matt. 
l.21 ). This would tend to connect Matt. 2. 23 with Judges 13 .5. Matthew's inde
terminate reference to 'the prophets' (rov 1TPO'{!T}TOV) might refer to the faci that 
Judges came at the beginning of the prophetic writings. Sanders, op.cit., p 169-
172. 

Alternatively William F. Albright has drawn attention to Jer. 31.6 as a possible 
reference. Matthew has just quoted Jer. 31 :15. The Pershitta text of Matt. 2:23 
reads Nasath and Nasraya, and according to Albright reflects an older tradition. 
Following this lead, he looked for a form of the Hebrew consonants nsr where the 
meaning had been lost in the Masoretic and Septuagintal texts. Jer. 31 :6 is such 
a case. The sense has been lost, but with a little modification can mean 'For 
there is a day in which guards (nosrim) on Mount Ephraim wili call.' The name 
Nazareth meaning 'guarder' or 'preserver' would then have a connection with the 
'guards' in Jer. 31: 6. Albright, op.cit., p 21-22. 

Yet another suggestion is that the indeterminate reference to the prophets in 
general may mean that on Na~wpawc:: KA71e710Erat should not be construed a:; an 
actual quotation but should continue the sense of the sentence 'that what 1,vas 
spoken by the prophets might be fulfilled, that lie shall be called a Nazarene'. The 
'indirect quotation' view is supported by W. Barnes Tatum: '/Hatt. 2:23 - Word
play and Misleading Translations'. p 135-138. The disdain which the Jews in gen
eral held for the inhabitants of Nazareth would then be referred to and the prop
hetic passages about the humiliation of the Messiah would be applicable (e.g. 
Isa. 53:3).This view is favoured by Gundry, The Use of the Old Tt"st<J111e!H, op.cit, 
also quoted in Albright, op.cit., p 22 and Hendriksen, op.cit., p 18~-!90, amo'.1.gst 
modem commentators. 
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The most popular view is ~he one which finds an allusion to the Hebrew neser · 
(branch). This was a common term for the Messiah in first century Judaism, and 
appears in Isa I I: 1. Thi:! same thought occurs in Zech.3 :8. A similar viewpoints to 
Isa. 49:6 where 'presen1ed' comes from the Hebre)v root nsr to 'guard'. It occurs 
again in Isa. 42:6. Both passages refer to the 'Servant'. This form could be taken 
as an adjective of neser (branch) in Isa. I I: i. Norman Walker gives a succinct state
ment: 

The ordinary root n-sr means "watch", "guard 
preserve'', "prorect" ... The ''shoot" is the 

Preserved One. who is to arise out of 
the seemingly dead stump of Israel. Apparen
tly "Nazareth" is from the same root, and can 
mean· "Frotectress'', "Preserver", so that a 
word-play is implied. Joseph went and dwelt 
in a city called ''Protectress", "Preserver" so 
that Jesus might be called "Protected", 
"Preserved", ''Nasur", "Nazoraios", "Nazar
ene". Walker, op.cit., p 392-393. 

This view is possibly the best. See K. Stendahl, The School of Saint Matthew and 
its use of .the Old Testament p 103-104. 

-

82. Raymond Brown gives a good summary of the various views and points out that we 
need not necessarily choose only one interpretarion. We should not therefore 
def end any particular theory with 'exclusivity'. Matthew may have had more than 
one allusion in mind. Birth, op.cit, p209-213. 

83. It is also worth pointing out that Matthew's text is closer to the MT than the Sep
tuagint. Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 221-223 . This shows that along with the gospel 
itself the Matthean infancy narrative probably arose in a Hebrew-Palestinian en
vironment. This point will be made again in the discussion of the date and origin 
of the Ma tthean infancy tradition. 

,I 

84. Raymond Brown sees a parallel between 'the 'buriel in the tomb and the reappear
arice of the risen Jesus after three days in the one instance, and the flight to Egypt 
and return to the land of Israel in the other'. Birth, op.cit., p214 note 2. C.F.D. 
Moule defines this testimonia as a 'vehicular' rather than a 'relational' use of the 
O.T. By this he means that there is no logical relationship between Hosea and 
what Matthew takes as a fulfilment event. Matthew has simply used the testimonia 
of Hosea 11: 1 because it suits him. This seems to be going too far.This testimonia 
could actually be placed in Moule's category of 'relational' fulfilment. True Hosea 
11: I is not literally fulfilled in the return from Egypt. Hosea 11: 1 indicates an 
'actual structure of relationship' between the Exodus event and the redemption 
which Christ wrought for the new Israel. This is Matthew's fundamental assertion, 
despite the facts that he uses the methods of exegesis common to the Qumran 
covenanters in making his point. C.F.D. Moule -The Origin of Christology; pl 27-
134, especially p 127-129 and 132. • · ' 

85. Golilder has helpfully given us a summary of his research in each pericope. See 
op.cit., p 235,238,239,24~. 

86. As striking as the ending formulas are, tl:e two structurally identical remarks at 
4.17 and 16.21 ano TOT€ 11p~a1-o o I71aovc; followed by K11pvaa€tv Kat 'A.€"(€1.V in 
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the first case and OELKl'!JEW j,1 the second case) are as remarkable. It is notice
able that the content of Matthew's Go~pe1 falis under these two headings. The 
first half ( 4.17 - 6.20) is occupi;;d with the preaching of the kingdom and the 
second half (l 6: 2 lf ) is occupied with Christ's journey to 1 erusalem and his death, 
burial and resurrection. This suggests that the first section of Mathew's structure 
should be regarded as 1: 1-4: 16 rather than I: 1-2:23. Possibly the heading {31,f3A.oc; 
"f€VEOOEwc; I17aov XJIWTOU vwu Aavto vwv A[)paaµ at l: l may refer to l: 1-4: 16 
rather than the genealogy, the infancy narrative or the whole Gospel. In this case 
each part of Matthew could begin with a type of heading (i.e. i : 1 ; 4: 17; I 6 :2 I). 
We need not doubt that 3: 1 - 4: 16 is a unity. This is evident from the ron in 3: 13 
and 4: 1, the OE in 4: 12 and the omission of Je:ms' name at 4: 12. What then of the 
rather indetermi"nate 'Jn those days' at 3: l? 

• Here Edgar Krentz compares this phrase with similar cases in the O.T. (i.e. Exodus 
2:11). It is not used as a chronological link, but it does imply a continuity of 
narrative. The strongest argument for the unity of 1: 1-4: 16 is however the use of 
the formula quotations. The five that occur in 1: 1-2 :23 are usually regarded as the 
unifying factor in that section. Two more occur in 3: 1-4: l 6. This makes seven, 
a number which Matthew was clearly fond of and which usually stands for com
pleteness. Further, the particularly geographical interest of the first five have been 
noted. The coming of Emmanuel takes places 'in Betlilehem of Judea' ( 1 :23 and 
})_ Th_e prophet Micah locates Bethlehem as the birth olace of the Messiah (2:S-6). 
The next quotation refers to Egypt (2: 15 ), the following one to Ramah (2: l / ), 
and the last one to Nazareth (2:23). This geographical interest is similarly evident 
in the next two. The quotation at 3:3 is taken over from Mark, but in such a way 
that the geographical factor (in the wilderness) is emphasised. This is done by 
omitting Mark 1 : 2b ( 1Jehold. I send my messenger bcf ore thy face who shall pre
pare thy way'). In this manner, the mention of the 'voice in the wilderness' comes 
to the fore. Further, where Mark gi_ves his geographical note after the quotation 
(Matt 3: 1), the emphasis on Galilee in 4: 12-16 and the wiiderness in 3: 1-3 links up 
with the emphasis on Judea in 2: 1-5. The story moves from Judea, to the wilder
ness, and then to Galilee. It is often wondered why Matthew omits to mention 
Isa. 9:6 in his first chapter. This question is explained when we notice that the first 
part of Isa 9:6f is mentioned in Matt. 4: l Sf. 

AU this leads to the conclusion that I: 1-4: 16 has a unity of its own. Finally, we 
may note that the ~l{3A.oc; 1evEaEwc; at 1: l is usually compared with the similar 
phrase in Gen. 5: I. In that instance the heading refers to the story of man from 
Adam to Noah until Noah began his ministry (Gen 6 :9 gives the next colophon 
and begins to narrate Noah's ministry). It concludes his genealogy and an intro
duction to his life's story. In Matthew we find the same characteristics. Matt. 4: 17 
begins the story of Christ's ministry. I: 14: 16 includes his genealogy and an in
troduction to his life's work. Edgar Krentz, 'The Extent of MaUhew 's Prologue. 
Toward the Structure of the First Gospel' p409~414. Krentz's work has been fully 
supported by Jack Dear. Kingsbl!ry's exceilcnt study of the structure of Matthe·.v. 
Matthew, Structure, Christology, Kingdom. 

We conclude that the structural test substantiates the unity of the infancy narra
tive with the remainder of the Gospel. 

87. See Nineham, op cit. 

88. · G. Bornkamm, H.J. Held, G. Baith, Tradition and lnterpretaiion in Matthew. 

89. Charles Thomas Davis. 'Tradition and Redacfion in Matthew l: 18-2.23' p 404-419) 
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see also Davis, 'The Fulfillment of Creation' op cit., p513, note 15. 

90. The starting point of his argument is that 2:19-21 can be separated from 2:22-23 
as representing two different traditions. Wliile 2:22-23 depends upon 2: 19-21, the 
latter does not need to be completed by 2: 19-21. In fact, vs. 22 contradicts vs.21, 
because Joseph was told to go to Judea, not Galilee. Further, vs. 22 emphasises 
the feelings and motivations of Joseph, while vs 19-22 emphasises the inter
vention of the angel. In the latter Joseph is passive, in the former (vs. 22-23) he is 
active. There are linguistic differences. Vs. 19 introduces the angel with a 'genitive 
absolute giving circumstantial narrative' which precedes toou. The angel gives a 
direct command (vs.20) and Joseph's obedience is narrated in almost the same 
words (vs.21 ). In the section vs.22-23, the angels warning is given by an indirect 
formulation: XP'T/µanaew; &€ 1<aT ovap. The dramatic element is absent. 

Matt.2.22-23, which has thus been distinguished from vs. 19-21 can be shown to 
parallel Matt. 4.12-17. Both have Arcouaac; &€on ... aVEXWP'T/OEV €tc; •.••. 1<at eMwv 
KQTWl<f10€V Etc; and wa 1TATJpW8fl TO p178EV.. • . 

Both sections have a dependence upon the preceding narrative. In both cases the 
narrative is influenced by the formula quotation. Further, the geographical refer- · 
ence in 2: 2f is reinforced by the similar reference in 4: l 2f. It can also be demon
strated that Matt 4: 12-17 is part of the evangelist's editorial activity. This can be 
shown from a comparison with Mark. This indicates that Matt.2.22-23 is also 
redactional. · • 

Once this has been established it leads to the conclusion that Matt.2.12 is re
dactional ,due to its relationship with 22b. Similarly, if 2.19-21 is pre-redaction
al, then 2. l 3-l 5a must also be pre-Matthean. The two passages are identical exc
ept for elements of content. Matt.2.16-18 receives its motivation from vs.12, and 
is not required to link l 3-l 5a with 19-21. 

Just as 22-23 pre-supposes 19-21, so l 3-l 5a pre-supposes· 9b-l l. Further, 13- .. 
l 5a does not require 2.3-9a. But 16-18 does pre-suppose 3-9a. The evidence so 
far leads to the possibility that 2.3a, 12, 16-18 and 21-23 are redactional, while 
9b-l l, 13-15 and 19-21 are pre-Matthean. The narrative of l 3-l 5a and 19-21 can 
read as one continuous story which has as its starting point the events of 9b-l l. 
These results can now be extended into the first chapter. The particular charac
teristics of 13-i5a and 12-21 are also found in 1.18-21 and 1.24-25. In I.20the 
genitive- absolute is followed by toou and again the angel gives a command which . 
is obeyed in almost the same words. Matt. l .1-17 can be shown to be clearly re
dactional. 

For various reasons it can be shown that Matt.2 l.14-1"6 is redactional. This pass
age, however, has clear parallels with 2.1-6. In both a statement of circumstance 
(21.14 and 2.1-2) is followed by; 

a) participles introducing the reaction of the parties concerned (2.3 a1<ouaac; oE, 
2.4 1<at auva'Ya'Ywv, 21.15 - toovrec; DE ... KpatoVTac; ), 
b) a question based upon the circumstance and a reaction to the question, and 
c) an answer based upon 0.T. quotation. This means that 2.1-6 is redactional. 
Further, 2.7-9a follows directly from 2.1-6 and is therefore part of the same re
daction. This is supported by the fact that 2.12, which has already been shown to 
be redactional depends upon vs.8. This means that 1.1-17, 22-23 are redactional 
while 1.18-21 and 24-25 are pre-redactional. 
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Having separated the rcdactiona'I from the pre-Matthcan tradition, Davis examines 
the way in which the formula quotations (which are clearly redactional) are wor
ked into the narrative. Once again there are common ch .. racte1istics. The pre
Matthean tradition which remains is then· found to have the following character
istics~ 

First, there is a circumstance introduced by 
the genetive absolute preceding toov which 
continues the thought of 2.1 s· in the same 
manner that 2.1 Ja continues the thought of 
vs.11, and vs. 19a continue the thought of 
vs.J 5a. Second, the appearance of the Magi 
is justified by a statement introduced by 
-yap, just as the content of the angel's comm-

. and was justified in l.18f; 2;13f; and 2.19 
f. The only impediment to this possibility is 
that the verb "we saw" would of necessity 
have to be "they saw". That such a change 
may have been made is very probable, as it 
appears to have been Matthew w'1o put the 
question of vs.2b upon the lips of the Magi 
in order to motivate the redactional section 
vs.3-9a. Third, the motif of divine guidance 
so central in the aforementioned traditions 
is central here also. As Joseph acted in obed
ience to the angel, so the }vlagi obediently 
follow the star. Fourth, this material is 
characterised by the same lack of interest 
in person and circumstances which was evid
ent in the traditions already examined. Here 
as there, the focus is upon the act involved. 
This alone characterises the actors. Fifth, 
here also the mother and child are the pass
ive objects of the main action. Da\'is, 'Trad
ition and Redaction ... ' op.cit., p 419. 

The remaining pre-Maithean tradition may be set forth as follows; 

The engendering of Jesus was in this fash
ion. When his mother Mary was engaged to 
Joseph, before they came together she was 
discovered to be pregnant. Now Joseph her 
husband, had decided to divorce her, but af
ter he had reflected upon these things, be
hold the angel of the Lord appeared to him 
through a dream saying: 
"Joseph, do not be afraid to take Mary as 
your wife; for that which is begotten in her 
from the Spirit is holy. She shall bear a son 
and you shall call his name Jesus: for he shall 
save his people from their sins. " 
Rising from the sleep, Joseph did as the an
gel of the Lord directed him. ffe took his 
wife, and she brought fcrth a san, and he 
called his name Jesus. 
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When Jesus was born, behold. Magi from the 
East appcar~d; for they had seen his star in 
the Easi, and, behoid the star had led them 
until it stood before the place where the 
child was. And when they had come into 
the house, they saw the cMld with Mary his 
mo th er, and therz, opening their treasures, 
they gave to him gifts - gold, frankincense, 
and myrrh. When they had departed, behold, 
the angel of the Lord appeared to Joseph 
through a dream saying: 
"Arise, take the child and his mother, and 
flee into Egypt, and remain there until I 
speak to you; for Herod is about to seek 
the child in order to kill him." 
Rising, he took the child and his mother by 
night and departed into Egypt. And he was 
there until the death of Herod. When Herod 
died, behold the angel of the Lord app
eared to Joseph in Egypt through a dream 
saying: 
"Arise, take the child and his mother, and go 
into the land of Israel; for the ones seek
ing the life of the child have died." 
Rising, he took ,the chifd and his mother, 
and went into the land of Israel, · p 421. · 
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-.of\.-. 

Galilee is seen as a specific part of Israel. He was first told to go to Israel (Gen
eral). He himself d~cided to go to that part of Israel which was under Archelaus. 
But that was too dangerous. Sci he then received a more specific revelation to go 
to Galilee (another part of Israel/Judea). So there need be no contradition bet
ween the two revelations. This as against Brown, Birth,op.cit., p 106, though at 
another point Brown himself, recognises that Matthew's geographical references 
move from the general to the specific (p 217-218). 

92. Brown, Birth,op.cit., p 105 note 21;shows that Matthew has a structure of 5 
alternating episodes, i.e. Joseph/Herod/Joseph/Herod/Josef)h. So 'Herod' is no 
catchword. 

93. For the linguistic information see Gculder, op.cit., p 235-241. 

Brown, op.cit., consistently warns against arguing from Matthean term_inology 
because Matthew may have re-worked the tradition , e.g. p 192 note 33; but one 
must ask, if the pre-Matthean material has been so reworked, whether one can 
really be at all successful in an attempt to discover the pre-MattheaJ;t material. 

94. According to Brown, Birth,op;cit., this basic posjtion is taken by Bultmann 
Debilius, Hirsch and Strecher against Kilpatrick, Soltau and Vaganay (p99). See also 
Ste.ndahl SchCJol,op.cit., p 211. Brown gives three reasons why Matthew added to 
a pre-Matthean tradition rather than having created the stories as a result of re
flecting upon the O.T. Scriptures; 

.·.·.:·'·" 
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1. It is difficult to see how the O.T. scripture quoted could have led to the story 
which Matthe1,v gives. 
2. The narrative makes good ~ense if the formuia quotations are removed. 
3. Matthew's use of the formula quotations where there are synoptic parallels 
shows that his method was to add already existing material (p 100). 

Brown , while agreeing that Matthew did not create the tradition nevertheless 
believes that the tradition arose, not so much from historical events as a pre
Matthean combination of cunent midrashic legends based upon the O.T. stories 
of Joseph, Moses/Pharaoh and Ba!aan1 (p 109-119). 

95. Martin, op.cit., p 132-186. 

96. G.D. Ki1patrick, op.cit., p 59-100. 

97. K. Stendahl, Sthool,op.cit., p 11-35. 

98. l\.:lartin, op.cit., p 132. 

99. Bornkamm, Held and Barth, Tradition and Interpretation.op.cit. 

100. See E. Stewart Petrie 'The Authorship of "The Gospel According to lvlatthew", 
A Reconsideration of the External Evidence', p 15-30. 

101. This 'problem' must admittedly assume the correctness of the two-source theory. 
This assum\)tio11 may not be correct. See Charles H. Talbert on the 'significance 
assault on the "two-source theory" since 1963', in 'Shifting Sands, The Recent 
Study of the Gospel of Luke', p 393. 

102. Martin, op.cit., p 134; Bomkamrn, Held, Barth, Tradition and Interpretation, op. 
· cit., Sjef van Tilborg, 111e Jewish Leaders in Matthew. The fact that Matthew has 

accentuated Christ's condemnation of the Pharisees and the Jewish authorities 
has been evident to redaction critics for some time, e.g. T. Francis Glasson, 'Anti
Pharisaism in St. Matthew', p 316-320. 

' 
The evidence of tension is discussed by Bomkamm in Bomkamm, Held and Barth, 
Tradition and Interpretation,op.cit., p 20-24, 26, 31-32, 39. 'Matthew's Gospel· 
confirms throughout that the congregation which he represents had not yet sep
arated from Judaism . ... the struggle with Israel is still within its walls', p 50-51; 
by Barth, op.cit., p 71, 79, 81, 89. On 5.23 and 17.24 he says 'Both sayings are 
only possible in the situation before the destruction of the Temple.' p 90. On 
24.20 he says 'The severe tension between Ozurch and Judaism in Mattlzew 's 
Gospel would make this addition intelligible'. p 92. On 5 .I 0-11 ; 10.23; 23 .34 he 
says 'It is true that the church in Matthew seeks to keep feilov.'ship with the Jew
ish nation, but the. situation is tense,' p 111. 

This evidence tends to indicate that while the church did fonn separate Syno
gogues (assemblies) from the beginning (Acts 11.26; Gal.1.22) much as the Hell
enistic Jews had done, it still attempted to remain within Israel as a nation. It was 
this stance, as being 'within' and yet 'separate' which caused the severe tension. 
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J.A.T. Robinson, Redating the New Testament p 103·104. The conc.lusions th~t 
are drawn from these signs of tension are not always the same. Van T1lborg op.cit. 
makes an excellent examination of the Matthean use of V1TOK.ptTT/<:, 1TOV1'/POL 
and i.povet<:, and shows how they refieCt a deep sense of antagonism between ~le 
Jewish authorities and the Christian community of Matthew. But the conclus1on 
he draws from his research is to say the least, surprising. 

To my mind there is one conclusion that 
can be drawn. Matthew lived in a world in 
which Judaism was no longer a serious com
petitor. If one wishes to call the Jews who 
have refused to be converted hypocrites, 
evil people, murderers and imposters, -there 
must be a fairly great and satisfactory dis
tance on a historical level., (pl 71). 

This is not logic. Human experience proves exactly the opposite. The more the 
sense of religious competition, the more the sense of religious antagonism, the 
more one will find expressions of extreme denunciation. The greater the distance 
in time,° the less the actual threat, the more moderate the sense of disagreement 
will become. One could quote some lively examples in the history of the church 
in South Africa. Van Tilborg's excellent work should have led him to exactly the 
opposite conclusion. The sense of antagonism in Matthew's Gospel indicates a 
time when the threat of the Jewish authorities was still very real, i.e. a time before 
A.O. 70. 

Douglas R.A. Hare has carefully examined The Theme of Jewish Persecution of ; 
Christians in the Gospel According to St. Matthew. He concludes that Matthew's 
Gospel arose in an environment where the church had already parted company 
with the Jewish Synagogues and where the Pharisees were in control of the Syna· 
gogues (p 19· 79). The church had become utterly pessimistic about evangelising 
the Jewish nation (146-149) because their attempts had failed (146·166). The 
insertion of the Birkath ha Minim into the Synagogue' prayer after A.O. 75 shows 
that this total separation of church and Synagogue only occured after A.O. 70. 
This leads him to date the Gospel after A.D.70. We must agree with Hare in his 
centra1 thesis, namely that the Jewish persecution of Christians in Matthew's 
church and i11 the first century in general hardly ever led to death. We also accept 
his view that persecution rose in intensity during the period of the two wars. 
(i.e. A.D. 69·70 and A.O. 135).However his position does involve a number of 
problems which make his conclusion on the dating of Matthew questionable. 

1. The insertion of the Birkath ha Minim surely indicates the end process of the 
split between church and synagogue. The beginning of this split must have 
come much earlier. One wonders in fact whether the church had not left the 
synagogue some time before A.O. 70, despite the common assumption to the 
contrary. The book of Acts and the Pauline epistles tend to show that while 
Christian evangelists entered synagogues to evangelise, the Christian converts 
formed synagogues (i.e. assemblies) of their own right from the beginning 
(Acts 11 :26; Gal. I :22 ). 

Comments in Matthew about the 'Synagogue across the road' need not argue 
for a date after A.D.70. Here one notices that Hare has to reject Raymond 
Brown's view of the exclusion of Christians from the synagogues in John's 
Gospel (p 49 note 3). 
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2. Hare believes that persecution was worse aft'.!r A.D.70. In order to hold this view 
he has to minimise evidence of persecution before AD 70. He rejects the histor
icity of the accounts in Acts and he evades the importance of 1 Thes.2.14-16, 
p 62-63. One must also question whether Hare has correctly understood the 
Lucan meaning of peace in Acts 9 .31. Does 'peace' mean the absence of per
secution? 

3. Hare argues that persecution in the diaspora was worse than in Judea. Can this 
view be su~tained in view or the epistle to the Hebrews? Granted that it was 
written to a Jewish Christian group somewhere in the diaspora, does it not in
dicate that the temptation was to slide back into Judaism in a time when per
secution was now in the past rather than give in to Judaism while under the 
pressure of persecution? (see F.l~_ .. Bruce, Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, p xxiii-xxx, xlti-xliv,266-270). In fact the persecution seems not to 
have been from Jews at all (Heb.10.32-34). In general this epistle tends to in
dicate that persecution was worse in the earlier period than the later period, and 

~:;:-. that it was worse in Judea than in the diaspora. 

4. His arguments on the pessinlism of Matthew's church are the weakest part of 
his study. In this section (p 146-149) he gives very little evidence at all. He 
quotes Matt.228f and 28.19f, which need not indicate what he presumes. 

It is interesting to notice in connection with Hare's views that E.L.Abel, who pro
poses two authors of M , namely Matthew 1 and Matthew 2., places the fiercely 
anti-pharisaic part of the first Gospel in the section attributed to Matthew , who 
he believes wrote before AD 70. E.L.Abel, 'Who wrote Matthew! p 143-147. 

104. Martin, op.cit., p 135. 

105. Martin, op.cit., p 135. 

106. R.H. Gundry, 'The Language Milieu of First Century Palestine; Its Bearing on the 
Authenticity of t_he Gospel Tradition', p 404-408. 

107. The belief that the present greek Gospel includes elements that go back to an eye
witness or apostolic deposit is also evidenced in the view taken by E.L.Abel 'Who 
Wrote Matthew?' op.cit., p 138-152. Even if one cannot accept his rather spec
ulative theory of the various stages cf redaction one must take note of his rea
sons for finding early traditions in the first Gospel. 

108. Despite all that has been wlitten on the subject it is n~t really possible to evade 
t.lte evidence of Papias to the effect that Matthew the apostle, compiled his Gospel 
in Hebrew (or Aramaic). See Petrie, op.cit., p 15-30. 

109. Davis, 'Tradition and Redaction', op.cit., p 404. 

110. Gundry, The Use ... ,op.cit .• believes the first Gospel was written before AD 70, 
and in Palestine, due to the triple language phenomenon he has discovered in the 
formal and allusive quotations of tfie O.T. Here we note that the same linguistic 
characteristics are evident in the infancy narrative. Of the formal quotation, 1.23 
is wholly Septuagintal (p 89-90), 2.6 agrees with both the Septuagint and MT 
(p 91-93), in 2.15 Matthew translates the MT independently, as he seems to have 
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done in 2.18 (94-97), and mosf theories regarding 2.23 must assume some know-. 
ledge of Hebrew and Greek (p 97-104). As regards the allusive quotations, 1.21 is 
independent from' the Septuagint and shows targumic influence (p 127-128), 
2.1,2 is based on the Septuagint (128-129 )as is 2.11 (129-130),2.13 is an indepen
dent rendering of the Hebrew (130), and 2.20, 21 reflects both the Septuagint 
and the MT, with the latter being more prominent (130-13 lJ. 

111. Kiimmel,. Introduction to the N.T., 1970, p 84; R.E. Nixon, 'Matthew' NBC, 
p 814, Norman Perrin, The New Testament, an introduction, p 172. 

112. Donald Guthrie, New Test.ament Introduction, Gospels and Acts, p 43-44; F.F. 
Bruce, The New Testamen.t Documents, Are They Reliable? p 12, 'shortly after 
AD 70' is a mediating position. · 

113. J.A.T. Robinson, op.cit. 

114. J .A.T. Robinson, op.cit., p 13-30. 

115. J.A.T. Robinson, op.c:it., p 97-107. 

116. J .A.T. Robinson, ·op.cit., p 353. 

117. Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 45-56. 

l 18. fames, the Lord's brother, died in AD 62 as in Eusebius (RE.3.5.3), quoted in 
E.L. Abel 'Who Wrote Matthew?' op.cit., p 141. .~ 

119. See Davis, 'Tradition and Redaction', op.cit., p 404. 

120. One cannot escape from this question by simply restating the parallels between 
Matthew's narrative and the pattern of O.T. annunciations of birth, as for in
stance Brown does, Birth,op.cit., p 525-526. Such parallels need not show that 
the O.T. and the midrashic. legends created the tradition. They may orily have in
fluenced the form and terminology of the tradition. Ellis has argued convincingly 
for the early existence of written records and authoritative oral tradition in the 
transmission of the tradition rather than the presence of legendary developments. 
E.E. Ellis, Prophecy and Hehneneutic,op.cit., p 237-253. 

121. Plummer, op.cit., p 2. 

122. 1 .M. Creed, TI1e Gosoel Accordin_g to Saint Luke. p '.i-4. 
Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 39-41, and Lafuentin, Structure, op.cit., p 9. 

123. ·Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 41-42. 

124. Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 42, this is not a claim to be an eye-witness. 

125. Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., quoting Shii'nnann, p 42-43 . 

. 126. ~reed,op.cit., p 5. 
ror a more recent dlscusSion o1 the prologue, Earle ·E. Cairns, 'Luke As a Histo· 
rian ', p 220-226. 

127. Marshall, Commentary; op.cit., p 43. 

.. • j 
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128. Creed. op.cit., p 5. 
Marshan: Commentary, op.cit., p 44.For a carefol examination of the prologue 
which includes the contemporary discussion see A. J.B. Higgins 'The Preface to 
Luke and the Kerygma in Acts', p 78-83. 

129. Creed, op.cit., p 4. 

130. Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 41. 

131. Taylor, op.cit., Machen, op.cit. 

132. Creed, op. cit., p 13-14, Earle Ellis) TheGospelAccordingtoLuke, p 71, 
William Manson, The Gospel of Luke, p 10, who merely notes but does not 
:iccept the interpolation hypothesis. 
W.R.F. Browning, The Gospel According to Saint Luke aoes not mention it, p4U 
41

1 
J. Norval Geldenhuys, Commentary on ihe Gospel of Luke, rejects it, p 80, as 

does Raymond Brown, 'The Problem of the rzrginal Conception of Jesus', p 28, 
note 72. Also Marshall ConLmentary. op. cit., p 63. 

133. ·Plummer, op.cit., p 7. 

134. Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., makes the following point; 

Nor should the possibility be ignored that 
in a world which believed in supernatural 
phenomena it was appropriate for God to 
act in such a way !n order to lead men to 
belief in Him: it is intellectual snobbery 
for twentieth-century nian to claim· that 
God should reveal Himself in every age 
only in a way that he thinks proper for his 
own a$e (p 51 ). · 

He also notes that these angelic appearances stand or tall witil ·those of the 
resurrection (p 50). Further he often comments that the reactions to such 
phenomena in the infancy tradition follow a stereotyped pattern common to all 
angelic appearances and therefore need not be explained in terms of legendary 
accretions. If angels do appear then one must expect human reactions to be of a 
common type. 

135. The following words or phrases have been found to be Hebraic: 

f~S · eyEllETO- and €11 rm<; 77µepat<;. 
Plummer is aware of the fact that eyEllETO is typically Lucan. However, he feels 
this typically Lucan word is a reflection of the influence of Hebrew sources upon 
Luke. Plummer, op.cit., p ix. 

1 :6 E11avrw11 rov 8€011. Plummer quotes this as Hebraic. 

IlopevoµE11ot Ell ?Taaat' rat<; <:noA.ai<; 1cat Si1<.mwµaa1.V· Winter points out that 
though the latter phrase is found in the . Septuagint, this verse reflects the exact 
wording of a phrase found often in the Sadoqite Fragment of the Dead Sea Scrolls. 
It is more likely to reflect a dependence on a Hebrew source than the Septuagint. 
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138. 

139. 

140. 

141. 

142. 

143. 

144. 

145. 
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1 :7 rrpof3T/KOT€<; €11 TClL<; T/µ€p'at<; avrwv 
Both Plummer and Winter refer to this. Here Turner's reply, that €Vis 'inserted' 

by Luke does not really answer Winter's argument (seep 293f and p 296f ). 

1.13 The word play on the name of John and the possible Hebrew underlying 
€WT/Kova8T/ nas been abiy presented by Rene Laurentin ( p '.2.96 above) .. 

1: 15 en €K Kot'Ai.ac; µrirpoc; avrov. 
Plummer regards this as Lucan, but again in the sense that Luke's usage has been 
influenced by the Hebrew. He is followed by Creed, op.cit., p 11. 

1: 17 €1TWTP€1/lat Kapoi.a<; rrar€pwv €rrt T€Kva.. 
Here again it seems to us that Turner's reply is unable' to displace Winter's argu
ment, since he has to postul::i.te an imaginarv Greek recention which was available 
to Luke but which has perished ( see p 296 above and references). The same 
criticism applies to Benoit's objections to this verse. 
The same Hebraism is metioned by Creed. Creed, op'.cit_, [' 11. Marshall acceQ_ts 
the 'probability that a non-LXX text has been used'. Comentary op.cit., p 59 . 
Rene Lauren tin finds a possible etymological allusion to the name Gabriel if this 
verse is put back into Hebrew (seep 296 above). Grundmann finds 
a possible Aramaic source reflected in·· KaT€0K€vaaµ€vov, Das Evangelium nach 
Lukas, p 52. 

i: 20 ioov - Plummer regards this as a Lucan Hebraisf)1, Plummer,- op.cit.,. p 17 and 
x. 

µT/ ovvaµ€vo<; - A possible allusion to the name Gabriel in the Hebr_~w, according 
to Laurentin ( see p 296 above ) The same would apply to o.vK €Ovvaro 
in 1 :22. 

Edersheim, op.cit., p 65-70; Winter, 'Cultural Background', op.cit., p 167 and 236. 

Ellis, Luke, op.cit., p 65, Brown; Birth, op.cit.; p 270, 258-261. See also Gerhard 
Schneider, Das Evangelium nach Lukas, p 45-46. 

Winter, 'Cultural JJacKground' op.cit, 

Pierre Benoit, op.cit. 

Winter, ·'The Proto-Source ... 'op.cit., p 199. 

R. McL. Wilson. op.cit., p 251. 

Benoit, op.cit., p 179. 

Edersheim, op.cit., p 20. 

Dibelius, op.cit., Vielhauer, op.cit., and Grundmann explores this possibility, 
op.cit., Lukas, p 54-55. 

Benoit, op.cit. 

Brown also rejects this theory, 'I find no convincing reason by way of con
text or by mzy of theology for such a hypothesis'. Birth, op.cit., p 274,279, 
281-282. 
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146. Marshall comments, 'It is more probable that some, possibly the most prominent, 
members of John's circle became followers of Jesus and amalgamated their tradi
tions with those of the Christf.:m group which they entered', commentary op.cit., 
p Su. Support for an original Baptist tradition may also be found in Josef Ernst, 
Das Evangelium nach Lukas, p 56-63. 

147. Hamad(~ Luke the Physician, op.cit., Turner, op.cit., Benoit, op.cit. 

148. Brown suggests that the time of the 'evening sacrifice' (Dan 9:21) has influenced 
Luke's narrative i.e. that is why Luke placed his angelic appeara.11ce at the evening 
sacrifice. But can we be sure that Luke intended the evening sacrifice, and even if 

-he did, why did he not ment1on it'! Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 27. Laurentin states 
the link with Daniel in causious terms, Structure, op.cit., p 46-48. 

l 49. Goulder and Sanderson, op.cit. 

150. Thus, for instal)ce, because John was the fore-runner of Jesus,and because John's 
ministry is patterned on that of Elijah, and because this prophecy is found in Ma
lachi, which is immediately preceded by Zechariah in the O.T., the name of 
John's father must be Zechariah. Then again, the name Zechariah is taken from 
the Zechariah in 11 Chron. 24:20-22, who was 'the last of the prophets' (Luke 
11 :50-5J) and who also prophesied under the power _of the Spirit (Luke 1 :67 fJ. 
So detailed are the 'typologies' of these scholars that by the time they have fi
nished, all that remains in the narrative which is not derived from the O.T. is the 
burning of the incense. The name Elizabeth, for instance, is derived from the fact 
that an Elizabeth was the wife of Aaron. The fact that Elizabeth hid herself for 
five months is derived from the typology which Luke purportedly sees in the 
events of Christ's birth and final presentation at the temple. Marshall believes the 
six months may be a Lucan literary device, but states that 'this is not incompatible 
with the attribution to Elizabeth of one of the motives suggested namely that 

·she hid herself to avoid reproach to engage in prayer, or to follow her husband's 
ex'}.n1pfe-.-·_ COmmentary op.elf., p 62 . ff one adas together tfi.e · six months of 
Elizabeth's pregnancy prior to here meeting with Mary, the nine months of Mary's 

· pregnancy, and the thirty days between Christ's birth and his purification, one 
arrives at a total of seventy weeks, the period of Daniel's prophecy. The time 

' between the 'going forth of the word' ( Dan. 9.25; Luke l.44f) and the 'coming 
of the annointed one' to the temple ( Dan.9 .15; Lk.3.22f) is seventy weeks. 

15 l. Goulder and Sanderson. op.cit.. p 12. 

152. R. McL. Wilson, op.cit., p 251. 
Commenting on Goulder and Sanderson on this subject)Hrown, Hirth op.cit., says, 
'One can never dispose of such a theory, but it demands remarkable ingenuity and 
faith to explain many factors'(p 265-266 and note 6),and commenting on the 
theory about the use of the 490 days,Brown regards this as eisegesis rather than 
exegesis (p 282 and note 60.). In this sense Brown rejects the more radical fonn 
of the midrashic theory. However his historical conclusions are hardly less radical. 
He regards the names of John's parents, and the fact that they were Levites, as 
'historical information' but deduces from the fact that Luke has used his pro
phetic call narrative that his story is basically create~ from the O.T. para!lels. 
( p 498, note 2 and p 283). 

153. Goulder and Sanderson, op.cit., p 29-30. 

154. Orr, op.cit .• p 65-67. 

155. Gerard Meagher, 'The Prophetic Call Narrative', p l(i4-177. 

156. Gerard Meagher, op.cit., p 166. t'or a different analysis see Brown, Birth, op.cit., 
table viii. 
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157. We cannot therefore accept the outright statement of Brown, Birth, op.cit., 
regarding the similarity between the angel in Daniel and Luke 1 that 'there can be 
no doubt that in this description of Gabriel's appearance Luke intends to evoke 
the atmosphere of Daniel' (p 270). In fact we will always remain in doubt and we 
can never be sure of Luke's actual intentions. 

158. The conclusion we have come to agrees substantially with the balanced comment 
of Howard Marshall; Commentary, op.cit., p 51; 

... the historicity of the present narrative can
not be positively established since the origin 
and transmission of the tradition is ob"scure. 
Equally, however, the possibility ofa histori
cal basis to the narrative cannot be denied, 
since we have no historical knowledge that 
contradicts it. 

Much the same conclusion cc:n be found in the works of Geldenhuys, Harrington 
and Ellis. 

Ellis, op.cit., p 65. 
Geldenhuys, op.cit., p 72-73. 
Wilfrid J. Harrington, The Gospel According to Saint Luke, p 36-37. 

159. The parallelism may be tabulated as follows; 

Luke 1 : 11-20 

1: 11 

And there appeared to him an 
angel of the Lord standing on the ·, 
right side of the altar of incense. 

I: 12 

And Zechariah was troubled when 
he saw him, and fear fell upon -
him. 

1 :13a 

'Do not be afraid, Zechariah, for 
your prayer is heard. 

I. 

1: 13b 

and your wife Elizabeth will bear 
you a son, and you shall r;.all his 
name John. 

Luke l :28-38 

1:28 

'Hail, 0 favoured one, the Lord 
is with you.' 

1 :29 

But size was greatly troubled at 
the saying, and considered in her 
mind what sort of greeting this 
might be. 
1 :30 

And the angel said to her, 'Do 
not be afraid, Mary, for you have 
found favour with God. 
1 :31 

And behold, you will conceive in 
your womb and bear a son, and 
you shall call his name Jesus. 



1:14-17 

And you will have joy an,d glad
ness, and many will rejoice at his 
birth; for he will be great before 
the Lord, and he shall drink no 
wine nor strong drink, and he 
will be filled with the Holy Spi
rit, even from his mother's 
womb. And he will turn man7 of 
the sons of Israel to the Lord 
their God, and he will go before 
him in the spirit and power of 
Elijah, to turn the hearts of the 
fathers to the children, and the 
disobedient to the wisdom of the 
just, to makeready for the Lord, 
a people prepared. ' 

1 :18 

And Zechariah said to the angel, 
'How shall I know this? For Jam 
an old man, and my wife is ad
vanced in years. ' 

1: 19. 

And the angel answered him, '! 
am Gabriel, who stand in the pre
sence of God; and I was sent to 
speak to you, and to bring you 
this good news. 

1 :20-23 

And behold, you will be silent 
and unable to speak until the 
day that these things come to 
pass, because you did not believe 
my words, which will be fulfilled 
in their time. ' And the people 
were waiting for Zechariah, and 
they wondered at his delay in the 
temple. And when he came out, 
he could not speak to them, and 
they perceived that he had seen 
a vision in the temple, and he 
made signs to them and remained 
dumb. And when his time of ser
vice was ended, he went to his 
home. 
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1 :32-33 

He will be great, and will be 
called the Son of the Most High; 
and the Lord God will give to 
him the throne of his father Da-
1..'fd, and he will reign over the 
house of Jacob forever; and of 
his kingdom there will be no 
end.' 

1 :34 

And Mary said to the angel, 
.'How shall this be, since I have 
no husband?' 

1 :35 

And tlze angel said to her, 'The 
Holy Spirit will come upon you, 
and the power of the Most High 
will overshadow you; therefore 

· the child to be born will be 
called Holy, the Son of God. 

1:36 

And, behold, your kinswoman 
Elizabeth in her old age has also 
conceived a son; and this is the 
sixth month with her who was 
called barren. ' 



1 :63-64 

And he asked for a writing tab
let, and wrote, 'His name is 
John. ' And they all marvelled. 
And immediately his mouth was 
opened, and his tongue loosed, 
and he spoke, blessing God. 

See Laurentin, Structure, op.cit., p 32. 
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1 :38 

And Mary said, 'Behold, I am 
the handmaid of the Lord: let 
it be to me according to your 
word. ' And the angel departed 
from her. 

160. Brown, Birth op.cit., comments, 

161. 

162. 

163. 

Jn the annunciation of the birth of John 
the Baptist we heard of a yearning and prayer 
on the part of the parents who very much 
wanted a child: but since Mary is a virgin who 
has not yet lived with her husband, there is no 
yearning for or human expectation of a child 
- it is the surprise of creation. No longer are 
we dec.iling with human request and God's 
generous fulfilment: this is God's iniative 
beyond anything man or woman dreamed 
of (p 314). 

Brown explains the reply of Zechariah by the fact that Luke was dependent upon 
the Danielic pattern. 'The literary pattern virtually required a sign, and the 
parallel with Daniel suggested the sign of being dumb _strn_ck', Birth,_ op.cit., !' 
280 .He rather ridicules the church fathers for castigating Zechariah for his 
unbelief. However Brown seems to have missed the subtlety of the contrasts that 
are drawn between Mary and Zechariah. 

Laurentin, Structure, op.cit, p 33~38. "' 
We can never be sure exactly how many of these contrasts were apparent to the 
author himself. However, the overall pattern is unmistakable. This leads the_reader 
to enquire if there are perhaps further conti'asts in the narrative outside Of this 
formal structure. These then become apparent. John's parents are DLKatwc: be
fore the Law. Mary is the object of divine grace. Zechariah is a priest. Mary is an 
unknown girl in a. despised village. John's parents are 'advanced in years'. Mary is 
an unmarried virgin. At John's birth the neighbours rejoice (I :58). At Jesus' bi~ 
the angels sing (2: 14).Harold S. Songer, 'Luke's Portrayal of the Origins of Jesus', 
p 456-457. We shall not at this moment draw out the implications of this con
trast. The significance will become apparent when we enquire into its teaching . 

• 
The six points of Gerard Meagher's research can be equally applied here:-

(i) The divine confrontation - 1 :26-27 
(ii) The introductory word - 1 :28-30 
(iii) The commission - l :31-33 
(iv) The objection - 1 :34 
(v) The reassurance - 1 :35 
(vi) The sign - 1 :36-37 

164. Brown , Birth op.cit., maintains that the annuciation to Mary is sirnplllJUld 
concludes that the annunciation to Zechariah must have been modelled ·on the 
annunciation to Mary ( p 293). Unfortunately all the structures which modem 
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scholars find in ~he narrat~ve, (incl~ding our own) run the risk of being imposed 
u.pon the ?arrative. In this. analysis (above) the Marian annunciation is not p:ir
hcularly simpler or more involved than the one to Zechariah. Where Brown 
finds the manner of the conception, the description of the chi!d's future and the 
portrait of Mary in vs. 34 and 38 to be the unparalleled material, our' analysis 
leads . to the conclusion that Mary's response is more significant ( p 292-296). 
Brown does accept the importance of Mary's response in another context ( p 316-
319). . 

16:>. Minear, ·LuKf:'s Use"op.cit., p 111.-130. 

i66~ lirown, Birth, op.cit., p 296-298. 

167. Marshal] comes to the conclusion that there is a mutual deoendence hetween the 
two stories, Commentary op.cit., p 63 . This would tend to suggest that they 
come from the same basic mould and points to an earlier tradition. 

168. Winter, 'Main Literary Problem of the Lucan Infancy Narrative; p 26. 

169. Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 63. 
He seems to hold that neither narrative has been derived from the other. The im
plication is that the structure of both narratives is earlier than the Lucan redac-
tion. 

170. "Brown , Birth op.cit., uses the structure of the two annunciations to come to 
almost the opposite conclusion (p 292-298). As with the Matthean n::i.rrative one 
should distinguish between the use of. O.T. literary structure, terminology and 
analogies in the narration of an historical tradition,and the creation of the tra
·dition on the basis of such O.T. materials. The latter may conceivably have taken 
place, but it is over hasty to come to this conclusion as soon as such O.T. ma
terials are discovered. The former explanation may be just' as valid. Brown seems 
to assume that the latter is more probable that the former: 'such perfect adhe
rence to literary form raises a question about the historicity of the stereotyped 
features in the Lucan story' (p 296)The only alternative for Brown is that 'one 
may argue that the annunciation pattern really reflects a reasonable way of 
procedure'. Surely a bytter alternative is that the annunciation pattern reflects a 
traditional way of procedure (prophetic call narrative or O.T. revelation narra
tive), which any biblico-Palestinian influenced community or individual would 
automatically have used to narrate any angelic revelation story. The use of such a 
traditional form need not especially support or deny the historicity of the story. 
To us it may be taken to give support to the tradition. The same wouid apply 
to the use of Christian post-resurrection terminology in the Lucan infancy nar-
ratives (see Brown, p 316 on Mary's response in 1.38 being modelled on Luke's 
account of her in the ministry of Jesus - p 316-319). 

In a structuralist analysis of 
1
Commissioning Stories in Luke-Acts',B.J.Hubbard 

shows how the structure of the commissioning stories in the 0.T. and in Luke
Acts are part of a larger structure common to most ancient oriental cultures. In 
his analysis he includes the following narratives in Luke-Acts; Paul's conversion 
( Ac.9.1-9), the resurrection appearances ( Lk.24.36-53), the Angelology to the 
apostles ( Ac.5.17-21), to Ananias (9.10-17), to Cornelius (10.18), to Peter 
( 10.9-23), Paul at Corinth ( 18.9-11), and Paul on the way to Malta (27.21-26). 
Are we to argue then, that because all these narratives are part of a structure 
common to the ancient orient in general, and because most of the commission-

/ 

\ 
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ing stories in pagan religions of the orient are non-historical, that the conversion of 
Paul and the resurrection appearances are similarly non-historical? Is it not far 
more reasonable to suppose that the narration of a story in a particular form need 
not determine its historicity either positively or negatively? See B.J .Hubbard, 
op.cit., p 103 - 123. 

171. 1 :26, 35 

26 . ra/3plf1A 
35 &vva1w: viJ;wrov ETrWKLaaEL _ 
Both Paul Winter (seep 293f above) and Rene Laurentin (seep 296 above) 
regard this as reflecting a typical word play on the name 'Gabriel' in the Hebrew. 
The angel's name is typically reflected in the message he brings. 

1 :30 e.vpe<; 'Yap xapw rrape rw E>ew. 

Plummer regards the phrase as Heoraic {Geil 6:8},Plummer, op cit., p7T-TI. 

1 :32 µ€'ya<; , 

·-Laurentin' regards this as reflecting a possible play on the name 'Gabriel' (see 
p 296 above): 

1 :32,35 VLO<; Vi/JWTOV, ov1.:aµl<; VlJ;WTOV 
1 :7 8 avaroX11 €~ viJ;ov<; 

The equivalent has been attested at Qumran in Aramaic (4Q243) and a recently 
translated text may show a number a parallels with Luke 1 :32-35. Marshall 
Commentary, op cit., p 67 . This argues for the Palestinian background to the 
narrative. Laurentin believes 132,35 have an indirect play on the name 'Mary'. 
The 'son of the Most High ',born by the 'power of the Most High ',is finally the one 
who 'rises' from on High. 'Rises'~avaro")..:ry, may be a play on Mary's name. Hence 
by implication the build-up to this play on her name has already begun in the 
message which she received fr9m the angel (seep 296 above). 

1 :33 f3aaLA€VU€L €7rl 

Winter regards this as a possible Hebraism but does not place too much weight 
upon it(p 293f above). This is noted by Marshall (Commentary, op.cit., p 72) though 
he does not commit himself. 

1 :37 ovi< abvvar11aeL rrapa rov (Jeov rrav p11µa. . 
Winter is more certain that this is a Hebraism ( p 293f above). 
Plummer had already drawn attention to this Hebraism. Plummer, op .cit., p 
25-26. 

172. Plummer, op.cit., p 23-24. 

173. Turner, op.cit. 
•"'. 

174. . Harnack, Luke the Physician, op.cit., p97-101, 199-218: 

175.. Evidence of a Hebraic tradition seems clear. A Hebrew source document must 
always remain in the realm of conjecture. 

176. W.J. Harrington, a Roman Catholic commentator, strongly advocates that Luke 
was influenced by Zeph 3: 14-17. He notes that in such a Semitically coloured 
narrative the appearance cf the Greek greeting formula; xatpe is unusual. How
ever, this he believes is readily explained as we notice how much Luke is influen
ced by Zeph. 3: 15-17. The xatpe comes from the Septuagintal 'Rejoice Daughter 
of Zion; sing aloud, Daughter of Jerusalem'. The angel goes on to comfort Mary 
by telling her that she will conceive €1J 1aarpL. This H:arrington takes as an echo of 
the twice repeated beqirbeh in the Hebrew text of Zeph. 3. 15 -17. 'TheKing 
of Israel, the Lord, is in your midst' and 'The Lord, your God, is in your midst'. 



177. 

178. 

. 179. 
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in both cases 'midst' is beqirbeh in Hebrew which can equally be translated 'womb'. 
Harrington,· Luke, op.cit .. p 45-47. The use of the Hebrew was suggested by 
Laurentin, Structure, op.cit., p 65-70. Support for Luke's allusion to this verse is 
the belief that Luke's theology takes up the concept of the 'Daughter of Zion 'in 0. 
Testament texts and applies it to Mary as the representative of Israel and the 
people of God. Her rejoicing symbolises the rejoicing of God's remnant. Their re
joicing is to be found throughout the Lucan infancy narrative, and indeed through
out his Gospel. Incidentally, it is worth noting that if this allusion is acceptable 
there is further evidence of the Hebraic nature of this pericope. The Septuagintal 
translation of Zeph. 3: 15, 17 does suggest the meaning of 'womb'. The diffir.ulty 
we fiave fn acceptfog this allusion is the 1act that this foterpretation is particularly 
dear to Roman Catholic exegetes (though of course Protestant scholars also refer 
to it) and one wonders whether the evidence itself is quite as obvious as is often 
made out. It is questionable whether Luke actually had this text in mind when he 
wrote this pericope. As we shall see Luke 1 :3 I can also be explained by other 
texts which bear a closer correspondence. It certainly remains a plausible suggest-
ion, but not too much weight can be placed on it. _ 
Brown, Birth, op.cit., rejects it because the 'i•irgin Israel' in O.T. texts is often 
one who is raped and defiled (Jer. 31: 3-4), therefore 'the echoes of the "virgin" 
passages concerning Zion ·and Israel in the 0. T. are quite inappropriate as back
ground to Luke's description of the virgin Mary' (p320-321 and 321-327). On 
this point as on the others, it would be wise to be conservative about how much 

·Marian symbolism Luke intended in the relatively stereotyped salutation of 1 :28 , 
(p327). Marshall comments; 

It is just possible that the use of xmpw in the 
LXX of these passages has influenced the 
present verse and the continuation of Zc. 9.9 
is certainly relevant here. But a typological 
identification of Mary with the daughter of 
Zion is nowhere explicit, and it would tend 
to distract from the coming Messiah to the 
mother. Commentary, op.cit., p 65. 

Goulder and Sanderson find the following typological references. The angels 
greeting 'Hail, 0 favoured one', ( l.28) is taken from the angels statement to· 
Daniel 'vou are greatly beloved' (Dan. l 0.23). ·The second half of the verl>e 
'the Lord is with you'-is taken from Judges 6:12. Luke 1:31 fo11owsTsa./-:14 
and Gen. 16:llf. Luke 1:32,33 closely follows Isa.9:6,7. The reference to the 
'overshadowing' of God's power in Luke 1 :35 is taken from the reference to the 
'Shekinah' in Ex 40:34 (they quote v.29, which is perhaps a printing error). 
Mary's response to the 'handmaid' of the Lord comes from Hannah'::; prayer 
(1 Sam 1: l I). The name 'Son of the Most High' in Luke 1 :32 comes from the 
Davidic promise in 2 Sam. 7: 14. 

The work of these two scholars has been taken further by C.T. Ruddick who advo
cates the view that Luke has structured his whole narrative upon Genesis in order 
to show the correspondence between Christ's 'Genesis' and the biblical Genesis. 
He suggests that Luke may have wanted to write a Christian Torah to repiace or 
supplement the pentateuch and that the infancy narrative may have developed in 
a series of homilies preached in the primitive Christian assemblies. He therefore 
follows the ahove mentioned scholars in their Iridrashic or Haggidic theory. Rud
dick finds verbal correspondences with Genesis from Luke 1.26 to Luke 2.51, 
C.T. Ruddick, 'Birth Narratives in Genesis and Luke', p 343-348. 

It has many similarities with the popular belief in 'Bible numerics' where the r.um-
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erical value of the Hebrew ·and Greek texts of the Bible are found to be inundated 
with patterns of seven and three. For many this amounts to an indubitable proof 
of the inspiration of scripture. As Montgomery notes,mathematicians have shown 
that the same method could be used to prove the inspiration of the daily news
papers. John Warwick Montgomery, Principalities and Powers, op.cit., p 92. 

180. Benoit, op .cit. 

181. Though even here it is not certain whether Luke 1 :32-33 is closer to Isa 9:6-7 or 
Sam 7: 9-16, or whether the Lucan text is a free composition merely using the 
traditional Davidic terminology in a number of O.T. texts. Brown disc11sses 2 
Sam 7: 9-16, Isa 9:5-7 (p 310'.note 39), Ps 2:'7, 'passages in the prophets' and the 
Qumran meditations on 2 Sam 7: 11-14 ( p3l0-3f1 ). This adds to the impression 
that Luke was very seldom influenced by a single text. Rather he wa-. ush1g stock 
u.1·., fotertestamental and Jewisn terminology .ro heighten tne biblical coiour-
ing of his narrative. Birth, op.cit. 

182. Brown ,Birth op.cit., completely rejects an allusion to !Sa 7: 14, p 300 ·. 

183. Harrington, Commentary, op.cit. p 48. 

184. Harrington, Commentary, op. cit., p 48-49, Joseph Gewiess, 'Mary's question to 
the angel', p 39-42. 
Joseph A. Fitzmeyer, 'The Virginal Conception of Jesus in the New Testament'. 
0567-568; Brown p 303-306, Birth. op.cit. See also Marshall Commentary, op. 
for a scholarly rejection of this idea, p 63, 69. See Johannes B. Bauer, 'Philo-· 
logische Bemerkungen zu Lk 1.34' , p 535-540 for a discussion of the tenses 
involved in the granuna tical possibilities. 

184. Harrington, Commentary,op.cit., p 48-49, Joseph Geweiss, 'Mary's question to 
the am~el', p 39-42. . . 

. Joseph A.· Fitzmyer~ 'The Virginal Conception of Jesus in the New Testament', 
p 567-568; Brown, Birth, op.tit., p 303-306. Also Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., 
for a scholarly rejection of this idea, p 63 and p 69. 

185. Note for instance the summary rejection bv Brown. Birth.op.cit., p 289 and 
306. For a study of the various anscient translations of Lk. J .31 see Hans (.Juecke, 
'Lukas J . .J 1 in dem a/ten iibersetzungen' , p 333-348. He makes no particular 
conclusion. 

186. 'The words are the avowal of a maiden conscious of her own purity; and they are 
drawn from her by the strange declaration that she is to have a son before she is 
married.' Plummer, op.cit., p 24. 

187. Brown's rejection of rn17 being non-Lucan, Birth.op.cit., (p 289) and his rejection 
of the theory that a pre-Lucan narrative did not contain the virginal conception 
( 301-303). He rejects Taylor;s argument (p 302-303). ' 

188. Brown's (Birth,op.cit.,) two categories in this discussion (a) psychological explan
ation and (b) literary explanation (p 303-309) do not allow for the explanation 
we have given. Neither does he mention the historical influence of the interpol
ation hypothesis as a cause for the preoccupation with Mary's question in subse
quent discussions. Marshall gives five views that have been propounded. He summ-

. arily rejects the theory that 7rapfJevoc; could mean 'a girl ')-Vho had not yet begun 
to menstruate' and the belief that Mary had understood the angelic revelation in 
terms of Isa.7.14. He also rejects the argument from the tense of the original 
Hebrew. He believes the literary device theory may be correct but notes that it 
is not strictly necessary 'since v.35 could foilow straight from v.33 (or v.31) with 
a linking ')'ao'.Commentary oo.cit .• p 70. 



189. When the account is read in and for itself 
without the overtones of the .iv!auhewz ann
unciation to Joseph - every detail bi it could 
be understood of a child to be born of Mary 
in the normal human way, a child endowed 
with God's special favour bom at the inter
vention of the Spirit of God and destined to 
be acknowledged as the heir to David's 
throne as God's Messiah and Son. Fitz
myer, 'The Virginal Conception'. op.cit., 
p 567. 
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190. 'A Lucan stage prop for the dramatisation of the identificatiOn of the child.' 
Fitzmyer, 'The Virginal Conception'. op.cit., p 567. 

191. Brown, 'Luke's Description of the Virginal Conception', p 360-362. 

192. Brown makes this point, Birth,op.cit., p 298-299, 301note14 . 
Machen, Virgin Birth,op.cit., also noted th.is much earlier. While the strict use of 

. parthenos is not as important for Matthew's narrative it does seem that Luke uses 
the word in the sense of 'virgin'. See Jean Carmignac. 'The Meaning of Parthenos 
in Lk;J,27: A Reply to C.H. Dodd'3 p 327-330 ; H.M. Orlingsky 1 The In
terpret~rs Dictionary of the Bible (p 939-940); Marshall 1 Commentary ,op.cit., 
p 64 , 'rrapfJ€11oc; means a young, unmarried girl. and carries the implication of 
virginity. Jn view of 1.34 this implication is u~doubted/y present here, a view 

·which is strengthened by the probable allusion to Isa. 7.14 here and in v.31'."I-Iis 
argument, like Carmignac, is therefore from context. 

193. This is substantially one of Brown's two arguments for accepting that Luke did 
intend to narrate a virginal conception, Birth.op.cit., p 300-301. 

194. Lobstein, op.cit., and p 24-27 above. 

195. Plummer, op.cit.", p 24-25. 

196. Harrington, Commentary,op.cit., p 50. 

197. Plummer, op.cit., p 25. Or as Marshall comments: ~K€A€oµat usually follows the 
predicate', Commentary ,op.cit., p 71 

198. ow, 'wherefore, ,introducing the result', Marshall,Commentary,op.cit., p 7 I. 

199. Plummer, op.cit., p 25. Marshall comments on 'holy': 'Here the sense is "divine" 
(Ps.89 .5 ,7) or "Gottgehorig" ,Commentary ,op.cit., p 71. 

200. Brown . is perhaps overreacting to his Catholic background when he rejects this 
·allusion (p 327-328). Certainly he is correct in rejecting a strong affirmation on 
the part of Luke that Mary became the tabernacle of God. The emphasis is not on 
the tabernacle but on what filled the tabernacle. Birth, op.cit.,p 327-328. 

201. Jeffrey G. Soboson, when speaking of Ren~ Laurentin's valuable work on this 
subject has this to say; 

. ni- rJl([ Testament usage when "great'' 
refers to a person it is used as a quaiifzed 
adjectiJ;e "a man of great stature" 2 Sam. 
21 :20. or with a subordinate clause to show 
on.e's greatness as relative, as: "Moreover, 
the man Moses was very great in the land of 
Egypt, in the sight of Pharoah 's savants 



202. 

203 .. 

204. 

205. 

206. 

207. 

208. 

209. 

210. 

211. 

212. 

·and in the sight of tlze people" (Ex.11.3). 
Wizen the word "great" however is used as 
an attribute without any adjunct, it is re
served to God alone. Jeffrey G. Soboson, 
'Completion of Prophecy, Jesus in Lk. 
1.32-33' p 318. 
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Brown comments 'Luke is certainly using "Son of God" in a proper sense in 
1.35d, but he is not necessarily saying what Ignatius said twenty or thirty years 
later: "Our God, Jesus Christ, was conceived of Mary".' Birth,op.cit., p 316 note 
56 . By 'proper' Brown means that the Sonship is more than the O.T. adoption 
of the Davidic monarch in the' enthronement ceremony. 'Son' is being used in the 
sense in which it is used in Rom. 1.4. See also Laurentin, Structure, op.cit., p 36-
37. 

Marshall, Luke.Historian, op.cit., p 168. For a detailed support of the 'transcen
dant' , elements in the Christology of Lk. 1-2 see Lauren tin, Structure, op.cit., 
p 121-129. 

Pannenberg, Jesus God and Man,op.cit. 

Plummer, op.cit., p 21. 

Creed, op.cit., p 16-17. Similarly Marshall 'Had the phrase been meant to refer to 
Mary, it would have had to be differently constructed.' Commentary ,op.cit., p 64. 

For a srnuiar conclusion see-Laurentin, 'sfructure, op.cit., p 112-116, or Brown, 
Birth, op.cit., p 287-288. 

Orr, op.cit., p 190-203. 

Boslooper, op.cit. 

Allen, op.cit., p 10. D. Daube has proposed that there might be a tra.ce of the idea 
of the virgin birth in a m'idrash on Moses' birth. David Daube, The N.T. and 
Rabbinic Judaism, p 5-9. 

Dale Moody. 'The Miraculous Conception'. 
Cyrus H. Goroon, 'Paternity at rwo levels' p IO I. 

Karl Rahner defines a theologumenon as, 

a statement which makes a theological 
assertion that cannot be immediately con
sidered as an official teaching of the church, 
or as a dogmatic proposition that is bind
ing in faith, but rather that is first of all the 
result and expression of a striving for an un: 
derstanding of faith through the establish
ment of connections between binding faith
statements and the confrontation of (then 
with) the dogmatic thinking of a person (or 
a given period).'. Fitzmyer, 'The Virginal 
Conception' op.cit., p 548 note 26. 

At this point we should note the comment of Marshall, 'Discussion of the issue 
is often bedevilled by the assumption that we are dealing with a theologumenon 
rather than a historical fact, and hence the assumption that there must be some 
religionsgeschichtlich parallel which will explain the origin of the idea', Commen-
tary ,op.cit., p 73. 

213. See below p 173-178. 
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214. Lobstein's hypothesis, as has been stated in the second chapter(Lobstein,op.cit., 
p 72-76) is basically as follows: The early disciples first believed in Jesus as the 

Jewish Messiah. They then came to see him in terms of the resurrection, as the 
exalted Lord of the kerygma. Then thirdly they were led to the metaphysical 
belief in the pre-existent Logos who became incarnated in Jesus Christ. Some
where between the second and third Christo!ogies ·the idea of the virgin birth was 
developed. Another postuh!.tion which is similar is that the disciples first believed 
that Jesus was the Son of God after the resurrection (Rom I :4). They then pushed 
this back logically to the transfiguration, then the baptism, then the birth and 
conception., then the pre-existence or eternai generation of the Son. Once again 
the virgin birth comes somewhere between the resurrected Lord and the pre-
existent Logos. Brown has well stated this hypothesis; 

the silence of the rest of the New Testament 
enhances the possibility of the theologume
n.on theory whereby somewhere in the 60's 
one or more Christian thinkers solved the 
Christological problem by affirming sym
bolically that Jesus was God's son from· the 
moment of his conception. According to the 
theory they used an imagery of the virginal 
conception whose symbolic origins were for
gotten as it was disseminated among various 
Christian communities and recorded by the 
Evangelist. Brown, 'The Problem of the 
Virginal Conception of Jesus', op.cit., p 29. 

For U-.e theolcgumenal view see also Schneider,op.cit .• p 52-53. 

The similarities between this view and that of Paul Lobstein's are obvious. We 
hear again of the attempt to 'solve the Christo logical problem'. The hypothesis 
has not basically changed. The terminology used today differs somewhat from 
Lobstein's and the hypothesis has been refined. It is also significant that Brown 
puts his finger on the crucial question that the advocates of this hypothesis must 
answer: that of dating. He speaks of 'sometime in the 60's.' This was the same 
question which was asked by OtT( seep 185-187 above). The basic problem then 
has not changed. The issue must be discussed in the modern context. Presu
ming that the virgin birth is a theologurnenon, and not historical, the issue must 
be analysed as follows; It seems to us to be self-evident that a theo1ogumenon 
could not have developed in the Palestinian Church while the family of Jesus was 
still alive. If someone had postulated such an idea the very first thing that would 
have happened is that the family would have been consulted. It also seems to be 
self~evident to us that the idea could not have developed while the apostles were 
influential in the church. It is very difficult to believe that the apostle John did 
not at some time discuss the birth of Jesus with Mary. This excludes the early 
period of church history altogether. But the question is, how long did this early 
period of Christ's tamily and apostolic influence last? If Mary was young when
Jesus was born, and if Jesus was born in B.C. 6, Mary would have been 46 or at 
the most 50 ?Y the time of the crucifixion. She may conceivably have lived 
till A.O. 60. She probably was still alive in A.O. 50. Her sons, and Christ's half-. 
brothers would have been younger than Jesus. They would have been roughly 
between 25 and 30 by the tirne of the crucifixion. They would probably have 
lived up until A.O. 60 and possibly A.O. 70. Now it could just be possible that they 
were ignorant about the circumstances of Christ's birth; though we fi."1d this 
difficult to believe. If they had come to believe in Jesus as the early church did, 
the fascination of his birth would have driven them to enquire at some stage. 
But granted their ignorance, we mav be able to discount their influence. (Note: 
we are not discussii1g ·their general leader~hip in the church - if it existed ~ but 
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their influence as sources o(information.)" John and the apostles remain a prob
lem. How long did John live? If the tradition of the early church is correct, then 
the advocates of this hypothesis are presented with a pressing problem. He may 
have been still alive in AD 80. However, to give the benefit of the doubt, let us 
suppose that he also died before AD 70. On this basis the idea of the virgin birth 
must at least have arisen after AD 60 and, more probably, after AD 70. Paul's 
role in this question cannot be avoided. Now it is the essential belief of this hy
pothesis that Paul was ignorant of this doctrine. Brown makes this clear, as 
does Fitzmyer. It is frequently stressed that had he known about it some refer
ences would have appeared in his writings. We question this logic. However, those 
who hold this hypothesis must be consistent and explain the origin of the trad
ition in terms of their own assumptions. Paul's writings cover the period roughly 
between AD 50 and AD 64 (depending on one's dating of I Thes., and Galatians 
and depending on one's view of the authorship and dating of the pastoral epist
les, these dates will fluctuate slightly). This excludes the origin of this tradition 
before AD 64. Many scholars today accept that 'Luke', whoever he was, was a 
companion of Paul. If Paul was ignorant of this tradition it follows that Luke 

·must have been ignorant of it as well up until AD 64. All this leads to the con
ciusion that the tradition must have developed after AD 60 at least, if not after 
AD 70, thus Brown's remark about 'Sometime in the 60's'. 

There is a further problem. The general consensus is that John (or the author of 
the fourth gospel and the Johannine theology in general) was also ignorant of this 
tradition. This again is a vital assumption for those who hold to this hypothesis. 
There is also a general consensus that the J ohannine corpus is to be dated some-

. where between AD 80 and AD 100. This, it would seem, would exclude the origin 
of the tradition from the first century altogether. We must face this as a legitim
ate conclusion. However, there may be a way to escape this implication. John 
(or the authors) may have been ignorant of the Synoptic tradition, though recent 
scholarship is tending to doubt this once more. There is then just a possibility that 
the tradition originated after AD 60/70 without John's knowledge. We must ad
mit though that this is only a possibility, and one which is hard-pressed at that. A 
simple answer would be to exclude t.he origin of this tradition from the first cen
tury altogether. Consequently, the hypothesis would collapse due to the obvious 
Lucan authorship of Luke I: 11. Granted that there may still be room in the first 
century for the development of this hypothesis, it must have been of later origin, 
i.e. after AD 70, just possibly after AD 64. This means that· this present pericope 
in Luke I :26-38 must in many of its essential elements depend upon a later trad
ition. Due to the contrasting parellelism the entire content of the first chapter and . 
certain verses in the second and third chapters must also depend upon a later trad
ition. But as we have seen, it is very difficult for various reasons, to reject the 
early Palestinian Christian origin of these narratives. This means that those who 
hold to the theologumenon hypothesis are forced to retreat into an interpola
tion hypothesis of some kind. The best position is still that of Taylor, that Luke 
himself added the tradition of the virgin birth to the tradition he had received' 
after AD 60-70. But we hav.e already noted that this excision of various 'late' 
elements from the earlier tradition destroys the st11Jcture of the narratives. We 
have also noted that one cannot separate the content of the narratives from their 
structure. Incidentally, it now becomes apparent why Luke I :34 became a prob
lem to certain scholars. According to this hypothesis such verses must be regarded 
as later additions. Lastly, we have noted that the interpolation hypothesis advo
cated by Taylor did not bear up under Machens scrutiny and is no longer strongly 
advocated. 
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Throughout our discussion we have been giving the benefit of the doubt to the 
advocates of this position. Various assumptions had to be made all along the way. 
We must now note that if one of these benefits is removed, if one of these assump
tions is incorrect, the hypothesis is placed in a most embarrasing position. If 
Jesus' brothers did know about his 'natural birth', and if they did not die before 
A.O. 70; if John or some of the apostles did not die before A.D. 60-70; if 'John' 
was not ignorant of the synoptic tradition and Luke's gospel in particular; if the 
interpolation hypothesis is wrong; if it is not possible to dissociate early tradition 
from late tradition in Lk. 1-2; or finally if Lk. 1-2 does reflect an early tradition, 
this hypothesis becomes quite unacceptabie. To this one may add Laurentin's 
persuasive reasons for showing a definite link between the theological method of 
Luke in the infancy narrative and that of Paul and John in the prologue, Structure, 
op.cit., p 131-140, 146-147. 

Further we ni,ay add a difficulty mentioned by Brown, namely: the charge of 
illegitimacy. Birth, op.cit., p 32-33 . There are two aspects to it. Firstly were 
those who first initiated the idea not aware of the problem it might cause amongst 
the Jews who were opposed to Christianity? 'This needs some explaining, if indeed 
it can be explained. Secondly, the Gospeis seem to bear witness to a rumour of 
irregularity in the life of Jesus: Even if this is not historical, even if it is derived 
from later tradition, it seems to be as early as the Markan. (Mk. 6 :3) tradition. 
This means it already existed before A.O. 60-70. But then where did it come 
from? It cannot have come from those who initiated the tradition of the virgin 
birth after A.D. 60-70. The only conclusion is to believe that the rumour was 
based upon valid evidence. Are the scho!ars who advocated this hypothesis ready 
to go where their anmment leads them? Brown Birth, op.cit., p 142-143 asks 
wny, if the story was created was it not written in a way that would avoid mis
understanding. The way it is written is better explained if the story is based upon 
'historical fact.' 

What probability is there that all if these if's are invalid? We must admit very little! 
For these reasons we reject this hypothesis. It is at least as difficult to believe as 
the traditional view, and to many. far more difficult to believe. From the his
torical point of view acceptance of the virgin birth is not unreasonable granted the 
possibility of the Incarnation. Marshall Commentary op.cit., p 70 . This is 
provided of course that one does not reject the possibility of a virginal conception 
on a priori rationalistic or historicistic grounds. In the previous chapter we have 
indicated why such an approach to history is unacceptable. 

21 S. The anthropological discussion in current literature has revolved around a 
long-standing disagreemen~ between two leading anthropologists. E. Leach and 
.M. ~piro. As a result ot twu articles by these authors an extended discussion has 
taken place in reaction to the two positions. Unfortunately very little of the 

~-subsequent discussion is relevant to the subject from a theological or historical 
point of view. 

The basis of Le·a7ch's address is a compalison between the beliefs of Australian 
aborigines and Christian belief in the virginal conception. His starting point is the 
supposed fact that Australian aborigines 'believe' that children are born through a 
spirit entering into the mothers womb, while they 'know' in fact that conception 
takes place after copulation. From this he deduces that the scholar must not take 
at face value what people say they believe. Rather the belief has a structural value. 
It says s9mething abou! the particular social ·institution in which the participants 
live. People 'believe' dogrnatically that which runs counter to their'knowledge 'for 
two basic reasons. They may as Christian believers, know that conception ope
rates in a ce11ain way, but believe that in this case God has suspended the cf,sual 
law of nature, or they believe in something as an expression of a particular social 
stmctu.re. Leach's interest lies in the latter. Approaching the Christian belief with 
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these assu~ptions he notes firstly that the gospel writers , while 'belie.ving' in die 
virginal conception, _nevertheless 'know' that Jesus was born in the ordinarv way 
because they give Jesus' Davidic lineage through Joseph. This 'belief' cannot 
therefore be taken at face value. This means that its importance is not its sup
posed factuality, but its structural implication. Leach explains this belief in terms 
of a patriarchal social system, and in te1ms of a particular kind of society which . 
sees men in alliance with the gods, normality in conjunction with abnormality, 
and where th's 

disjunction between two worlds is also 
accompanied by a social experience of conti
nuity and mediation. Dogmas and beliefs in 
virginal conception have ways of expressing 
this experience. John A. Saliba, 'The Virgin; 
Birth Debnte. in Anthropological Literature: 
A Critical Assessment ,p 432. 

As regards this particular belief he proposes that it comes in three forms: 

1. Supernatural/natural/natural - The conception is virginal (Le. supernatural) but 
thereafter both the mother and child are normal. 

2. Supernatural/natural/supernatural - The conception and the child (some hero) 
are unnatural, while the mother is natural. 

' 
3. Supernatural/supernatural/supernatural - Where conception, mother and child 
are supernatural. Strangely he places the Christian belief in the third category. 

Various points are immediately apparent. Firstly it seems that Leach has mis
understood both the Australian Aborigines and the Christians. Melford Spiro 
shows that the Aborigines were definitely not aware of the physiological manner 
of conception. Their belief has to be taken at face value. Leach's view of the 
gospels is one which is held by some theologians. J.M.D. Derrett, one of the ' 
participants in the anthropological discussion, is a theologian who talces this 
view. However in this present study reasons have been given for rejecting this in
terpretation, and a great number of modern Christians certainly believe in a Jiteml 
virginal conception. Further, Leach has not placed the Christian belief in the 
correct category. He seems to have confused the belief of the authors of the 
gospels with the later ideas of the immaculate conception and the perpetual 
virginity of the virgin Mary. If anything the N.T. belief should be placed in the 
second category, tho.ugh even this is unsatisfactorv. The Christian position would 
best be expressed as supernatural/r:atural/supernatural-natural (or /natural
supernatural). However even the terminology is problematic. The dichotomy 
between natural and supernatural is neither truly biblical (in the Hebraic - O.T. 
view of nature) nor scientific. This false nature - supernature dichotomy leads him 
to see the Christian belief ::i<:: ::t suspension of natural causality. We may_ reply that 
the Christian belief, at it's best, does not operate with such categories, 
and that we are not even sure if the modem philosophy of science operates with 
a rigid idea of natural causality ( see chapter 3, especially on Kar! Popper). 11tls 
leads to the observation that two scholars can never come to an agreement if they 
operate with totally different world views. The definition of the biblical world 
view, as one in which men are in alliance with the gods, and in which the normal 
is set in dialectical relation to the abnormal, raises the question of whether 
Leach's own world vlew is a case of materialistic metaphysics. Such a world view 
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will always iead one to define any opP-ness t0 the transcendent as 'an alliance 
between man and the gods', with the rather piimitive connotations inherent in 
that phrase. 

The most important observation is that Leach's study runs into the danger of to· 
tal irrelevence. If it does not really deal with the Christian position, but a carica
ture of it, then all his statements are quite iq~levant. John A. Saliba notes that 
many of the anthropological contributions suffer from this problem. He con
cludes at the end of his survey that anthropology in general does not face the 
historical question, but rather avoids it. This leads to a further observation. 
Leach's work suffers because it evades the question of facticity and involves itself 
rather with the question of meaning or significance in an area which is totally 
unrelated to the area of facticity. J .M.D.Derett is in agreement with Leach on this 
issue. He believes that the question of the 'Religious meaning' of the 'religious 
symbol' which is expressed by the idea of the virginal conception is important. 
This can be linked to the whole concept of a theologumenon, and reminds us of 

· ~:;. the Kantian distinction between facts and meaning which we rejected in the 
previous chapter. The problem of the theologumenal approach thus becomes 
clear when it is found to be very similar to an anthropological approach which 
finally becomes totally irrelevant. This is exactly the same problem that confronts 

· all those who wish to distinguish between fact and meaning, Historie and Ges
chichte, the resurrection as an object of historical enquiry, and the resurrection as 
the central 'symbol' of the Christian faith . 

. In response to Leach, Melford Spiro gives various criticismsof his position which 
could easily come from a Christian theologian. This indicates that modern anth
ropology cannot be reduced to a static position. His basic criticism is that Leach 
has misused the comparative method. There is no real analogy between tne Chris
tian belief and the beliefs of AustraHan Aborigines.The former deals with one ex
traordinary conception, the latter covers all ordinary conceptions. The former be
lieve in virginal conception, the latter believe in parthenogenesis. The latter pro
pound no biological occurance, the fom1er proclaim 'the audacious theological 
truth that the Son of God became incarnate in a very specific manner'. In fact the 
only similarity between the two beliefs is that in both instances conception occurs 

· without copulation. Spiro totally rejects the idea that the scholar should not take 
seriously what the believer says he believes. The gospels mean exactly what they 
say. Re then goes on to analyse tfie funcfionaI value of this oelief in the Aborigfoal 
context. Here his remarks are unforturn:.tely quite irrelevant to our discussion. 

Of the scholars who responded to the Leach-Spiro debate only two are at all re
levant to our subject. J.M.D. Derett, wno approacnes the suhiect from a theolo
gical point of view, accepts Leach's understanding of the gospeis. He believes the 
evangelists had a two-stage view of Jesus' conception. Firstly Mary experienced a 
spirit preganancy whicl> was followed by a human pregnancy. As with Leach, De
rett does not take the guspeJs at face value, and regards the virginal conception 
as a symbolic way of. expressing important religious beliefs. S. Montagne ap
proaches the subject from the aspect of the beliefs of the Trobrfand islanders in 
the Western Pacific. The remarks which she makes which are relevant to our sub
ject are an endorsement of Spiro's ciriticism of Leach. She criticises Leach for 
misusing the comparative method and highlighting the minor similarities between 
Christian beliefs and those of primitive cultures, to the exclusion of the major dif~ 
ferences. 

Derret's approach is significant because it again shows the link between the theo
logumenal approach to the conception and a certain school of modern anthropo
logy: The significance lies in the fact that thl.; schooi of anthropology has come 
under severe criticism and has not been able to demonstrate it's position satis
factorily. Theologians should learn a valuable Jessl1n from this and re-examine 
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their 'symbolic' approach to religious truth. The Kantian distinction between facts 
and meanings has its equivalent in anthropology as well. The overall significance 
which this anthropological debate has for oi;r present study is tG show that mod
ern anthropology has not so far been at all relevant. This irrelevance tends to sub· 
sfantiate the work of Boslooper who found no true analogies to the virginal con
ception in the study of comparative religions. 

Our agreement with Boslooper in his critical study of comparative religions does 
not mean that we accept his final conclusion. Having demonstrated that there are 
no real contacts between Christian and non-Christian concepts of virginal concep
tion, Boslooper then proceeds to reject the only logical conclusion of his work by 
accounting for the origin of the Christian traditioi;i in terms of the Jungian con
cept of mythical archetypes. He combines Carl Jung's psychological approach 
with Otto Rank's understanding of myths. Rank describes them in terms of 'very 
general traits of the human psyche rather than in primary community or migra
tion '1 Boslooper op.cit., p 185. Boslooper bases this psychological understanding 
of the virginal conception upon the work of Goulder and Sanderson. He states 
that the 'stories of Jesus' nativity are excellent examples of a "Christian Midra· 
shic haggada" on a number of Christian convictions.' · 

The story of the virgin birth represents in my
thical form two of Christendom's principal 
logical propositions, that God acted in history 
and that monogamous marriage is civiliza
tion's most important social institution. 

Boslooper, op.cit., p 235-237. This view raises a number of questions. Firstly we 
have had reason to reject the work of Goulder and Sanderson. Their approach suf
fers from a number of fundamental problems. The very basis of Boslooper's un
derstanding of the infancy narrative is questionable. It certainly is a far cry from 
what Luke seemed to understand he was doing (Lk. l: 1-4 ). Secondly; Boslooper 
falls into the theologumenal category of biblical interpretation. All the problems 
of meaning without historical content must equally arise in his position. Thirdly, 
the substitution of modern psychology in the place of antl1ropolcigyor the study ' 
of comparative religions is hardly an improvement. Jungian's psychology may be 
an even less appropriate approach to the infancy narratives than comparative re
ligion. Further. if the assumptions of Jungian's psychology are themselves of rela-. 
tive truth value, they do not ~o.nstitute a sound basis for interpreting t!Je infancy. 
narratives. Jung's whole system is very similar on many points to Eastern mysti
cism. Does Boslooper propose that we should interpret scripture from the vantage 
point ot hast:ern mysticism? Many Western mystics do this, but does it lead to a. 
correct understanding of the N.T. ? In addition, is it not always a precarious pro
cedure to use a secular philosophy as a principle of interpreting the scriptures, 
whether that philosophy be nineteenth century Iq~alism, twentieth century 
existentialism or Jungian psychology. Fourthly, Boslooper understands the 
infancy narratives as making their primary contribution in the area of monoga
mous marriage relationships. This is evident from remarks to this effect through
out his book. But we may wonder whether this is really the main concern of the 
infancy narratives. The concept of monogamous marriage is never once mentioned 
in either Matt. I -II or Luke 1 - 11. 
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216. Brown comments 'That ministry (i.e. John's) lias already begun when John the 
Baptist causes Elizabeth to recognise the Lord in Marys womb.' Birth,op.cit., 
p 345. 

217. Brown proposes that 'Luke has woven items of tradition into his own compos
ition, but the dominant story wherein Elizabeth ar.zd John the Baptist pay homage 
to Mary and Jesus is a conception of Lucan theology '.Birth,op.cit., p 339-340 . 
True, the present narrative shows Luke's theological interest. That does not 
warrant the conclusion that the tradition must therefore be non-historical. Brown 
judges it non-historical because structu~aqyit seems to have been added later. But 
can we be so sure of the strncture which we see in the Lucan narrative? Brown 
himself indicates how various scholars have proposed rather differing structures 
for the Lucan infancy narrative (p 248-253). And just because a passage suits 
Luke's theological purposes need not mean that he created it himself, just as the 
use of Markan material by Luke to suit his theological interest does not mean 
that Luke created the tradition. We see here the hand of Luke the redactor. This 
need not mean that we meet Luke the creator. 

Marshall comments on the theory of Lucan composition; 'this is improbable in 
view of the style and the Palestinian background'. Commentary ,op.cit., p 77 . 

218. Brown's (Birth op.cit.,) explanation that Luke combined a stock biblical phrase 
(e.g. 2 Sam.2.1) with the indication that the parents of Samuel (who typify 
John's parents) lived in the hill country (l Sam.I.I), due to his very general 
knowledge about John's parents, is rather involved and does not really attempt to 
explain the unusual nature of Luke's text in Greek ( p 332). More weighty is 
Marshall's rejection of the mis-translation theory on the grounds that this would 
arise in translating Aramaic and not Hebrew. Commentary op.cit., p 80 . 

219. It is '.A Hebraistic periphrasis for the superlative, "Among women thou art the 
one who is especially blessed". 'Plummer ,op.cit., p 29. 

220. .Plummer, op.cit., p 27. 

221. Geldenhuys, op.cit., p 83; Brown, Birth,op.cit., p 333. 

222. 'To cry with a loud voice may be a formal mark of inspired utterance'. Marshall -
Commentary,op.cit., p 81 . 

223. B?rotT/aev Kparo' ev (3paxwwt a.vrov. Kparo' 'is closer to the Hebrew than the 
·septuagint which usually uses 6waµt,' (seep 292, 293f above). 

224. In 1.46,Meya'Xvvetmay reflect the name 'Mary'. OWTT/PL in 1.47 may allude to 
'Jesus'. In 1.49 µeya>..a o 6vvaro' may allude to the name 'Gabriel.' eA.eodn 1.50 
may reflect a play on the name 'John.' Again 6vvaarac; in 1.52 may refer to 
'Gabriel'. The ·verse which seems to carry the most allusions is 1.54-55a; 
ll"'1la8T/vat could ·allude to 'Zechariah', eXeov' to 'John', and €Xa>..T/aev to 
'Elizabeth.' (seep 296 above). 

225. Creed, op.cit., p 21. 

226. Browning, op.cit., p 41. 

227. Ruddick, op.cit., p 344-345. 

228. Harrington, Commentary,op.cit., p 53. 
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According to Brown, 'one should be cautious in drawing an identification frum 
such echoes of an 0. T. scene'. Birth.op.cit., p 344 . He feels these O.T. typ
ologies are dubious. 

229. Luke does not add this title into the Markan tradition. He. merely takes it over 
from Mark in 19 .31 and 19 .34. He is careful not to give the impression that the 
disciples used this title for Jesus before the resurrection. Despite the res~rve, this 
verse may still be regarded as an exception to the rule; Marshall, Luke Historian, 
op.cit., p 166-167. 

230. Stephen Benko,_ 'Tht>. Magnificat, A History of the Controversy-·: p 18=30. · 
Creed, op.cit.,p 22-23, and Grundmann, Lukas, op.cit., p 64. 
Machen, 'The Hymns of the First Chapter of Luke', p 28-30. 

231. For the traditional reading there is Sinaiticus A,B,C, the Ferrer group and a great 
number of Greek manuscripts. For 'Elizabeth' there is Vercellensis, Veronenisis 
and Rhedigeranus from the old Latin manus:::ripts (fourth and fifth century) and 
readings from Irenaeus and Origin, but in the case of both the latter the evidence 
is ambiguous. Nicota (A.D.414) also supports this reading, The Greek New Test
ament. J.M. Creed maintains that .it is more difficult to explain how 'Mary' could 
have been changed to 'Elizabeth' than vice versa. However many of the reasons 
which modem scholars adduce for the reading 'Elizabeth' could also have appeal
ed to an ancient scribe. 

232. Brown ends his helpful discussion with the statement 'While it is difficult to 
be certain, in my judgemenr, there are better arguments for the "Mary" as
cription than for the "Elizabeth" ascription'. Birth.op.cit., p 78 .. 

233. Harnack's method, in dealing with the Lucan infancy narrative, · was first to 
extract the obvious Septuagintisms, and then examine the remainder of the text 
in order to ascertain how typically Lucan the language was. He found the rem
aining language to be well endowed with Lucanisms. In ascertaining what was 
specifically Lucan he compared each word or phrase with its usage in the rest of 
Luke's writings and in the remainder of the N.T. However, he did not compare 
the Lucan usage with the Septuagint or contemporary Jewish Hellenistic literatur~ 
as for instance the Psalms of Solomon. This was a mistake on his part. Friedrich 
Spitta, and later Machen, pointed out that Hamack's critt?ria for tyQical Seo
tuagintisms had been too restricted. Of the remaining narrative a considerable· 
amount could also be shown to be typically Septuagintal. The number of Lucan
isms was therefore considerable reduced. This indicated that the narrative did not 
necessarily prove to be of Lucan authorship. It could equa1ly be attributed to 
a writer who was as influenced by the Septuagint as Luke was. Hgwever the evid
ence which remained even after the more restricted test had been made still in
cluded enough Lucanisms to prove Lucan editorship at least, except for the 
Magnificat and Benedictus. Here the more restricted test removed all certain 
Lucanisms. We may illustrate what we mean by citing a few examples. in Lk.1.6 
we have the word £vavrwv. This occurs twice in Lk. 1-2 , twice in Luke, three 
times in Acts and nowhere else in the N.T. This led Hatnack to deduce that it was 
a Lucanism. He did not notice however that all three passages in Acts come from 
the speeches of Jewish Christians, which may depend upon an Aramaic tradition 
or source and that Evavrwv is so common in the Septuagint that its use in Luke 
1-2 was almost inevitable. Machen, 'The Origin of the First two chapters of 

Luke', p 213. · 

Such evidence cannot legitimately prove a Lucanism. On the other hand, in Luke 
1 ~9 we find the phrase Kara TO €f)or;. This occurs twice in Luke 1-2, once in Luke, 
seven times in Acts, once in John, is absent from Matthew and Mark, and occurs 
once in the rest of the N.T. At the sa.rne time this wordis rare in the Septuagint. 
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It occurs only six times, and only bl the Apocrypha. This means that Kara ro 
eOoc; is most probably a Lucanism. Machen, ·11ze Ii;imns'op.cit., p 216. 

These two examples show how misleading it can be to leave the occurance of a 
word in the Septuagint out of one's consideration. This method when used on 
Luke 1-2 still shows enough evidence to prove the hand of Luke in the final 
form of the narrative. However it cuts down the evidence which Harnack ded
uced so that it is no longer possible to prove that Luke was the original author. 
He may very pcssibly have relied upon sources. This criticism of Hamack's work 
is 2art~cularly damaging in the cas~ of the Magnificat. Thus for instance_J.LE')'aA.vvew 
(46), €7TL/3A€1r€LV €1TL (48), arro 'T'OV vvv (48) and €~U7TOU7'€AA€LV (53), which 
Harnack took to be specifically Lucan, Spitta demonstrated to be typically 
Septuagintal. Harnack took ro eA.eoc; (50) to be Lucan. However, this phrase 
occurs once in Luke, not at all in Acts, is well attested in Matthew, and occurs 
frequently in tlfe Septuagint. Further, Machen has shown that OL 1po(JovJievoL rov 
Geov (50) evrr<.µ1TAfUlL (53) and avnA.aµ~avrnOat (54) are all typical Septuagin
tisms. Machen, 'The Hymns ... "op.cit.,p 4-6. Harnack regarded the Magnificat as 
one of the clearest cases of Lucan authorship. This conclusion should be reversed. 
It proves to be one of the weakest cases. In fact, after the more exacting work of 
Spitta and Machen, none of Harnack's Lucanisms remain in the Magnificat. 

234. Benoit, op.cit., p 168-169, 182-191. 

235. Marshall accepts the th<~ory of a Hebrew original. Commentary ,op.cit., p 79 . 
. . 

See also Feliks Gryglew1cz, 'Die Herkunft der Hymnen des Kindheitsevangetzum 
des Lukas', p 265-273. Grygiewic regards all the Lucan hymns as early Jewish 

Palestinian Christian songs.· 

236. ·Winter, 'Magnificat and Benedictus;, op.cit. 

237. Douglas Jones, 'The Background and Character of the Lucan Psalms', p 19 note 

3. 
238.' Wfufor, 'Magnificat and Benedictus', op.cit., and Grundmann, Lukas, op.cit., p 63: 

64. 
239. Jones, op.cit., p 19-20. 

His findings will be stated in summary form. 
1.46-47. AJmMt every phrase can be found i_n the Septuagint of the O.T. psalms 

- e.g. Ps 3 3 ( Ps. 34 in thP- RSV ) Ps. 34.9; Ps. 94.1 . One element is however not 
found in the O.T. psalms, namely the parallelism between l/Jvxn and 1TVevµa. 
This phenomenon is found however in late Jewish psalmography {e.g. w_isdom 
of Sol. 15.1l;16.14; Dan.3.39,86). The use of these psalms is significant. One can 
rarely say that the Magnificat is following one particular psalm. 'Psalm phrases 
and echoes are everywhere, but they are elusive even if they are more than allus-
ions'. _ 
1.48. on €7Tf.~€1/1€V €1TL 'T'flV ra1TELVWUW 1'7'1<; bov/...oc; aV'TOV 
All three Lucan psalms celebrate the salvation event through the experience of 
an individual. (See 1TatDov in 1.76 and et6ov oi 0<.pOaA.µot µov rn avJTflpwv aov in 
2.30). Here it is the oov!,ri. The use of rari"ewwaw and the similarity of this verse 
to 1. Sam. 1.11 has led many to believe that the Magnificat is based upon the song 
of Hannah. This cannot be substantiated. This sentence also occurs in widely 
diverse parts of the 0.T. (e.g. Ps.101.18 LXX). The concept of the poor became 
particularly popular in late Judaism. It appears frequently in the Testament of the 
X 11 Patriarchs. 

1.49. O'T'L €1TOLr]U€V µoL µeya},a 0 ovvaro<; 
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The 'great things' which .God has done is a frequent Q.T. theme. But here the 
language of 51-54 shows that the salvation event has occured. The language is 
eschatological. The time of fulfilment has dawned •. 
a'Ywv ro ovoµa avrov is frequent in the Q.T. (Ps.l l 1.9LXX) but the 'holy name' 
of God became more frequent in later Judaism. (Wisdom of Sol.I 0.20.tob.13.18). 

1.50. IWL TO EAEOC: avrov Etc; "fEVEac; Kat "fEVEa<:; TOLC: ipofJovµEVOt<:; avrov ' 
The exact parallel does not occur in the Q.T. but does occur in the Test.of Levi. 
18.8. See also Marshall, Commentary,op.cit., p 83. The mercy of God upon those 
who fear him is a common idea in Psalms of Sol. 

1.51. E1TOt1'JUEV Kpror; EV fJpaxwvi avrov OEtuKOP1TtUEV mrep1'Ji.pavovc; otavota 
1<.apoi.ar; avrwv 
Here E1TOtXUEV Kparoc; and oiavota Ka.potm; could reflect the Hebrew. There are 
again many similarities with the Q.T. psalms in the Septuagint and other echoes 
in later Jewish literature (e.g. IGH IV 13 ). 

1.52. 1<.a8EtAEV ovvaarar; a1To 8povw11 Kat vl/lwaEv Ta1TEtvovr; 
In both this and the preceding verse, the .main thought is the overthrowing of. 
God's enemies. This is typical of later Jewish psalmography. The equivalence 
with l .Sam.2.7-8 is not exact. Eccles.10.14 is verbally closer. 
vifJwaEv ra1TEl.VOV<:; is a classical term for the Day of the Lord. This theme is found 
in Tobit.13.2 and IQM 14.10-11. 

1.53. 11'EVV~vrac; EVE7rA1'JU€V a1a8wv Kat 7rADVTDVVTa<:; e~a1TEUT€LA€V K.€VOVC: 

This verse has many Q.T. echoes. However, the contrast between the hungry and 
the rich was a common element in folk-law which was introduced into Palestine 
by the Alexandfian Jews. Again therefore the Magnificat may reflect later JudaiSm. 

1.54 avre'Aa{3ero laparfA. 71'at8or; avrov 
The words are to be found throughout the Q.T. However 1Tat<:; used of Israel only 
occurs in the Psalms of Solomon 12.7 and 17.21,23. Jones begins to fmd a 
pattern developing in the study so far. 'The time is close to a quotation from LXX. 
all the words are there; but it is not identical with any passage and there is a 
pointer to the literature of the turn of the era '(p 27). 

1.55 The idea of God remembering his mercy, his promise to the fathers and par
ticularly to Abraham, is a characteristic refrain in Q.T. and post-exilic Judaism. 
There the idea was always set in the context of hope. God will one day remember 
his promise. Here God has remembered his promise to Abraham. The psalmist · · 
looks back over the whole history of the waiting people and says God has remem
bered his promise. This is the language of fulfilment, and indicates that for the 
psalmist the turning point had already arrived. However it had only just arrived. 
It is still expressed very much in the language of hope. 

Jones, op.cit., p 19-47 . 
Btown comes to the same conclusion, Birth,op.cit., (p 346-350) i.e. that they 
were pre-Lucan, Jewish Christian hymns, either composed in Hebrew or in Greek. 
He also gives a helpful table indicating how the Lucan hymns are a mosaic of Q.T. 
quotation, quotations from intertestamental literature and the writings of the 
Qumran community (p 358-359, 384-389). His position is essentially the same as 
that of Davis (p 331-365). 

Robert C. Tannehill, 'The .Magnificat as Poem'. 

Tannehill, op.cit., p 265 note 9. 
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243. Brown states his belief that no 'serious scholarship accepts the Lucan set
ting'. His reason is that 'it -i'i obviously unlikely rhat such finished poetry could 
have been composed on tlz e spot ·by ordinary people'. Dirth,op.cit., p 346. 
Despite his rejection of naturalistic presuppositions against the work: of the Holy 
Spirit one must ask why such finished poetry must be judged !o be impossible. 
This is precisely the phenomenon which is found in 'charismatic' or pentecostal 
churches and groups throughout the world. Such an argument has no force for 
those who have experienced such phenomena. (Note - at this point the validity or 
nature of such phenomena are not being discussed. The point is that such 'finish
ed poetry' is very often given completely spontaneously.) If the early church, 
and possibly the remnant of Judaism during the time of Christ's birth, or the 
Zealot community, were an 'enthusiastic movement' as many scholars affirm, 
then why could the same phenomena not have occured there? This is a case where 

• the historiographicaf principle of analogy can be used positively rather than negat
ively. 

244, It may be of interest to note that J.M.Ford is resident at Notre Dame, where the 
American Catholic Charismatic Renewal first began. Her experience of current 

__ 'prophetic' phenomena may have assisted her in her perceptive analysis of the 
Lucan infancy narrative. J. Massyngberde Ford, 'Zealotism and the Lucan 
Infancy Narratives'. p 280-292: 

If Luke's setting is not the original one and if J.M.Ford's thesis cannot be accep
ted, then Brown's location of these Psalms amongst the 'poor' of the early 
Christian community in Jerusalem must surely be judged to be the most likely 

. thesis presented so far. Birth,op.cit .. p 350-355 . 

245. Laurentin, op.cit., 
We quote J .M.Ford as follows, 

The present writer does not think these need 
be insertions into the narratives, but genuine 
hymns. recited by those who lived subsequen
tly to the Maccabees and were in sympathy 
with the Zealots, sharing their nationalistic 
thinking ... They are Zealot hymns, not indeed 
inserted into the narrative, but recited upon 
the occasion to which they are attributed. 
'Zealotism and the Lucan Infancy Narrative', 
op.cit., p 285 . 

246. Creed, op.cit., p 24. 

247. Winter, 'The Cultural Background', op.cit., p 238. 

248. · Ellis, op.cit., p 75 and 
Leon Morris, Luke, op.cit.,p 78. 

249. See Marshall, Commentary ,op.cit., p 88. 

250. Leon Morris concludes: 'There seems no reason for rejecting SB's (Herman L. 
Strack and Paul Billerbeck's) view that Luke happens ro be the first to mention 
a custom that the Jews had developed. ' · 
Leon Morris, Luke.op.cit., p 73. 
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Marshall similarly sees no problem here, Commentary ,op.cit., p 88. 
Brown sees no problem. 'Uie are not certain how common it was at this time 
to have a child named upon circumcision although rabbinic tradition has Moses 
named on that occasion· (Pirke Rabbi Eleazer 48 (27c)' .Birth.op.cit., p 369 . 

251. Creed, op.cit., p 24-25, also Songer, op.cit., p 459 note 32. 

252. 'There is no need to suppose that an independent revelation had been given to 
her ... it is more like(y tlzat Zechariah had communicated the angelic message to 
her ... '. Marshall Commentary,op.cit., 88 .. We therefore find Brown's comment 
(Birth,op.cit.,) rather strange; 'It would be banal to assume that Zechariah had 
informed her about the angel's command to name the child John (1.13). 
Zechariah was mute, and the reader is probably meant to think that Elizabeth's 
decision was a spontaneous and marvellous confirmation of God's plan' (p 369, 
375). The banality depends upon the non-historicity of the entire account, a 
clogmatic assumption which is just as uncritical as the assumption of historicity. 
For a similar view to Marshall, see Schneider, op.cit., p 60. 

253. Plummer, op.cit., p 36. 

254. Creed, op.cit., p 25. 

255. Kwi.poc; can mean "dumb" (11.14) or "deaf' (7.22) or both (Philo Spec.4 19f ). 
The third meaning is supported by the fact that Zechariah is regarded as deaf as 
well as dumb in 1.62. Marshall Commentary ,op.cit., p 81. 

256. Dibelius, op.cit., pl-80. ·' 

257. Plummer, op.cit., p 35, 38. Creed, op.cit., p 25. 

258. 1.68.Harnack took E7rEaKEl/laro to be a Lucanism. However, it is used frequently in 
this sense in the Septuagint, in the Psalms of Solomon (3.14) and in Zadokite doc
ument 5.16; 7.9; 8.2,3. It's use here in conjunction with f..vrpwatc; and avarof..71 
(78) is entirely new. The conjunction of this idea with the 'horn of salvation' is 
found in the Zadokite document l.5-12. Machen, 'The Hymns ... ' op.cit., p 8. 

Evf..o-y17roc; Kvpwc; o 0Eoc; rov Iapa71f.. is never found to introduce a psalm in the 
O.T., but this opening formula is found in IQM 14.4,Jones op.cit., p 29. Other
wise the language of this verse is thoroughly Old Testamental and Septuagintal. 

1.69 

Rene Laurentin finds etymological allusions to both Mary (71-yELpEv) and 
Jesus (awr71piac;) in this verse. This is similar to the twofold allusion to these 
names in 1.46-47( seep 296 above).Harnack suggested that the use of E')'ELPW was 
Luke's way of alluding to the resurrection. This cannot be substantiated. A siin
ilar phrase appears in Jud.3.9 in the Septuagint. awr71ptac; is often taken to be 
a typical Lucanism. The usage does not really support this. It occurs seven times 
in Luke-Acts besides Luke 1-11 while it occurs nineteen times in Paul and is very 
frequent in the Septuagint. It also occurs in the Ps. of Sol.10.9; 12.7,Machen, 
'The Hymns ..... ', op.cit., p 8. However the use of other cognates does seem to 
indicate a Lucan theological concern. Marshall, Luke, Historian,op.cit., p 92-94. 
Perhaps Machen has rather overdone his restriction of Lucanisms in this case. 
KEpac; for the Messiah is very well attested in the Septuagint in 2 Sam. 22.3 
where the term is not Messianic. This is the first case where the phrase is used 
in a distincly Messianic sense, Jones op.cit., p 30. The oU<.w Aavto is of course 
strongly Messianic. The aorist of T]')'ElpEv and the remainder of 68-7 5 may reflect 
the Hebrew prophetic perfect, but it is more natural to take the meaning here as 
referring to something which is already accomplished. The whole tenor of the 
psalm shows that the time of fulfilment has already dawned. 
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1.70 

1<a8wi; EAC!.AflOEV Ota. a-roµ.a-roi; rwv a')'tW!l a1r aiwvoi; 1TPOi.pr/TWV av-rov is 
almost identical to Acts 3.21. TrJs is one of the stronger arguments in favour of 
Lucan authorship or redaction. The case is somewhat weakened however by the 
omission of arr mwvoi; from Acts 3.21 in some manuscripts and the fact that the 
verse appears in one of the Petrine speeches which may reflect an earlier Pales
tinian tradition. Acts 3.21 could also depend upon.Luke 1.70. The similarity may 
not indicate a common Lucan authorship, though a good possibility remains: 
Machen, 'The Hymns ..... ', op.cit., p 9-12; Jones, op.cit., p 31 note 4 and Brown 
Birth, op.cit., p 371; Schneider, op.cit., P 6 l. 
Marshall does not entirely accept the idea of a Lucan insertion. For his reasons 
see Commentary,op.cit., p 91. The expression a')'twv 7rpOi.pr/TWV does not occur in 

. the O.T. but is found in Wisd. of Sol.11.l and 2 Bar. 85. The O.T. prophetic hope 
is definitely looked back on, as though from the time when all those hopes have 
found their fulfilment. 'No-one in Old Testament times speaks of prophecy quite 
as this psalmist does,' Jones op.cit., p 30-31. 

1.71. 

GWTflptav is adduced by Laurentin as a play on 'Jesus' in Hebrew. Harnack 
took XELpoi; to be a Lucanism. However the only other exact occurance is one 
case in Acts 12.11 and a similar construction occurs six times in Johannine litera
ture (Jn. and Rev.). The occurence in Acts is again in one of Peter's speeche.s, and 
it is also found in the Septuagint in Ps.106.10. Machen,'The Hymns ... ' op.cit., 
p 13. The thought of salvation from enemies does not appear in a typically poli
tical sense, as in Judaism, but neither is it specifically Christian. The deliverance 
from political bondage is only just being transformed into salvation from sin 
(vs. 77). This speaks of the period before the O.T. hope had been utterly trans
cended but after the fulftlment of that hope had already begun. 

1.72-74. 

It is here that Laurentin probably has his strongest case for etymological allusions 
in the Hebrew text. e'Aeoi; could refer to 'John', µi>rJaOflvai to 'Zechariah', and 
wµoaev to 'Elizabeth'. Thus three lines following each other ( 72a, 72b, 73) 
are structured around the names of three of the Qrincipal figures. This occurs just 
prior to the sudden Kat au OE in vs.76 (seep 296 above). Harnack took 'll'Ol'T'/Uat 

e'AEo' µera to be Lucan, but it is common in the Septuagint. Brown actually 
feels it reflects a Hebrew constmction, Birth. op.cit .. p 372. See also. Marshall, 
Commentary, op.cit., p 92.0pt<ov ov wµoaev is also Septuagintal. Aouvai with the 
infinitive is Septuagintal.Tov with the infinitive is very common in the Septuagint, 
though admitt~dly frequent in Luke-Acts in the N.T.Aarp.:vew occurs eight times. 
in Luke-Acts but thirteen times in the remainder of the N.T. and is rather 
common in the Septuagint. It cannot be taken as a Lucanism. None of Harnack's 
Lucanisms have a veiy strong probability in these verses, Machen, 'The Hymns ... ' 
op.cit., p 13-14 .. D.ta.8111<1'/t; a"(wt; only 'occurs in later Jewish literature. The oath 
which he swore to our father Abraham' is typical of the O.T. Jones finds a pos
sible reliance on the Hebrew in vs. 73. op.cit . ._p 31-32. Again the deliverance from 
enemies looks back to the Jewish nationalist hope. Aarpt:vew introduces the 
sacerdotal element to Zechariah and together with the fellowing verse (vs 75) lo
cates the psalm in a priestly environment. 'As distinct from the more general 
doulein this verb latreuein in the LXX and N. T. most often carries the tone of 
religious or cultic sen•ice '. Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 372'. At this point it is 
interesting to notice the connection which Alfred Edersheim found between the 
Benedictus and the eighteen Benedictions which were regularly recited by the 
temple priests. He summarises their chief content as follows; 



God as the Shield of Abra/tam, Ile that 
raises the dead, and causes salvation to 
shoot forth, the Holy One; Who gracious
ly giveth knowledge: Who taketh pleasure in 
repentance: Who muitiplieth foregiveness: 
Who. redeemeth Israel: Who healeth their 
diseases: Who Blesseth tire years: Who 
gathereth the outcasts of His -people: Who 
loveth righteousness and judgment: Who is 
the abode and stay of the righteous: Who 
buildeth Jerusalem: Who causeth the Horn 
of Salvation to shoot forth: Who heareth 
prayer: Who bringeth back His Shekinah to 
Zion: God the Gracious One, to whom 
praise is due: Who blesseth His people Israel 
with peace. Edersheim, op.cit., p 76. 
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The words in emphasis indicate the points of correspondence which Edersheim 
suggested. We may add 'raises the dead' as a link with 1J"fELpEv ( vs.69). 

1.75 

Harnack took Evwrrwv to be a Lucanism. It is very common in the Lucan writings 
( 36 times) and does not occur in Matthew, Mark or John. However it occurs 32 
times in Revelation and is very common in the Septuagint. Any Jewish Christian 
writer could have employed it, Machen, 'The Hymns .. :' op.cit., p 15. The language 
of this verse is typically Septuagintal. The idea of salvation bringing a freedom for 
God's people to serve him is not found in the O.T. It is found in IQH 17 .14 and 
2.35-36. The second half of the Benedictus has caused much debate. Unfortunat
ely the debate from two sides just about cancels itself out, so that no position can 
be taken as finally riemonstrated. Thus for instance Vielhauer thought he could 
prove that it belongea to a tlaptist sect (seep 26-29 above). Winter tried to show 
that it was a Jewish song and'Benoit 'tried to show that vs. 7 6-77 were interpolated 
by Luke to be applied to John. fones argues for the unity of the poem on the · 
grounds that Hebrew poetry was very flexible ( the change in metre at vs.76 in 
Hebrew translation need not be significant) and that both the contents and the 
style of the poem indicate its unity, Jones, op.cit., p 33-34. On unity see also 
David Dau be, op.cit., p 200-20 l. The burden of proof remains on those who wish 
to deny the unity of the poem. After examining the various theories Marshall 
concludes While the hymn reflects hvo kinds of Jewish verse, the argument 
for separating the two parts from one another are not convincing. ' Commentary 
op.cit., p 86-87. Grundmann points out that it is unlikely that a Christia!) song 
would ever be applied to a non-Christian setting, Lukas, op.cit., p 69-70 . 

. 1.76 

Tl/JwTov. Harnack took this to be a Lucanism. However it is found in Mark and 
in Hebrews, and was very common in the Septuagii1t. IIp01ropEva11 cannot be 
regarded as a Lucanism. The only other occurance in Lucan writings is Ac.7.40 
where it is a quotation of the Septuagint, Machen, 'The Hymns ... ' op.cit., p 16. 
Ilpo1;?11T1JC: vtJ;wrnv is not found in the O.T., but is attested in Test.Levi.8.15, 
Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 93. The idea of preparing the way for the Lord 
is taken from Mal.3.1 and Isa.40.3. The idea was commonly used in a slightly 
different sense at Qumran. Jones,op.cit., p 34-36, and Brown, Birth.op.cit., 
p 372-373. As verses 76-77 stand in the Lucan context there can be no doubt 
that they were meant to refer to John. 
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rvwat<;, taken by Harnack to be a Lucanism, is frequent in Paul and in the Sep
tuagint, Machen, 'The Hymns ... ' op.cit., p l 6.A1PEaet aµapnwv is possibly the 
only clear Lucanism in this psalm. Benoit's linkfog of this phrase with the keryg
ma tic terminology in Acts cannot really be denied, Benoit, op.cit., p 188-190. 
Brown notes clear parallels at Qumran, but also reminds us of how typically 
Lucan it is. Birth, op.cit. p 373 . He takes various verses with Lucan content to 
be Lucan additions to the original hymn ( p 381-391 ). This is quite possible. 
However it is just as possible to see these Lucanisms as a mark of Lucan editor
ship, i.e. his manner of translating and reconstructing the material he recieved. 
One cannot demonstrate that the Lucan material in the Benedictus actually 
originated with Luke. Marshall also notes the parallel with Acts 4.10-12 at this 
point. Commentary,op.cit., p 93 . This would indicate Lucan redaction. The 
phrase -yvwaL<; awrripia<; is unique to this psalm. This shows that the psalm must 
be 'Christian' or at least reflect the time of the new age rather than the time of 
expectation, Jones, op.cit., p 36-37. 

1.78. 

Jones finds that the construction of this verse indicates a Hebrew original. 
Brown also notes this ( Birth, op.cit., p 94) as does Marshall, Comme!ltary, 
op.cit., p 94 . The use of a7Tf..ayx.va is attested in later Jewish literature ( i.e. 
Testament of XII Patriarchs, Test. Levi and at Qumran . Jones, op.cit., p 37-38 
·Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 373. There is much debate over the meaning of 
avarOAT/ Et vijJov<; . Some commentators regard it as a reference to the 'branch' 
(i.e. the Messiah - Jer.23.5; Zech 3.8; 6.12), Jones, op.cit., p 39, but the majority 
see it as a Messianic title used for the 'rising' of the Messiah ( Mal.3 .20; Isa.60.1), 
Harrington Commentary, op.cit., p 58--59; Ellis, Luke, op.cit., p 77; Browning,op. 
cit., p 43; Creed, op.cit., p 27.; Plummer, op.cit., p 43; Manson, op.cit., p 15; Morris 
Luke, op.cit., p 811, while some see the possibility of finding both ideas in the same 
term, Geldenhuys, op.cit., p 97; Jones, op.cit., p 38-39. The context of light in 

. the darkness certainly demands a reference to the 'light' of the Messiah. The use 
of both ideas is not impossible. See also Brown, op.cit., p 34 7 ,390, note 40 and 
Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 95. Jones shows how the technical Messianic 
name 'branch' moved towards the meaning of 'rising' in later Jewish literature. 
The use of this terminology of arising light places this psalm in the era of ful
filment. The sun had not yet come to its zenith, but it had certainly risen. 

1.79 

Both rnt.<pavat and o5ov ELpflVTJ<; which were used in Harnack's arguments are not 
specifically Lucan, Machen, 'The Hymns ... ' op.cit., p. 17. While the imagery of 
light and darkness is common in Isaiah it was very common at Qumran, Jones, 
op.cit., p 39-40. 

See Brown, Birtn, op.cit., p 377-378 and especially note 8 and 11. The priestly 
origin is also supported by Gryglewicz, op.cit., p 272-273. 

Brown, Brrth, op.cit., p 379 note 14. 

Geldenhuys, op.cit., p 29-30. Nigel Turner, quoteci in Ogg, 'The Quirinius ques
tion today', p 233; Barnett, 'a1To-ypa'{J11 and a1To-ypa'{)€a8aiin Luke 2.1-5', p 379 
note 13. 

Ramsay, op.cit., p 95-1 ! I. 
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THE CENSUS 

The two most authoritative studies of the subject in recent research come to the 
following conclusions. On the one hand Brown, who includes a brief appendix: 
on the subject,.(Birth, op.cit., p 547-555) comments as follows, 

When all is evaluated, the weight of the evi
dence is strongly against the possibility of re
conciling the evidence in Luke I and Luke 2. 
There is no serious reason to believe that 
there was a Roman census of Palestine un
der Quirinius during the reign of Herod the 
Great {p 554). 

On the other hand David J. Hayles, who approaches the subject as a classical scho
lar, ends his study with this statement; 

For years the passage under consideration has 
come under heavy fire. Luke's reputation has 
been seriously buffeted; at times due to pre
vailing scepticism it has been close to collap
sing. The material presented in these articles 
makes no pretence of having eliminated all 
the difficulties, nor is it claimed that water
tight argurrzents have been established in 
Luke's defence. If they have not always en
joyed a full measure of success in confirming 
Luke's statement. at least the shallowness of 
many hypotheses previously advanced has 
been shown .. .It remains the contention of the 
writer, that nothing adverse to Luke has been 
sufficiently convincing to lower his histori
cal statw:e. David J. Hayles, 'The Roman 
Census and Jesus' Birth, Was Luke Cor
rect?' p 30. 

Unfortunately Brown does not seem to have been aware of Hayles' work on 
the subject. In our present study we cannot hope to go into the detail of a scholar 
such as Hayles. A few crucial points will be mentioned in connection with the 
work of Brown, Hayles and other scholars who have recently discussed the 
issue. 

I. Firstly, it is significant that basically two kinds of scholars grapple with the is
sue: classical and N .T. scholars. In a previous period it was the classical scholar, 
William Ramsay, who felt that Luke's accuracy should be defended. At the pre
sent time the strongest support for Luke's account has again come from a classi
cal scholar. (Hayles is a young Australian scholar, who originally submitted his 
work. as a research thesis. It was abbreviated and printed in Buried History 197:3-
1974.) This may indicate that N .T. scholars are often unreasonably sceptical. Thus 
for, instance Brown comments that with only the non-Biblical evidence, no one 
would have ever thought Of an earlier census in Syria (p 554). This statement gives 
the impression that Luke's writings are not worthy of serious consideration as his
torical evidence. Hayles protests at this kind of attitude, 'Luke's testimony ap
parently falls into some category other than historical evidence!' 
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-i.-·As-Hayles points out ii-'1 his survey of the discussion ( p -11 ~-115 ), the pendulum 
of scholarly opinion has often swung from one extreme to the other. The present 
discussion has come no nearer to resolving the issue. In the final analysis histori
cal criticism must wait for further evidence. Strong statements either in favour of 
or against Lucan accuracy are precarious at this stage of our knowledge. 

3. In discussing the kata oikian census system in Egypt, Brown dismisses the 
possibility of using the evidence of the Matthean infancy narrative in favour of 
some permanent interest of Joseph in Nazareth (p 549). But if the difficulites of 

. reconciling the two narratives are not as serious as Brown vresumes them to be 
·then this argument loses its force (see on Luke 2.39 p 152-153 above). As Hayles 
points out the.real addition of Luke to what is known from Egypt is not that Jo
seph had to return to Bethlehem (that could easily have been demanded by the 
Roman authorities) but that he had to return 'because he was of the house and 
lineage of David' (Luke 2 :4 , Hayles p 126). Here we must assume that the au
thorities (whether Roman alone or Roman and Herodian together) made use of 
the existing Jewish customs in order to facilitate the administration of the cen
sus. There is still nothing unlikely in this assumption. Marshall does not find any 
difficulty in presuming that Joseph must have had some property in Bethlehem 
and gives various reasons for accepting the necessity of returning to their home 
(Marshall, Commentary op.cit., p 101 and 105 on property). The fact that Au
gustus did inaugurate some sort of census system for the entire empire remains 
a strong probability, Marshall Commentary ,op.cit., p 100-10 I . · 

4. Brown dismisses the ascription of the Tiburtine inscription to Quirinius as 'pure 
guess' (p 551). This verdict seems a little extreme. Hayles points out that the al
ternatives presented by various scholars reveal such a range of opinions that no al
ternative hypothesis can be taken as definitely superior to the Quirinius hypothe
sis (p 22). The real problem is that the meaning of the inscription is doubtful. It is 
therefore inadvisable to use the inscription in the discussion of the Lucan nan·a
tives, Marshall Commentary,. op.cit., p 103 . Brown also goes too far when he 
argues that Syria was too distant from the Taurus mountains to be used as a base 
in the Homonadensian war. He seems to forget that one of Ramsay's arguments 
was the fact that Roman forces had been removed from Asia Minor during B.C. 
12-9 in order to deal with uprisings in Thrace and that consequently the only le
gionary troops in the East at that time were those under the command of the 
governor of Syria (Hayles p 21-22). Following this line of argument E. Stauffer 
has proposed that Quirinius was a 'Generalissimo of the East from 12 B.C. on
wards much as fompey, Mark Antony and M. Vipsamius Agrippa had been given 
special commands.' Marshall takes this as the best solution attempted so far, 
though he warns that 'this theory remains speculative', Marshan Commentary, 
op.cit., p 103-104 . 

S. The possibility of the Roman authorities imposing a census or tax in the realm 
of Herod is rejected by Brown on the grounds that all other evidence of the Ro
man authorities making such impositions on vassal states refers to states which 
were more directly under Roman control. (p 552 and note 15). However he 
seems to have overlooked the fact that when Herod's domain was divided between 
his sons, and before Palestine became a Roman province, Augustus could stipu
late that the taxes of the Samaritans were to be reduced by one fourth because 
they had not been involved in the revolt against Varus. Hayles p 26, also Mar
shall,Commentary, op.cit., p 101 . 

6. Brown uses the regular argument from Josephus'silence in regard to an ear
lier census (p 552).But Hayles shows decisively that this argument is totally un
convincing (p 27-28). 



264. 

265. 

266. 

267. 

387 

7. Brown thinks that Luke is inacurrate about the uprising of Theudus 'whic~ 
did not occur till some ten years after Gamaliel's speech' (p 5 54-5 5 5).But there is· 
no need to identify the Theudus of Acts 5 :36 with the Theudus mentioned by 
Josephus.F.F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p 124 note 4 7. 

Harrington, Commentary op.cit., p 60-61. . 
So too, Marshall, 'No solution is free from difficulty, and the proble"! can hardly 
be solved without the discovery of fresh evidence', Commentary op.cit., P 104. 

J. Duncan M. Derrett, 'Further Light on the Narratives of the Nativity', p 82-87. 

Scarcely less dubious is the suggestion made by Brown that Luke may have 
been induced to create this elaborate form of introduction to the story of Jesus' 

_ birth because he wanted to show how it fulfilled Ps. 87: 6 . Birth, op.cit., 
p 417-418 . This is to associate a thoroughly 'theological' rather than an 'histori

cal' interest with Luke which is not really substantiated by the tenor of the Lucan 
writings. See Marshall, Luke, Historian, op cit. 

2.4 

--A.V€{317 b€ IWL Iwa111P mro T17c; raXtXruac; €1' 7rDA€W~. This sentence 'echoes literal
ly' the Hebrew text of Micah 4.10 (seep 293f above). 

2.8 

a1pavXovvrEc;. This word is not found in the Septuagint but perfectly conveys 
the meaning of the Hebrew term (seep 293f above). 

2.11 

a17µEpov. Acc~rding_ to Winter this was a Hebrew cul tic formula usea to com
memorate an event in the past (see page 293 t above) XpLaroc; Kvpwc;, this 
has always presented a problem to translators. Should it b'e taken as 'Christ and 
Lord', thus referring to the divinity of Christ ( Laurentin takes this view) or 
should X.PWToc; be taken as an adjective to mean 'annointed Lord'. For many, 
e.g. Torrey, op.cit., p 153-154, the solution is to see this as a mistranslation of the 
Aramaic 'the Lord's Christ'. There seems to be no decisive .argument in favour of 
any of these interpretations, though perhaps Laurentin's view fits best with 
Luke's theology in general. The Aramaic original remains a possibility. 

2.13 

rrf..17()oc; arpano.c; ovpavwv. This does not occur as a translation of the Hebrew -
term in the Septuagint. This phrase 'undoubtedly·• reflects the Hebrew (See 
p 293f above). 

2.14 

Brown examines this verse in detail and shows how the present construction may 
reflect a Hebraic original, Birth, op.cit., p 404-405 . He is followed by Marshall, 
€VOOKta meaning 'will, good pleasure', corresponds to a Hebrew or Aramaic con
struction. This guess made by earlier scholars 'has now been raised to virtual cer
taintv by the attestation of such phrases at Qumran ( JQH 4.32j;· 1J.9; 4 Q Aram. 
Apoc ... '). The phraseology demonstrates decisively that a Semitic original must 
be postulated for the couplet ', Conunentary, op.cit., p 112. 
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2.15 

pTJµa, in the sense of 'thing' is Hebraic, Creed, op;cit., p 36. 

268. Ben F.Meyer, 'But Mary kept all these things ... 'p 42, Creed, op.cit., p 35,36. 

269. Brown associates this section with what he terms the 'standard annunciation 
pattern', Birth, op.cit., p 424. 

270. Laurentin, Structure, op.cit., p 86-88, Machen, 'The Origin ... ', op.cit., p 246-249. 

271. Brown does explore the other midrashic theories but does not go very far in 
this direction, Birth, op.cit., p 418-420. His real emphasis falls on the Lucan use 
of midrashic interpretations of Mic.4-5, p 420-424 . 

272. According to M .Baily, 'The shepherds and the sign of a child in a manger', p 1-4, 
the usual interpretation introduces a trivial note into a very solemn situation. The 
mere finding of the child cannot be regarded as the sign. The shepherds had al
ready a convincing enough experience, they needed no confirmation to their 
faith. And if they did, the circumstances in which the child was found, would not 
have helped their faith. If anything, it would have hindered them. The O.T. had two 
kinds of signs, the marvel sign ( where the fulfilment acted as a miraculous con
firmation), and the revelatory or meaningful sign, where the meaning of the 
event was explained by the sign and even brought to pass through the sign. In 
the case of the latter, symbolic, prophetic action was often the cause of an event 
coming to pass. When Ahijah rent his garment, the kingdom was in fact divided. 
In the case of Eli ( I Sam.2.31-34) the sign was the realization of what the pro
phet announced. 

Charles H. Giblin gives further ·examples of this second use of UTJµEwv. In the 
case of Hezekiah ( Isa.37.30; 2 Kings 19.29) the sign given by the prophet rev
ealed the true meaning of the purpose of God in its fulfilment. The sign of Saul 
being King of Israel was given in a number of significant events ( I Sam. I 0.1-7). 
Again in the case of Hezekiah the movement on the sundial may be interpreted as 
giving him; • 

ar. indication that his being cured entails 
redressing his father's cu/tic misdeeds ... Thus 
frequent use of tile term semeion in Biblical 
texts provides some solid grounds for seeing 
in Luke's text more than a simple attestation 
of the angel's veracity. The sign is intrinsi
cally proportioned to. the message which 
precedes it and may be expected to exem
plify or develop that message, thus contribu
ting to the understanding and realization of 
the message. Giblin, 'Reflections on the sign 
of the manger, p 95. 

273. They evoke the story of David's childhood where he was taken from amongst the 
sheep to become the shepherd of Israel ( 2 Sam. 7.8). Abraham and Israel were 
shepherds. God was often spoken of as the shepherd of Israel ( Ps.23. l; 28.8; 
78.52; Isa.40.11; Jer.31.10). Tli.~ story of the shepherds is used by Luke in true 
midrashic style to evoke all the Messianic connotations of Christ's Davidic descent. 

274. Both Giblin and Meyer believe that Luke is alluding to Isa.1.3-4. However, while 
the latter takes this allusion to be a note of rejection, the former understands the 
idea of the manger as a reference to the fact that God is the sustainer and feeder 
of Israel. Derrett draws attention to the Genesis Rabb ah on Gen. 3 .18, where 
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Adam is said to fear that he will be tied to a manger, will have to eat with his back 
bent, and that he will be confused with the animals. Here Jesus, as the second 
Adam, also enters into the experience of the manger. The manger was probably a 
cleft dug out of the rock. Derrett suggests that in Rabbinic thought, a rock was 
taken to have ritual purity, hence Jesus is born in a place of ritual purity. The 
manger was also a place of feeding where animals used to 'stuff themselves'. 
Further, in pagan death-.feasts, which the Jews also frequented, the people would 
sit in the niches in the rocks of the tombs. This leads Derrett to suggest that the 
shepherds are pictured as going to partake of, or feed upon the child who is God's 
food to the people. The rock was however also the place where another Mary 
took Jesus out of the tomb ( Jn.20.1-2). The idea of the death-feast therefore 
includes the idea of re-birth. He also finds some significance in the story of the 
birth of Moses, where he believes Moses must have been wrapped in swaddling 
cloths and 'watched over', by Jochebed, just as Mary watched over Jesus. Two of 

. Derrett's statements are worth quoting, 

Few readers of Luke 2. 7,12,16 would guess 
that the thrice repeated reference to the 
manger in which Jesus was laid, conceals ref
erences to the fall of Adam, the birth of 
Moses, and the essential and perpetual 
purity of the Holy Spirit ... No unpreju
diced reader of the verses cited above 
can fail to notice that St. Luke wishes 
the manger to be .· prominent, though 
he does not tell us why. His original rea
ders will have recognised, with a squirm of 
delight, what he was doing. Derrett, The 
Manger. · Ritual Law and Soterio/ogy , 
p 566-567. 

275. The midrashic f~atures * associated with 
the word ( i.e. l{)aTl.Jfl ) by J.D.M.Derrett 
appear to be the product of a lively ima
gination and it us hard to believe that 
they would ·have occurred to Luke or his 
readers. Marshall,Commentary ,op.cit.,p 106-
107. 

276. Plummer, op.cit., p 56. 

277. Roger Mercurio, 'The shepherds at the crib - a Lucan vignette', p 141-145. He 
makes the point very well. 

. 
278. Marshall examines the various. theological and midrashic theories about the shep

herds and concludes that Luke's mention of them is more likely to speak for the 
historicity of the narrative than anything else, Commen"tary, op.cit., p 107-108. 
For a similar rejection of the shepherd typologies see Schneider, op.cit., p 65-66. 

279. It is gratifying to notice at this point th.at Brown does not give too much weight 
to these theories. He is parti9ularly cautious about Derrett's hypothesis, Birth, 
op.cit., p 418-420, note 36. Marshall comments on the midrashic theory: 'But 
this explanation is unsatisfactory, since there is no hint of these associations in 
th.e Jewish material',Commentary op.cit., p 107 . 



280. Mich. 5, 1-5 

l. Et toi Bethlehem ( l) Ephrata, 
la moindre des clans de Juda 

2. jusqu'au temps oil celfo 
qui doit enfanter aura 
enfante (2). 

3. 11 pattra (son troupeau) dans 
la force de Yahwey (3) 
dans la gloire du nom 
du Seigneur 

4. Lui-meme il sera la Paix ... 

Mich. 4 

Le Seigneur (heh. Yahweh. 
1wpw<: LXX) regnera sur la 
montagne de Sion ... a jamais 

8. Et toi tour du Troupeau 
Ophel de la Fille de Sion 
ii toi va revenir. .. 

i,' 

la Royaute sur las maison d'Israel 
9 .... La douleur t'a saisie comme 

une femme qui enfante 
10.Tords-toi de douleur et crie, 

Fille de Sion 
Comme la femme qui enfante 
car maintenant tu sortiras de la 
ville 
et habiteras dans les champs 
C'est ta que tu seras delivree 
C'est ta que Yahweh te 
racMtera 
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Luc. 2, 4-9, 14 

5. Il monta ... en Judee, a la 
ville de David nommee Bethlehem. 

6. Les jours de son enfantement 
furent accomplis et elle 
enfanta ... 

8. Et des pasteurs etaient 
dans la compagne ... 

9. La gloire du Seigneur 
les environna ... 

14.Paix sur la terre ... 

Luc 

Cf. 2, 11 
Cf. 2, 8 (2). 

Cf. 2, 4 et 11 (3). 

Cf. Luc 2, 4: il monta de la 
ville (4), 
Cf. Luc 2, 8 a-ypavXovJJTE\ (5) 

Cf. 2, 11: Sauveur. 

Lauren tin, Structure, op.cit., p 86-87. Also quoted in Baily, op.cit., p 9-10. 



391 

281. That is, those who doubt the historicity of this narrative in more recent research. 
During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries the reasons for rejecting· 
the historicity of the narrative tended to involve the miraculous nature of the 
event which purportedly took place. The latter reason cannot be permitted to 
weigh heavily in the discussion. We refer again to the previous chapter. The quest
ion is not the miraculous events which are recorded but the way in whicl~ events are 
reported. Does the narrator dramatise the situation? Does he give way to imagina
tive writing? If such dramatisation cannot be found in the Lucan narrative then 
the objection against the miraculous cannot be substantiated. In this particular 
pericope the comparison with the apocryphal Gospels is most applicable. The de
tails of such literatur~ have already been given in the treatment of Boslooper's 
work( P 31-33 above). The vast difference between these stories and this pericope 
are self-evident, despite D.F. Strauss's attempt to place them in the same category, · 
Any rejection of this pericope on the grounds of its 'mythical' characteristics· 
must explain satisfactorily why there is no description of a conversation between 
the shepherds and the angels, why the shepherds are not purported to have sung 
psalms or uttered prophecies, why the hymns which the angels sang are not recor
ded in more detail, why the conversation between the shepherds and the parents 
of the child is not recorded. Such elements would surely have been too much for 
a 'story teller' to resist. Those who seek to find parallels in pagan mythological 
literature must first explain the content of the apocryphal gospels in their relation 
to this part of Luke. 

A further difficulty which confronts any legendary explanation of this narrative is 
the vast difference b.etween the current expectation of Jewish Messianism and the 
content of this narrative, if not the total contradition of such beliefs by the con
tent of this narrative. We refer to statements made by Edersheim, op.cit., p 87, 
666, note L It is net enough to show, after the event, that certain parallels can be 
found with Jewish folk-lore. Ifthis narrat'ive is actually the product of such folk
lore then an explanation must be given which can show how such folk-tales and 
popular Messianic expectations could have actually led to such a narrative. 
But this cannot be done. Had the popular expectation been used to create a story 
the result would have been much more like· the apocryphal gospels than the text 
of Luke 2.1-20. The narrative cannot therefore be rejected on the grounds of its 
miraculous content. 

282. E. Burrows, The Gospel of the Infancy, quoted in Meyer, 'But Mary kept all these 
things' op .cit., p48. 

283. Quoted.in Meyer, 'But Mary Kept all These Things' op.cit., p31 note 1. 

284. In spite of Meyer's work, Brown still sees some significance in the apocalyptic 
terminology, Birth, op.cit., p 430-431. 

ti} 

285. Meyer, 'But Mary Kept all These Things' op.cit., p48-49. 

286.. Brown also makes this point, Birth, op .cit., p428-429 . Also Marshall~ 'It is 
possible that the narrator intended to separate Mary from the wonders in 
v/8 ... ·,Commentary, op.cit., pl 13. 

287. Machen, 'The Origin ... 'op.cit., p 248. 

288. Marshall notes two interpretations of Mary's reaction. Older commentators took 
this to refer to Mary as the source, while Schurmann holds that the purpose of 
these verses is to show that the promises made here would be fulfilled in the fu-
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ture. He concludes, 'Neither interpretation excludes the other';· Commentary, op. 
cit., p 114. Laurentin views Mary as the ultimate source; through the Johannine 
'milieu', Structure, op.cit., p 19-20. 

289. The 1TapaK'A.71atv ro1.rlapa.17A. (v25) was a common phrase amongst the Rabbis to 
refer to the fulfilment of the Messianic hope. Creed, op.cit., p40; Marsha11,Com· 
mentary. op.cit., p87; Ellis, Luke, op.cit., p ..S2. Winter be_lieves 8ea1Tora. (vs.29), 
an unusual word for Luke, reflects a Hebrew original (seep 293f above). 
He is followed by. Brown, Birth, op.cit.,p439. 

. - . 
2.29 The indicative a7roA.veti; has been taken by Matthew Black to suggest an un-
derlying Aramaic participle, Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 439. 

2.32 The use of the nouns a11'01<.aA.vijJiv and 8o~av without articles is a 'mark of 
the strong Semitic colouring of the Lucan canticles' - Brown, Birth, op. 
cit., p440. 

2.34 This follows the Hebrew of Isa 8.14 rnther more c!osely than the Septua
gint oflsa 8.14 (Winter, seep 293f above). 
Marshall. Commentary, op.cit., p122. 

2.37 vuKra Kat riµepov. A Greek would not express hirnself like this. This is typi
cal of Hebrew thought (Winter, p 293f above). 

290. The circumcision of Jesus is not emphasised. There is no theological significance 
placed on the event. The name receives prominence. Creed, op.cit.,p38. 
The naming of the child in coniunction with circumcision has been discussed in re
lation to John's birth (seep 141-142 above). 

291. Edershiem, op.cit., p 92 and note 6 page 669. 

292. Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 11 S and further. 
Two ceremonies were required by the law: 
a) The purification of the mother ,Lev .12: 1-8. This had to take place at the 

temple and involved a sacrifice, which in the case of the poor could be two 
turtledoves or two young pigeons (v8). 

b) The consecration of the first born, Ex. 13:2, 22:28f; 34: 19f; Num. 11-13, 
40-Sl; 8:16-18, 18: 15-18. This involved both the dedication of the first
born to the Lord and the payment of the redemption. Luke has assimilated 
the two as follows: 
Luke 2.22 'And when the time came ... up to Jerusalem' and 2.24 refer to 
(a). Luke 2.22 'to present him to the Lord' and 2.23 refer to (b). 

Three possible solutions can be given for this assimilation: 

1) That Jewish practices in the first century had combinP.d the two cere
monies. Luke's assimilation therefore reflects the cultural (not O.T.) sit
uation. This remains a distinct possibility. (Edersheim,op.cit;,p 91-92). 
2) Luke received in the tradition an account of the two ceremonies being 
fulfilled and narrated what happened rather loosely. Hence the assimilation. 
This view tends to be supported by the rather loose connection between the 
different statements: 1<.atJwi; (v.23), 1<.m(v.2<.). In other words, Luke was 
not concerned to neatly distinguish the various ceremonies and threw them 
together rather loosely in a single sentence. Under this view he may also not 
have been well versed in Jewish Law. 
3) Luke had no tradition at his disposal and created a story with a rather 
confused use of various texts. 

Of these explanations, the third is in our view least likely because if Luke 



293. 

393 

had created the story he would have been more conscious of the use of the 
O.T. and would not have been likely to confuse two different rituals. We · 
therefore reject Brown's belief that Luke has imaginatively created the 
story, Birth, op .cit., p448 . Brown would 'eschew the elaborate attempts 
of scholars to save Lucan accuracy'. This is not really the point. The third 
explanation is simply not as likely as the first two. The second view is 
basically the one adopted by Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p ) 15-117 . 
If Edersheim 's explanation is to be rejected then this is the only viable 
alt.ernative. Edersheim's view has so far no evidence to refute it. 

This is th~ view taken by 
Birth, op.cit., · p 436 . 

Brown who examines the various textual variants. 

294. Plummer, op.cit., p65. 
Brown comments, 'Moreover, if the birth were conceived as miraculous no purifi
cation should have been needed.' Birth, op.cit., p437. 

295. Harrington, Commentary, op.cit., p66. 

296. Browning, op.cit., p 46. 
Brown supports the view that Luke had Mal. 3: 1-2 in mind. Less plausible is 
Brown's belief that Luke has Daniel's 'annointing of the Holy One' in mind. (Dan. 
9:21-24). Brown finds the idea of the chronological use of the 70 weeks in the 
infancy narrative 'fantastic'. If that is fantastic, surely the use of the annointing of 
the Holy One is at least implausible. There is no real evidence for th.is in the 
Lucan narratives, Birth, op.cit., note 6. 

297. So also Brown, Birth.op.cit., p 440, who also rejects the thesis that Luke 1 and 
2 reflect. two clearly distinguishable sources (i.e. as in Bultmann) p445. He simi
larly rejects the criticism that the use of 'father' conflicts with the knowledge of 
the virgin birth (p453, note 25). So also Marshall, who notes that wonder is a typ
ical reaction in all miracle stories, Commentary, op.cit., p 115 and p 121 • 

298. Godet,op.cit.,p 154-156. 
Plummer, op.cit., p 64, Geldenhyus, op.cit., p121-122. 
Morris1 Luke, op.cit., p 90. 

299. We cannot agree with Brown when he says that methodologically one cannot 
use the evidence of the Matthean infancy narrative1 Birth, op.cit., p549, note 5 . · 
It is going too far tosay that, 'Luke2:7andMatt2:11 representoneofthecon
flicts between the two infancy narratives'. The only conflict is between 2:39 and· 
the Matthean infancy narrative. If Luke's conflation of a longer time schedule in
to a simple sentence is allowed then there need be no conflict between Luke 2:4-7 
and Matt 2: 11. As scholars have pointed out for some. time, the visit of the Magi 
need not be seen as taking place immediately after the birth. If the visit to the 
temple and the return to Bethlehem had intervened, and if Joseph and Mary had 
begun to settle down in Bethlehem, then one can readily understand the Matthean 
use of both 1Tatowv (rather than {3pel/XJ\ - Luke 2: 12) and ouaav (rather than .pc:tTVTJ 
and KaraA.vµan Luke 2:7). One can reject such reasoning on the grounds that it is 
'ingenious'. But it is just as easy to reply that a refusal to face such possibilities in
dicates unreasonable historical scepticism. Notice Marshall's rather brief comment,. 
Luke says nothing abuur the visit to l!:gypt, which accorcling to Matt 2: 13 prece
ded the settlement in Nazareth~ Commentary, op.cit., pl 25. 

300. Creed, op.cit., p39; Geldenhuys, op.cit., p 123; Morris, Luke, op.cit., p87. · 

301. Allan Cutler, 'Does the Simeon of Luke 2 refer to Simeon the son of Hillel?, 
p 29-35. 

He gives eleven stnKmg correspondences between the two mdividuals, as they are 
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known to us from historical tradition. The name Simeon, without a surname, was 
not very common during the time of the late Second Tempie. The Simeon descri
bed by Luke and Rabbinical tradition was such a 'Simeon', without need of qual
ification. Luke calls him 'a rnan in Jentsalem' (vs.25). Hillel's son was aiso a resi
dent of Jerusalem. Further, Luke's incident must have taken place in the court of 
women. Jewish tradition in.dicates that the son of Hillel presided over one of the 
lesser Sanhedrins at this time which met at the gate of the court of women. 
Luke's Simeon is portrayed as a waiting man. The only statement of the son of 
Hillel preserved in Jewish tradition stre.sses the importance of religious siltmce 
(silentio). A later Christian tradition describes Luke's Simeon as a great teacher of 
the law. This would equally apply to the son of Hillel. Later Christian tradition al
so claims that Luke's Simeon later became High Priest. The Acts of Pilate, an apo
cryphal book; 

for no apparent reason or plot introduces 
Rabban Gamaliel the elder, who in actual 
fact was the son of Hillel's Simeon, into the 
story of Karinus and Leucius, the alleged 
sons of Luke's Simeon. Gamaliel is not men
tioned often enough in the apocryphal New 
Testament to allow the argument that this 
linking of Rabban Gamaliel, the son of Hill
el's Simeon, with Karinus and Leucius, the 
alleged sons of Luke's Simeon, was a com
plete coincidence, p32-33. 

Rabbinic literature associates Hillel's son with saintliness. Luke's .rnt..a~17<; corres
ponds to the Hebraic hasid . Luke associates Simeon especially with the Holy 
Spirit. Rabbinic literature associates the son of Hille! with the ruah haq-qodes . 
The son of Hillel was 'thoroughly taken up by the anti-Heradian and anti-Roman 
revolutionary messianic movement of his time especially from the late 20's B.C.E. 
on'. Luke's Simeon is portrayed earnestly waiting for the consolation of Israel. 
Jewish tradition associates the son of Hillel with a strong interest in the conver- · 
sion of the Gentiles combined with Jewish particularism. 

302. At the time he wrote the article he was working on a voiume entitled: HiHel 
the Palestinian, the Founder of Rabbinic Judaism; a Revisionary Study of His 
Life and Work, Cutler, op.cit. p 29. 

303. Brown rejects Cutler's argument because 'the style of the Greek indicates that 
an unknown person is being introduced to tlze reader', Rirth, op.cit., p437. TI1e 
Greek sentence may indeed give this indication, but this can be interpreted to 
mean that Simeon was unknown to Luke's readers. (As Brown himself states, and 
as we must expect, Luke's gospel was written for the Hellenistic side of the 
church in particular, and not necessarily to those who passed on the Lucan tradi
tion.) 

304. Jones, op.cit., p40-43. 

305. The current phenomenon of the 'charismatic' and the appearance of such pheno
mena in the primitive church give a beiter explanation of the difference between 
Luke 2:29-32 and 2:34-35 than the one offered by Brown, namely that they 
come from different stages of Lucan redaction. Brown gives three reasons for this 
view: 

a) There is a smooth transition between Luke 2 :27 and 2 :38. But there is just 
as smooth a transition between 2:27 and 2:28f. Brown admits this argum
ent is not persuasive. 

b) The other canticles were added later by Luke. This one (nunc dimiti::;) has 
clear parallels with the other canticle~. Therefore it was probably :idded later. 
This argument depends of course upon Brown's theory nbout the other canti~ 

i 
. ' 
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cles, which we have not altogether accepted. However it must be admitted 
that his position is the best if our view is to be rejected. 

c) The second canticle (2 :34-35) is quite unlike the other canticles. It is future 
tense rather than past. It predicts rather than recalls. Birth, op.cit. This we 
feel is Brown's weakest argument. In ear!y Christian prophecy two kinds of 
utterance can be discovered. On the one hand prophecy may be defined as 
exhortation, upbuilding and comfort (1 Cor. 14:3). This is the phenomenon 
most clearly evident in the case of Barnabas, who 'exhorted them all .. .for 
he was full of the Holy Spirit' (Ac. 11.23-24, also Ac. 4.36; 15.31). Such 
exhortations would be full of the reiteration of the O.T. biblical content. 
Note the various 'prophetiq' sermons -Ac. l 2.l 7f, 6.15f. On the other hand 
prophecy could also be manifested as specific predictions about the future 
( Ac. 11.28-30; 27 .10-11 ). Both types of prophetic utterance are similarly 
evidenced in current 'charismatic' movements, where the former type is 
usually an outpouring of biblical texts freshly minted. In such a Sitz im 
Leben there is no need to refer the two utterances of Simeon to different 
traditions or different stages of composition. 

306. Goulder & Sanderson, op.cit., p23-24. 

307. In discussing the allusions to the presentation of Samuel ( 1 Sam), Brown very 
wisely comments that Luke's method is not one of identifying figures in the in
fancy narratives with the O.T. characters; rather he uses pigments taken from 0. 
T. Narratives to colour in the infancy narrative, Birth, op.cit., p45 l. This insight 
led Benoit to conclude that the b.T. parallels have not created the tradition, but 
that the tradition had been coloured in by the. language and wealth of the 0 .T. 
stories. One wonders why, if Brown can see this, that he believes that Luke has 
created a setting rather than having received one (p448). For instance Marshall 
does not feel that a certain amount of reading back from the later destiny of Jesus 
in this narrative need deny that it is 'in substance historical: Commentary, op.cit., 
pl 15 . 

308. Marshall comments as follows; 

308b 

309. 

310. 

311. 

312. 

313. 

314. 

315. 

The story is told thoughout in a Palestinian 
setting .... Those who areprepared to accept 
the possibility of such events (i.e. revelatory 
events) will find no essential difficulty in the 
story . .. The historical difficulties in the 
story are ... not compelling, Commentary, 
op.cit., pl 14-115. 

Lauren tin, Structure, op.cit., p -56-60. He notes that the point" of departure is the 
event of Christ and not the O.T. text, p 60-61. 

Winter,- 'On the Margin of Luke 1 and j I', op.cit., p fo3~f0i. 

B. van Iersel, 'The finding of Jesus in the Temple' pl 63, note 4. 

Ellis, Luke, op. cit., p85, also Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 127. 

Quoted in Geldenhuys, op.cit., p 131, also Morris, Luke, op.cit., p9 l 
Also Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 127. 

Morris, Luke, op.cit., p9 l. 

Henk J. de Jonge, 'Sonship, Wisdom, Infancy: Lk.2: 41-5la',p317-324. 

Winter, 'Luke 2.49 and Targum Yeruslzal' op.cit. 
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3 I 6. Van lersel, op.cit., pl 73, note '2. 

317. Brown comments 'OJJerall, the scene is not implausible according to J ewislz 
customs when youth learned ... commandments from the elders', Birth, op.cit., 
p474. His final conclusian on the historicity of the narrative does not follow his 

logic at this point. 

318. Creed, op.cit., p44. 

319. Van I~rsel, op.cit., pl61-164. 

320. 'Vanlersel, op.cit.,pl72-173. 

321. • Henk J. de Jonge op.cit., p353. 

322. Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 125-126. 

323. Brown adopts the position that the most we can be sure of from a historical 
point of view is that Jesus had a boyhood, just as much as we can be sure that 
Jesus was baptised from the narrative of Luke 3: 'the present setting and saying 
are no less and no more historical than the divine voice and its setting at the bap
tism of .J.esus', Birth, op .cit., p483 . He rejects the view that we can accept an his
torical knowledge of Christ's unique Sonship at the age of twelve. He terms the 
narrative a 'biographical opohthegm '. His reason for this seems to lie in the fact 
that the Lucan account falls within the general literary type of stories about the 
childhood of great men (e.g. Buddha, Osiris, Cyrus, Alexander, Josephus,Eliazar 
ben Hyracanis - p482). This position would seem to be unnecessarily sceptical. 
Firstly just because the form of the narrative has certain similarities with a com
mon ancient fonn does not mean that the actual content is derived from the com
mon form. Secondly, there is one important difference between the account of 
Jesus and the typical form. This is admitted by Brown. The main point of the 
typical narrative form is the surprising knowledge of the child. But in the Lucan 
narrative, 'The centre of tlze story is not the boy's intelligence, but his reference 
to God as his Father in verse 49 ', p483. This is an emphasis which is found speci
fically in the Synoptic gospels. From this it may be argued that Luke has used the 
synoptic tradition to fill in the details of his narrative here, or equally that both 
this narrative and the synoptic gospels in general bear witness to a unique consc
iousness of Sonship in the person of Jesus. From a pureiy historical point of view 
there is no reason to accept the former rather than the latter. 
Thus Marshall, 'There is nothing surprising about such parallels, even today acco
unts of great men will devote attention to their precociousness (or lack of it!). 
Hence these parallels cannot be used to show that the story in Luke is legendary, 
but only that the motif is a common one', Commentary, op.cit., p 125-126. 

324. Marshall, Commentary ,op.cit., p 128. 

325. In itself the story is a natural one, and does not include any supernatural feat
ures which might lead to sceptical estimates of its historicity~ Marshall, Comm
entary ,op.cit., p 126 . 

325b Lauren tin, Structure, op.cit., p 101-104. 

326. Brown, Birth,op.cit., p 491. See also de Jonge, op.cit., p348 .. 353. 

327. · It is rejected by Conzelmann, 'Luke's Place in the Development of Early Ozris-
tianity' p 302-304. 

328. Marshall, Luke, New Bible Commentary, p 888-889. 
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329. Kiimmel, Introduction to the New Testament,1970, op.cit., p I 32. 

330. Guthrie, op.cit., p 313, F.F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles; The Greek Text 
with Introduction and Commentary, p 10-14. 

331. Kiimmel, lntroduction,i 970,op.cit., p 133. Presumably Luke would haye quoted 
Paul's letters had he written some time after the !if e and ministry of Paul. Hans 
Conzelmann recognises this difficulty,' Luke's Place', op.cit., p 229. His attempts 
at explanation are not very satisfactory p 307-308. He must assume the non
Pauline authorship of Colossians and Ephesians which is still in doubt, in order 
to promote the idea of a Pauline school which Luke had grown up in. He has 
to confess, 'we do not know the biographical and psychological reasons', p 308. 
John Knox is fully aware of this problem. He mentions the 'impasse' produced by 
the two conclusions reached by scholars on this subject, namely that 'Luke made 
little or no use of the letters and nowhere refers to Paul as writing them' and that 
'Luke could not have failed to knov1i them'. To escape this impasse he wants to 
question one of the premises; that Luke would have wanted to quote Paul's 
letters. He argues against this premise on the grounds that Luke was combating a 
Marcionite use of the Pauline letters, and concludes that Acts should be dated in 
AD 125, 'Acts and the Pauline Letter Corpus', p 279-286. This theory has one 
great weakness. Paul is Luke's hero in Acts. Is it likely that the author would not 
have quoted his hero if he could have? Knox's logic should have driven him to 
question rather a different premise, namely that Luke is much later than the 
career of Paul. An earlier dating of Luke-Acts (as given for instance by J .A.T. 
Robinson) explain~ Knox's 'impasse'. Luke did not quote Paul because Paul's 
letters and ministry were still in progress when Luke was collecting his material. 

332. See Ernliii R. Goodenoµgh 'The Perspective of Acts', p 57. Goode.nough's
thoughts on dating are sound. His arguments for the fictional nature of Acts are 
however based upon an unfounded belief in the sacramental nature of the 
primitive church. Note the comment of CJ .Herner 'Goodenough 's notion of a 
fiction of the early sixties is not, I think, a very plausible combination,' 'Luke 
the Historian', p 51 . 

333. See also Goodenough, op.cit., p 57-58. 

334. Hans Conzelmann, 'Luke's Place .... ' op.cit., p 299. 

335. J.A.T. !foblnson, op.cit., p 86-90, also Guthrie, op.cit., p 308-310. 
The only plausible reason which may explain why Luke ended his second volume 
the way he did is given by Floyd V. Filson, 'The Journey Motif in Luke-Acts', 
p 68-77. 

336. This argument does of course depend upon a certain"view of authorship in the 
pastoral epistles. See Guthrie, op.cit., p 198-246, and F.F. Bruce, Paul, Apostle 
of the Free Spirit, ·p 442-444. 

337. Morris, Luke,op.cit., p 22. 
, 

338. Morris, Luke.op.cit., and Guthrie, op.cit., p 307-308. 

339. Eduard Schweizer believes the use of 'Son of God' in Acts 13.33 in connection 
with the resurrection reflects a pre-Pauline and primitive Christo logy. In view 
of Rom.l .3-4 we would affirm as against Schweizer that this use of 'Son of 
God' is certainly not un-Pauline. Be that as it may, whether it reflects the theol
ogy of an early Paul or an earlier than Paul, the fact remains that this use of 
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'Son of God' is certai.1.ly early, ''Jfle Concept of the JJai•idic "Son of God" in 
Acts and Its 0. T. Background', , p 186-205 . For the primitive nature of the 
Christology in Acts see also ILN. Ridderbos, 'The Speeches of Peter in the Acts 
of the Apostles', The Tyndale N.T. Lecture, p 19-27; and F.F. Bruce, Paul, 
Apostie,op.cit., p 65-67. 

340. Marshall, 'The Resurrection in the Acts of the Apostles', p 96-98. 

341. C.K. Barrett, Luke the Historian in Recent Study, p 24. 

342. Creed, op.cit., p 23. 

343. Barrett, op.cit., p 59. 

366a. Morris, Luke,op.cit., p 42-44 and The Cross in the N.T. o 107-143. 

344b. Ridderbos, op.cit. 

34). R}ddeioos, op.cit., p 23f and 30-31 argues for an understanding or vicarfous 
atonement based upon the Servant passages in Isaiah implicitly affinned in 

346. 

· Acts. 

Marshall, Luke,Historian ... op.cit., p 170-175 and 'The Resurrection' op.cit., 
p 103-105. 

347. Marshall, 'The Resurrection' op.cit., p 103-105. It seems quite reasonable, to 
assume that the disciples first saw the cross as a disaster which was only over
come by their experience of the resurrection. Their only positive message in 
the beginning would have been that Jesus had risen. Later theological reflec
tion would have caused them to re-interpret the cross in the light of the res
urrection (see Ridderbos, op.cit., p 23-24, 18). 

348. On 'Early Catholicism' see James P.G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity, An Enquiry 
into the Character of Earliest Chrfotianity, p 341-374. 

349. Note C.J. Herner 'We are not necessarily to take Paul against Acts, and we 
should not be pessimistic about the possibility of taking Paul with Acts.' op.cit., 
p 42 and 42-45. See also F.F. Bruce 'Is the Paul of Acts the Real Paul' p 282-
305. 

350. J.A.T. Robinson, op.cit., p 86-117. 

351. Kiimmel, Introduction, 1970, op .cit., p 105. 

352. Barrett, op.cit., p 65, Guthrie, op.cit., p 106-107, Kiimmel, Introduction, 1970, 
op.cit., p 105, Morris, Luke,op.cit., p 23. Conzelmann, The Theology of Saint 
Luke, p 134-135. 

353. See Hans Conzelmann, 'Luke's Place' op.cit., p 298-299. 

354. Bo Reicke, quoted by Morris, Luke,op.cit., p 24 note I and 21 note 2, also· 
J.A.T. Robinson, op.cit., p 14. 

355. · Marshall, Luke,Historian ... ,op.cit., p 65. 

356. Marshall, Luke,Historian,op.cit., p 66. 

357. J .A.T. Robinson, op.cit., quoting Bo Reicke and giving his own argument, p 
28-29. 
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358. J .A.T. Robinson, op.cit., p 27 note St•, discussing article by C.H. Dodd. 

359. Guthrie, op.cit., pl06-109, Morris Luke.op.cit., p 23-25. 

360. Kiimmel, Introduction, 1970, op.cit., p 105. 

361. J .A.T. Robinson, op.cit., p 13-30. For dating befo1e AD 70 see also Goodenough, 
op.cit., p 57. 

362. 

363. 

364. 

365. 

366. 

366b. 

367. 

368. 

369. 

370. 

For an earlier dating of Luke see also CJ. Hewer, op.cit., p 46-47. He notes 
that C.H. Dodd has rejected the argument basing a post AD.70 date on Luke 27, 
and the arguments of recent scholars who accept an earlier dating for Acts; 
F.F. Bruce, F.V.Filsun, I.H. Marshall, AJ.Mattill, T.W. Manson. 

J.A.T. Robinson, op.cit., p 107-113, also Bruce, New Testament Documents, 
op.cit .. p 12. 

The comment of E. Kasemann expressed in his much-quoted statement 'One does 
not write the history of the church if one daily expects the end of the world: 
(W.C. van Unnik p 24) cannot be used against the idea that many may have 
written by AD 60. The argument is based upon a questionable understanding of 
the expectation of the parousia in the early church (See van Unnik, 'Luke-Acts, 
A Storm Centre in Contemporary Scholarship' p 28). 

Barrett, op.cit., p 22. For traditional authorship, Guthrie, op~cit., p 92-103; 
Morris, Luke, op.cit., p 14-21; Marshail Luke, NBC, op.cit., p 888-889. We are 
quite aware of the fact that Barrett does not take this to necessarily imply Lucan· 
authorship by the c01:npanion of Paul. 

F.F. Bruce, Acts in NBC., p 970. 
See also C.J. Hewer, op.cit., on Luke's Sources, p49 and E.E. Ellis, 'The evidence 
for the presence in the Jerusalem church of the Virgin Mary and of the brothers 
of Jesus (Gal.1;19; Acts "1.14:12.17:15.13.- 21.10) is not.without significance for 
this matter ... Prophecy and Henneneutics, op.cit., p 153. 

Barrett, op cit., p12-15. 

Marshall,-Luke, Historian ... ,op.cit., p54-57: 

Tnis conclusion has recently been supported by CJ. Herner, op.cit.,p 29-34. Herner_ 
takes Marshall's work as his starting point and explains in more detail what 
Marshall has dealt with rather summarily. He makes the point that ancient histor
iography was a 'mixed bag' and that it is easy to make simplistic assumptions 
about Luke's place amongst ancient historians. Luke's accuracy must be tested on 
other grounds. Herner also criticises scholars who use Luke 'Among the ancient 
historians' (i.e. inaccurate historians) as an assumption ,against his accuracy (e.g. 
G. Bornkamm on Acts 16-17 as a source for the study of Paul p 42 note 2). Con
zelmann similarly relegates the subject of Luke's links with contemporary histor
iography to secondary importance. 'Luke's Place' op.cit., p300 . 

Dibelius, quoted in Barret, op.cit., p26-30. 
In emphasising the literary form of Acts, Dibelius also tended to undermine the 
idea of Luke as a historian and replaced this with the idea of Luke as a creative 
writer who could easily distort the historical facts. :Ernst Haenchen: The Acts of 
the Apostles p 33-34 . 

Barrett, op cit., p30-36. Haenchen Acts, op.cit., p46. 

Barrett, op cit., p36-40. Haenchen, Acts, op.cit., p47-48. 
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371. Ernst Haenchen, 'The Book of Acts as Source 1\--foterial for the History of Early 
Christianity'; p255-278., op.cit., Acts pl45-156. 

372. Hans Conzelmann, Theology, op.cit., p95-136, especially pl31-136. 

373. Hans Conzelmann, Theology, op.cit.;P J 50. 
Also 'Luke's Place', op.cit., p302-303. 

374. Hans Conzelmann, 'Luke's Place' op.cit., p298-309, especially p302-303. 

375. For the postulation of a wide divergence between Paul in the epistles and Paul in 
Acts see also Philipp Vielhauer; 'On the "Paulinism" of Acts' p 33-34. The 
wedge he drives between the two 'Pauls' is not as great as that of Haenchen. We will 
note a few criticisms of his position, which we feel is nevertheless too extreme. 

I. He comp ares the 'Areopagus' speech with its 'natural theology ' with Romans, 
and its 'natural theology'. He notes that the ideas of sin, wrath and grace are en
tirely absent from Acts, and that Acts gives the idea of a natural link between God 
and man. He does not mention Paul's argument about the standing of the natural 
man in Romans 2. This leaves one with an antithesis between the two theologies 
which is overdone (p 24-37). See on this F.F. Bruce, Paul, Apostle op.cit., p 235-
247, and 'Is the Paul of the Acts the real Paul?' op.cit., p 301-303. 

2. He gives eight points indicating how 'Pharisaical' Paul is in Acts and allows a 
certain amount of agreement in Pauls letters, but then he criticises the 'suspect 
motivations' behind Paul taking a vow in order to appease the Judaisers. One won
ders how legitimate it is to base historical arguments upon our present understan
ding of a mans motivations in the past (or Luke's portrayal of that motivation), 

' p 38-40. 

3. He finds a contradiction between Acts 16.3 and Gal 5. 1-11. But here, and in 
fact with many of his comments one must ask how legitimate it is to compare 
an historical account of Paul's actions, as a travelling evangelist with Pauls doc
trinal statement in epistles sent to the community of the redeemed. If this is taken 
into account the discrepancies between the two Pauls need not be forced into an 
unbridgeable chasm. 

4. He notes that Paul's eschatological kerygma fn the epistles has been trans
formed into the non-eschatological continuity which Luke sees between the his
tory of Israel and the history of the church (p 45- 49).0n this question one may 
refer to James D.G. Dmm, who tends rather to speak of Paul's 'early catholicism', 
op.cit., p 344-346 .. Vielhauer beiieves the difference in Luke's theology on this 

issue indicates that there must be a temporal distance between the two (p 48). 
Is this a necessary conclusion? May not Luke have merely had a different per
spective (i.e. an historical perspective) in the same age or epoch (See Goodenough, 
op.cit., p 57-58). One can only rule out this possiblility with a reliance upon the· 
'theology of the delay'. 

376. e.g. Haenchcn, Acts, op.cit., p 112-116. 

377. Dunn, op.cit., p 341-344. 

378. This was the major contribution of Sir William Ramsay. 
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379. Marshall, Luke, Historian ·,op.cit., p 70-72. 

-
380. 

381. 

382. 

383. 

384 .. 

385. 

386. 

387. 

Conzelmann, Theology, op.cit., p 69; 

... the further question must be considered 
whether Luke really has a quite definite but 
incorrect conception. The expression 
(.'between ' Luke 17.11) indicates that Luke 
imagines that Judea and Galilee are immediat
ely adjacent, and that Samaria lies alongside 
them, apparently bordering on both the 
regions. 

-

Marshall, Luke Historian op.cit., p 69. 

Edward M. Blaiklock, 'The Acts of the Apostles as a Document of First Century 
History', p 41-54-. CJ. Herner: op.cit., Also F.F. Bruce, Paul, Apostle, op.cit., on 
the authenticity of the latter part of Acts, p 160-172, 212-262, 286-299, 339-378. 
van Elderen: 'Some Archaelogical observations on Paul's first missionary journey',. 
p 151-161. 

Bruce; Acts, Greek Text, op.cit., p 15-16. 

F.F. Bruce, The N.T. Documents, op.cit., p 80-92, especially 82 and 90, and 
Joseph A. Fitzmyer 'Jewish Christianity in Acts in the Light of the Qumran Scrolls', 
p 233-254, 'They ... provide concrete and tangible evidence for a Palestinian matrix 
of the early church as it is described in Acts.' 

Marshall, Luke, Histonan ... , op.cit., p 64, 64-67. 
G.N. Stanton is of the opinion that Luke's alterations are stylistic and, not theolo
gical. 'Presuppositions in N. T. criticism, ' p 70 note 11. 

Marshall, Luke Historian, op.cit., p 56-57. 

Marshall, 'The Resurrection' op.cit., p 93-94. 

Marshall, 'The Resurrection' op.cit., p 99-101. 
Dunn gives a useful examination of the various kerygmata in the N.T.,op.cit., 
p 11-32. His main point is to emphasise the diversity of the various kerygma ta 
(Jesus, Luke, Paul, John) though he does discover a basic unity in three points; 

I. The proclamation of the risen, exalted Jesus 
2. The call for faith and committment 
3. The promise of the Spirit, forgiveness etc, (p 30) 

We do not take issue with the majority of his statements, but his stress on the di-
versity is to our view rather overdone in the following ways: · 

1. In the kerygma of Jesus, Dunn maintains that Jesus saw Himself as the instru
ment of the Kingdom rather than the object or context of the kerygma (p 13-16). 
This is in line with the common view of a low Christological consciousness of Jesus. 
But Jesus identified His own presence with the presence of the Kingdom. If this is 
correct then Jesus saw Himself as the instrument and the content of the kerygma. 

2. He maintains that an 'explicit theology of the death of Jesus is markedly 
lacking in the kerygma of the Acts sermons' (p 17-18). True, the substitutionary 

'-~~.· .. ·· 
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or sacrificial view is lacking (except for Acts 20. 28). But the cross as an event does 
dominate (2.23, 3.13; 5.30; 8:32-33; 10:39; 13:27-30) as that which fulfilled the 
plan of God (as in 1 Cor. 15 'according to the scripture' if these be taken as O.T. 
scriptures.) The understanding of the cross is that the death, resurrection and as
cension arc all part of one act of exaltation whereby Chrisf became the apxrrrov, 
the pioneer or trail-blazer (3: 15; 5 :31 , C.F.D. Moule, 'The Christology of Acts' 
p 174). This single act of exalt2tion is a continuation of the journey motif in the 
gospel (Luke 9:51; 13:22; 17: 11; 18:31; 19: 11, 28) which is already the beginning 
of the ava/...17µtfnc; of Jesus. 

3. Dunn believes the tension between fulfilment and imminent consummation is 
completely lacking in Acts (p 18). True, the tension may be lacking, but the sense 
of eschatological fulfilment is not lacking. This was an element emphasised by 
C.H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its developments; History and the 
Gospel. 

4. The strongest criticism against Dunn is his statement that there is hardly any 
role attributed to the exalkd Jesus (p 19).This is a strange statement in view of the 
fact that Luke uses 1<.vpwc; for God and for Jesus in a way that moves fluidly 
between the two, C.F.D. Moule, 'The Clzristology of Acts', ·op.cit., p 160-161 . 
The implication is that what the Lord does in Acts, through the Spirit and the 
word is what the exalted Lord does. Other comments on Luke's view of the ex
alted Lord could be made. 

5. The so-called 'subordinationist' Christology in Acts suffers for the same reason, 
amongst others, see Marshall, 'The Resurrection' op.cit., and Luke Historian,. 
op.cit., p 103. . 

If these criticisms of Dunn's analysis are allowed then the wedge between the 
kerygma of Luke in Acts and of Paul is not so great. Dodd's analysis like Dunn's. 
was perhaps overdone, but still has some validity. The truth lies somewhere 
between the two, and while the kerygma in Acts is definitely Lucan one cannot 
reje~t the possibility of traditional material being involved. 

388. Distinctive elements are found in some of the sermons which are not necessarily 
Lucan, .C.F.D. Moule, 'The Christology of Acts', op.cit., p 166-182; Ridderbos, 
op.cit., p 19-27 . The objection is often made that the speeches of Peter and Paul 
are aHke and that they all fit into the same mould. Dodd's now classical reply 
was that the early church did have a fixed form of proclamation, C.H.Dodd; 
The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments, op.cit.. Martin Dibelius under
mined Dodd 's thesis by pointing to the Lucan literary nature of the speeches. 
(Quoted in Eduard Schweizer, 'Concerning the Speeches in Acts' p 208 and also 
Haenchen, Acts.op.cit., p 34-49). Dibelius' view has continued to enjoy support, 
Dunn, op.cit., p I 1-32 . However the reaction to Dodd has probably been over

done. It is still true that real parallels can be found between the basic content of 
Mark, Paul's summaries of the kerygma (e.g. l.Cor.15.14) and the speeches in 
Acts, Higgins, op.cit., p 78-91 . For a balanced view one can refer to Ridderbos, 
op.cit.; F.F. Bruce, 'Is the Paul of the Acts the Real Paul', op.cit., p 299-304, 
and Marshall, 'The Resurrection' op.cit., p 92-107, especially p 92-95. 

389. Bruce, Acts, Greek Text, op.cit., p 18-21, J .A.T. Robinson, op.cit., p 80-85. 

390. Marshall, 'The Resurrection' op.cit., p 94-95. 

391. Marshall, Luke, Historian ,op.cit., p 73, Guthrie, op.cit., p 326-330. Less for
cibly Eduard Schweizer, 'Concerning the Speeches in Acts', p 208-214 on p 214. 
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This is not to deny of course that the strong similarities between me sermons of 
Peter and Paul are in some sense due to Luke'.s literary moulding of his material, 
Moule, The Christology of Acts, op.cit., p 180 on the 'absentee Christology'. 

Schweizer, op.cit., p 208-214, is probably correct to attribute the overall struc
ture to Luke and the contents to his source material, though we feel he goes too 
far when he says, 'basically the Paul of Acts speaks exactly like Peter' (p 212). 
The study of Mou le shows that this comment is an over-simplific~tion. 

392. Herner notes that we do have a great deal of external evidence for checking Acts 
and that this should not be set aside because of a dogmatic understanding qf 
Lu Ke ·s Theology', op.cit., p 34-40. 

I I 

393. Thus Haenchen sees Luke's whole enterprise, whereby he 'turned historian' being 
initiated by the 'theological situation' in which Luke. found himself, Acts.op.cit., 
(p 98-99). This 'theological situation' is for Haenchen the problem of the delay 
(p 95-96). 

394 Ridderbos, op.cit., p 15-16. 

395. For a criticism of an existential approach to Paul and Luke-Acts see Ulrich 
Wilckens, 'Interpreting Luke-Acts in a Period of Existen~ialist Theology' p 60-
83. 

396. Cullinann strongly repudiates this theology of the delay, Christ and Time, 
op.cit. See also van Unnik., op.cit., p 28, who questions the 'delay' argument . 

397. Brown is another who rejects Conzelmann's systernisation of Luke. Birth, 
op.cit., p 274, note 38 . 

398. Oscar Cullmann, Christ and Time,op.cit., p 27. 

399. Van Unnik asks why 'salvation history' must be seen so negatively and wonders 
whether there is not a reaction against German pietism in the negative attitude 
certain scholars feel towards· the Lucan concept, op.cit~_,_ p 28-29 . Wilckens 
shows clearly how the Paul of dialectical-existentialistic theology is not the his
torical Paul and that Luke's idea of redemptive history is thoroughly Biblical, 
Christian and indeed Pauline, Wilckens, op.cit., p 60-83. For his appreciation of 
Cullmann at this point seep 83 note 82 . 

400. Morris, Luke,op.cit., p 37-39. See also Ridderbos, op.cit., p 12-17. Wilckens 
defends this position by claiming that these scholars do not deny all eschatol
ogy to Luk~~· They merely claim that Luke has removed eschatology from a cen
tral to a peripheral position, op.cit., p 79 note 37 . But if this was their pos
ition why would they be so negative (especially Haenchen) about Luke's theol-
ogy of history? . 

401. Barrett, op.cit., p 71-76. 

Haenchen has himself rather softened the more radical estimation of Luke as.the 
theologian of early Catholicism, Acts.op.cit., p 49 . A recent criticism of this 
concept may be found in Dunn, op.cit., p 341-366 and Leon Morris 'Luke and 
Early Catholicism' p 60-75. Dunn points out that the fading of the urgent expec
tation of the parousia had already taken place in Paul before Luke-Acts (p 344-
366). If early Catholicism is defined as a fading of the imminent parousia then it 
is found in the N.T. itself (p 351), Paul not excluded. It cannot therefore be used 
to date Luke-Acts as late. Dunn sees Luke as a compromise between the prim
itive period and early Catholicism. 



Luke was evidently aware of the danger uf 
squeezing out lhe Spirit, of subordinating 
him to a church hcirarchy, of confining him 
within set forms and rites, and so wrote as 
one who wanted to see the church of his 
own day both unified and open to the 
Spirit - open to the Spirit in the way the 
first Christians had been, unified in a way 
they had not (p 363). Morris is rather more 
forthright in his rejection of early Cathol
icism in Luke-Acts. 
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402. Conzelmann, Theology,op.cit., p 193-4, note 5; 20 note 3; 22 note 2; 101 note 
1; 18 note 1; 16 note 3; 48. 76. 183 note 2. 

403. The following criticism may be made of Haenchen in particular: 

1) He criticises Luke for having 'smoothed over' all the difficulties in the early 
period, for projecting an image of unity where no unity existed, and for giv
ing the idea of a 'trouble free' movement of the gospel. Acts, op cit., p83-84, 
88, 99-100, 102 . But we must remember that most of our knowledge about 
the disunity, the problems and the pressures of the early church come pre
cis~ly from the book of Acts. One wonders how one can read Acts and gain 
the impression of a smooth, trouble free progression of the Word (Persecut
ion - 4.1-22; 5 .17-26, 33-42. Disunity - 15.36-40 especially 15 .1-5; 6.1-6). 

2) Haenchen finds difficulties over the division between the Hellenists and 
the Hebrews. He initially criticises Luke for allowing the disunity to come 
out for a moment in Acts 6 despite the 'unity' in the remainder of Acts 
( p 83-84), only to argue elsewhere that Luke has minimised these tensions 
( p 102-103, 88). Has Luke minimised them or let them appear? Haenchen 
first learns of these tensions from Acts, then projects into Acts a deeper 
cleft than the one portrayed by Luke, and then criticises Luke for having 
minimised them. 

3) Haenchen maintains that Luke has no understanding of the Pauline notion 
of being 'in Christ' ( p 97). Luke must tie together the period of Jesus and 
the period of the Church by the progression of the Word of God ( p 98). 
But in stating this, Haenchen must first reject Luke's own statement that 
Acts is what Jesus continued to do and teach through the Spirit ( Ac.!. 1 ), 
and secondly the radical cleft between the time of Jesus and the time of 
the church is a structure which scholars have superimposed upon Luke
Acts. A change certainly does occur, C.F.B.Moule, 'The Christology of 
Acts', op.cit., p 159-160. See also hints of the Pauline 'corporate' Christ
tology p 180-181 . On the links between the Pauline mysticism and Acts 
see Bruce,Faul the Apostle, op.cit., p 144-145. 

4) One of Haenchen's basic reasons for believing that Luke is an author who 
was not a companion of Paul, but who wrote from a later age, is the dis
crepancy he finds between the Paul of Acts and the Paul of the epistles. 
But almost all his reasons for this great discrepancy are open to question. 
True, Luke does condense things ( p 105), and Luke does bring out the 
drama in a situation ( p 106-107). True, Paul is rather less expressive about 
his miracles than Luke is in the Acts ( p I 13f). But can Gal 5. I 1 and Ac. 
3 be opposed to each other on the grounds that Gal 5 .11 says that Paul 
would never circumcise anyone? ( p 89f). Gai 5.11 actually states that Paul 
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would never preach circumcision, and Paul's strong remarks are in the con
text of those who wanted to be circumcised as an indication of the fact 
that they wanted to submit ag:iin to the law. His basic argument is that if 
they are circumcised in such a spirit then they must be consistent with 
Jewish faith. They must then keep the whole law or be cursed. ( Gal.3.10~ 
In such a case the death of Christ no longer avails for them ( Gal.5.2-5). 
The circumcision of Timothy for practical reasons of avoiding unnecessary 
arguments with Jews on their missionary journeys was an entirely different 
context (Ac.l 6.3b and see I Cor.9.19-23). We do not regard Gunther Born
kamm 's arguments, against I Cor.9 19-23 being taken as Paul's missionary 
practice in Acts to be decisive. 'The Missionary stance of Paul in 1 Cor.9 
and in Acts', p 194-205 ·. See further on this question F.F.Bruce 'Is the Paul 
of Acts the Real Paul?', op.cit., p 297-298, and F.F.Bruce,Paul, Apostle 
op.cit., p 213-216. Luke is said to know nothing of Paul's three years in 
Arabia ( Gal. l .17). But what are we to make of Luke's 'many days' in Ac. 
9 .23? Does not the incidental nature of this referance heighten its genuine
ness? Luke is criticised because in Acts Paul is the missionary who is recog
nised by .the twelve ( p 89-9 l ). But what of Gal.2.7-1 O? Luke is criticised 
for portraying Paul as a Jewish pharisee at heart ( p 101 ). But what was Paul 
at heart? ( Rom.9.1-5). His letters have struck many with their Jewishness, 
their rabbinical thinking, and their fundamentally Semitic character. Luke 
is said to have no knowledge of the Pauline understanding of the law and 
justification ( p 112-113). What of Ac. 13.38-39; 15.10? See C.F.D.Moule 
'The Christology of Acts', op.cit., p 174. Haenchen maintains that this is 
not the Pauline understa9ding of the law and justification. This may well be 
true. However it is an understanding of these matters, placea in the historical 
·context of Paul's preaching and Paul's influence on Peter. Luke may not 
have understoo.d these issues as clearly as Paul did,but then that is not 
strange. In Acts, Paul is said to be the miracle worker ( p 113), in Paul's 
letters he is not. Haenchen does notice 2 Cor. 12.12. He does not mention 
Rom.15.19; l Cor.2.4-5; 2 Cor.13.3-4; Gal.3.5. Further one would not 
expect the apostle to continually mention his miracles. Someone who 
greatly admired him naturally would. Haenchen's point about Paul the 
orator in Acts and Paul the one of weak speech in the epistles perhaps has 
more substance. Haenchen does not accept the Lucan portrayal of the 
preaching of the resurrection as being the great cause of the persecution. 
However Luke's portrayal is not of a belief in the resurrection per se as the 
stumbling block, but the particular resurrection of a crucified Messiah whom 
the Jewish authorities had crucified (Ac. 2.23; 2.36; 3.14-15; 4.2 - 'proclai
ming in Jesus the resurrection from the dead', 4.10; 5.28, 30-31). This is· 
precisely the stumbling block which Paul outlines in 1 Cor.1.18-31. 

We have not mentioned the great number of correspondences and agreements 
between the Paul in Acts and the Pauline epistles)Jut these can be shown to 
outweigh the problem mentioned by Haenchen. See e.g. Herner, op.cit., p 42-45, 
F.F.Bruce,Paul, Apostle, op.cit., and 'Is the Paul of Acts the Real Paul?', op.cit., 

. p 282-305. His fundamental reason for rejecting Luke as the author is question
able. Hence his fundamental reason for therefore denying Luke's historical worth 
is also quesionable. Notice the view of Luke's use of earlier tradition in Higgins, 
op.cit., p 85-89. The relationship between Acts and the Epistles is brought out 
in a novel way by Ernst Kasemann 'Ephesians and Acts', p 288-297. His point 
is that both writings evidence the same transition between the apostolic and 
'early catholic' periods. His argument assumes the non-Pauline authorship of 
Ephesians. This assumption is certainly not acceptable to many N .T. scholars. 
If Ephesians is Pauline, then Kasemann's work becomes further evidence of the 
link between Paul and Acts. Further, the acceptance of a great deal of creativity 
on the part of the author of Acts need not require a rejection of the companion 
of Paul as the author. See A.J .Mattill,' The purpose of Acts, Schneckenburger 
Reconsidered', p I 08-122, especially p 115-122 . 



406 

404. Marshall, Luke Historian, otl.dt., p 62. 

405. This point depends of course upon the assumption that the infancy narratives 
were collected alo11.g with the other Lucan material. This is an assumption which 
has no proof.But one must also deny it with no proof. It remains a good possibil
ity, especially if Luke had some contact with the family of Jesus. 

406. G.Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism, Haggidic Studies, p 1-10, es
pecially p 7. 

407. Addison G. Wright, 'The Literary Genre Midrash', p 106-108. For the difficulties 
. in defining midrash, see also E. E. Ellis 'Midrash, Targum and New Testament Quo

tations' in Prophecy and Hermenuntic' op.cit., p 189-200. 

408. Wright, op.cit., p I I 0 note 269. 

409. One typical example ori Gen I I :4 will illustrate the method; 

AND THEY SAID: COME LET US BUILD A 
CITY, AND A TOWER (Gn 11.4). R. Judan 
said: The tower they built, but they did not 
build the city. An objection is raised: But it is 
written, And the Lord came down to see thP 
city and the tower. Read what follows, he re
plied.' And they left off to build the city, the 
tower, however, not being mentioned. R. 
Hiyya b. Abba said: A third of this tower 
which they built sank (into the earth), a 
third was burnt, while a third is still standing. 
And should you think that it (the remaining 
third) is small - R. Huna said in R. Idi"s name: 
When one ascends to the top, he sees the palm 
trees below him like grasshoppers ( Bereshith 
Rabbah 34,13).Wright, op.cit., p 125. 

410. For which see Montgomery, Principalities and Powers op.cit., P 74-95. 

411. Wright, op. cit., p 133. 

4 I 2. Wright summarises as follows; 

A midrash is a work that attempts to make a 
text of scripture understandable, useful and 
relevant for a later generation. It is the text of 
Scripture which is the point of departure, and 
it is for .the sake of the text that the midrash 
exists. The trwtment of any given text may 
be creative or non-creative but the l;terature 
as a whole is predominantly creatiJJe in its 
handling of the biblical material. The inter
pretation is accomplished. sometimes by re
writing the biblical material, sometimes by 
commenting upon it. In either case the 
midrash may go so far afield as it wishes pro
vided that at some stage at least there is to 



be found some connection implicit or- ex
plicit, between the biblical text and the mi
drashic composition. Wright, op.cit., p 13 7. 
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According to this definition certain primitive Jewish writings are clearly ·m1drashic. 
The Passover Haggadah is certainly a primitive form of midrash. The Genesis 
Aprocryphon is partly midrashic a'nd partly a specifically apocryhal writing. The 
homily of wisdom in Wisdom 11-19 is a typical case of midrash. On the other 
hand the writings of Josephus, while making use of midrashic material, are 
not midrashic themselves. Josephus declares his intention in his prologue to 
write a history of the Jewish people, and this is his prime concern. He does not 
write for the sake of explaining any particular biblical text but rather makes use 
of biblical texts, midrashic legends a;id various historical materials for the service 
of his historical work. Similarly the book of Chronicles is not midrash. While it 
uses many midrashic techniques (i.e. the play on words, the adaption of biblical 
texts), 'the material borrowed is used as data to fill out a new _historical work'. The 
case of the Qumran Pesarim is more complicated. This literature includes the 
commentary of biblical texts, the attempt to discover predictions from the bibli
cal texts relating to the eschaton, the actualisation of scripture and the attempt 
to fmd hidden meanings in the scripture. However it does not include the citation 
of other biblical books or the opinions of various teachers. This has led some 
scholars to reject the application of midrash to this literature. it has been re
garded as biblical commentary, or apocalyptic. Others have included it under 
this genre because of its other characteristics, while still others have advocated 
an entirely new literary genre which they term 'midrash pesher'. The significance 
of this literature is its possible links with the origins of the N.T. Wright concludes 
that in view of the fact that the biblical text is the starting point of the whole 
system this literature should be called simply midrash. The attempt to discover 
apocalyptic fufilments is nevertheless founded upon the 0.T. first and contem
porary events are only connected with such predictions secondarily. By way of 
contrast the N.T. begins with contemporary events and then seeks to discover 
the O.T. predictions. 

413. Wright, op.cit., p 439. 

414. Wright, op.cit., p 444. 

415. W.D, Davies,(op.cit., p 208-209) disagrees with K. Stendahl on this vital point. 
In his study of the formula quotations (1 :23; 2.6,15,18,23) Stendahl proposed 
that the nearest method to Matthew's was the pesher technique found at Qumran. 
Davies pertinently asks 

whether there is not a considerable difference 
between the formula quotations and the 
pesher in use at Qumran. Jn the former, the 
'historical' events seem to determine the ilJ"' 
cident and nature of the quotation which 
serves as a closure to a pericope, that is, -
the scriptural quotation subserves the event. 
In the latter, the opposite is the case; the 
scriptural text is normative for the event, not 
a commentary upon this, but its ground. 
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Brown has taken note of Wright's work and has an appendix of Jiis own on this 
subject, but unfortunately does not take Wright's advice. He makes no clear dis
tinction hetween Jewish and Christian midrash anct tends to project the midrashic 
metnoas or Judaism into the intancy narratives. L1uremm uses different language 
to indicate a similar view to Wright. He notes that midrash can be used in a wide 
variety of literary compositions. Hense to define Lk. 1-2 as midrash is not par
ticularly definitive. In his view Lk. 1-2 is in fact historical narrative, despite its 
use of midrash, Structure, op.cit., p 96-97. 

417. W. D. Davies holds that both infancy narratives cannot be 'strictly historical', 
op.cit., p 63. Ellis, Prophet and Hermenuntic, op.c:it. speaks clearly in terms of 
'Christian midrash' and notes that the present event is primary while the O.T. text 

is secondary, seep 204 on Mt. 1.21. 

418. Marshalt,Luke Historian ...• op.cit., p 52 and p 2-152 on 'History or Theology?' See 
also C.K. Barrett, op.cit., p 52 for a similar statement. · 

419. Kingsbury ·has shown that Matthew understands salvation-history in two epochs, 
the epoch of Israel, of promise, of the O.T., and the epoch of fulfilment, of Jesus 
from his birth to his parousia. He further shows that the pre-Easter Jesus is linked 
to the post-Easter presence of Jesus in the community by this c:oncept of salvation 
history. However he strongly denies that Matthew has to read back the time of the 
church into the time of Jesus so as to make the portrayal of Jesus in the Gospel a 
fictional one. Within the broad outline of the time of Jesus (from birth to Pa
rousia) as the time of eschatological fulfilment, Matthew has divided up this time 
structurally so that birth, proclamation, pre-Easter preparation tor the cross, and 
post-Easter Lordship are distinct periods in themselves. Matthew does therefore 
have an interest in the past for its own sake. He has not 'reduced his sense of his
tory to the single point of the present' (p 39 for his argument,see p 7-25 forthe 

· structure of Matthew, and p 25-39 for Matthew's concept of salvation-history. 
Kingsbury. op.cit.). 

420. Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 35-36 and Virginal Conception, op.cit., p 31 f. 

421. Fitzmyer, The Virginal Conception' op.cit., p 562. 

422. E.L Abel, 'The Genealogy of Jesus 0 XPICTOC' op.cit., p 203. 

423. Machen, Virgin Birth, op.cit., p 206-209;F.F. Bru.ce, 'Genealogy' in New Bible 
Dictionary, p 459. 

424. Clark H. Pinnock, 'Genealogy' p 675-677. 

425. Marshall gives a thorough treatment of this problem. We quote his conclusion. 

It is only right ... to admit that the problem 
caused by the existence of the two genea
logies is insoluble with the evidence presently 
at our disposal. To regard the lists, however, 
as merely literary constructions is to go be

yond the evidence. Commentary op. cit., p 
. 157-159, and further discussion p 159-161 . 
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426 See also W.D.Davies 'Both accounts cannot be factually true and their extreme 
divergence necessarily casts doubt on the strictly historical i•alidity of both,' 
op.cit., p 63. 

427. See further our general comment on Brown's work below, point 8, note 433. 

428. Strauss. op.cit., p 122. 

429. Fitzmyer, op.cit., 'The Virginal Conception', p 564 also gives a list. Brown shows 
that the parallels point to a common source for both infancy narratives which 
is earlier than Matthew and Luke. Birth, op.ciL p 33-35 and his comment on 
page l 06. For a positive view of the historicity of the infancy narrative in this 
connection see Paul Gaechter, Das Matthaus Evangelium, p 79-80. 

430. Brown, 'The Problem ... ", op.cit., p 26-29, Fitzmyer, 'The Virginal Conception', 
op.cit. p 522-560. 

431. Manuel Migneuns, 'Mary a Virgin? Silence in the New Testament ', p 9-19. 

432. e.g. 1.H.Marshall, The Origin of N.T.Cluistology ,op.cit., p 57-58, I Believe in the 
Historical Jesus, op.cit. 

433. The Birth of the Messiah by Raymond Brown. 

Raymond Brown's book is a masterly and exhaustive examination of the infancy 
narratives. We have often followed him and often been influenced by his thought. 

· However in addition to the criticisms just given, we would off er a few further 
critical remarks. 

1. With both infancy narratives, Brown assumes the later dating of the gospels 
(p 45-48, 235-239). Tbs, as J .A.T. Robinson has shown, cannot be assumed. 
The earlier dating can of course never be proved. However we have· given reasons 
for accepting it. If one adds to this the fact that certain common elements of the 
infancy narratives preceded the narratives themselves in time ( p 32), and the 
probability of the proto-Luke hypothesis, then one becomes hard-pressed to deny 
the influence of a family tradition. This leads to the next point. 

2. Brown cautiously but definitely rejects the influence of family tradition for 
the major part of both infancy narratives ( p 517-531 and elsewhere in the 
commentary). This conclusion could be reasonable, given the'later dating of both 
gospels. It becomes rather more difficuit to accept given the earlier dating. · 

. - . ... . ,. - . - . - ·---· 

3.This ·rejection of family tradition is possibly why Brown poses the either/or dicho-
tomy of the sources being either historical or a collection of other factors ( as 
given in the text above). 

4. The rejection of the possibility of family tradition also leads Brown to his 
distinction between historical evidence and 'verisimilitude' (p 158-190, 225-229). 
We have already given some crit,icisms of this distinction. Given the total absence 
of family tradition such a distinction may be tenable. But can we use such a dis
t!nction if the tradition may have been mediated originally by the family of Jesus 
( . J' )? . i.e. ames . 
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5. Brown usually accepts the less radical forms of the midrashic theory of inter
pretation in discus5ing the present form of the Lucan and Matthean infancy 
narratives. But if we accept the earlier dating for Matthew and Luke, can we ailow 
for such a long and involved develooment of the trndition between the time when 
the fan1ily influence died out and when the present gospel narratives were written? 
This is questionable ( see Dote 215 above on the virgin birth). 

6. Despite the fact that Brown gives a detailed exegesis of each pericope, he still 
really approaches the infancy narratives from a dogmatic perspective. The real 
issue is still the virgin birth. The infancy narratives are therefore not allowed to 
speak for themselves. This will be discussed further in the next chapter. 

7. Brown's view of the development of N .T. Christo logy by a successive reading 
back of the moment when Christ's Sonship was revealed is linked to his deprecia
tion of the historicity of the infancy narratives. However, not all scholars would 
accept this 'low' Christological consciousness for the historical Jesus ( e.g. Mar
shall The Origin of N.T. Christology, op.cit., G.E. Ladd, A Theology of the 
N.T. op.cit. This tends to undermine his critical hypothesis. Furthermore we may 
question whether N.T. Christology ever developed in such a systematic and 
logical fashion, and whether a more 'advanced' Christology need necessarily be 
later than a more primitive' Christo logy. May not different areas of the early 
church.have developed Christo1ogies in different directions? Why must the logical 
progression of thought be linked to temporal development? 

8. His rejection of the historicity of the infancy narratives is not based upon \'.ery 
pursuasive arguments. 

1. We have criticised his rejection of family tradition. 
2. His belief that the two infancy narratives are irreconcilable is one of the 

strangest elements in his otherwise weighty scholarship. We have already comm
ented on the problem raise by Lk.2.39 and Matt. 2.14 and the different genea
logies. The different emphasis on the place of residence need hardly be forced 
into an insurmountable contradiction. The same appiies to the fact that the 
two narratives are told from a different point of view. If these few problems 
cannot be outweighed by the eleven essential agreements between the narra
tives, then one wonders whether any historical documents can ever be recon
ciled. Furthermore, it is not enough to describe a harmonization of the four 
difficulties as 'ingenious' or 'apologetic'. A long tradition of reputable scholars 
has felt that .harmonization is warranted by the evidence. 

3. Brown's comments on Matthew's folkl0ric tendencies reveal his personal (though 
not methodological) rejection of the miraculous in certain areas. We have 
accepted that the way in which the star is said to have 'moved' may be descrip
tive. But angelic appearances in dreams are still accepted as a real phenonena by 
many scholarly twentieth century Christians,and Matthew's other three 'folk
loric' tendencies are only folkloric if one accepts Brown's concept of verisi
militude. 

4. Why must great literary skill exclude historicity? Is there any evidence that 
Luke's portrayal of John's relationship to Jesus is not historiCal? Can we be 
dogmatic about Luke being in error regarding the census? 

We conclude that Brown's negative conclusion is not necessary. A more balanced 
view of the relationship between history, midrash and allusive theology in Lk. l-2 
is found in Laurentin, Structure, op.cit., p 116-119. He uses the different 
parts of a music.:il composition to iilustrute this in similar fashion to our use of 
the building analogy. 
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434. Gore, op.cit., p 64. 

435. Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, op.cit., p 176. 
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L Brown, Birth,op.cit., points out that in the account of Jesus' birth in Luke 2 
the emphasis falls very obviously on the angelic revelation to the shepherds and 
the reactions of the various parties rather than on the account of the actual 
birth ( p 410-411); and even in that section which deals with his birth (Lk.2.1-6) 
the description of the setting ( Lk.2.1-5) is far more detailed than the mention of 
the birth ( 2.6-7). 'And indeed, in the second part, more attention is paid to the 
placing of the baby in the manger than to the birth' ( p 412). 

2. H.H.Oliver, op.cit., p 202-226; Paul S_.Minear,'Lukes use of the birth stories', 
op.cit., p 111-130; I.H. Marshall, Luke, Historian, op.cit. Laurentin's approach 
to the structure of Lk. 1-2 is similar to ours at many points. His analysis of the 
elements in each narrative section does not however bring out the eschatological 
or prophetic dimension in the text, Structure, op.cit., p 23-25. 

3. The structuralist analysis of the infancy narratives then provides the perspective 
to be followed in the exegesis of each pericope. 

4. The author, text, receiver aspect of linguistic semiotics is discussed in some detail 
by Vern Poythress, 'Analysing a Biblical Text. Some Important Linguistic Distinc
tions,' p 113-131. 

5. e.g. Louis Hjelmslev of Copenhagen, discussed by Edgar McKnight, op.cit., p I 00. 

6. McKnight, op.cit., p 104-107. 

7. Robert A. Spivey, 'Structuralism and Biblical Studies. The Uninvited Guest: p 
142-143. 

8. Robert C. Culley, 'Structural Analysis. Is it Done with Mirrors?', p 169 and the 
discussion on 'Author, Reader and Text' p 166-169. 

9. McKnight, op.cit., p 97-99. The relationship between diachronic and synchronic 
analysis in terms of the view of man which they presuppose is discussed by Daniel 
Patte, op.cit., p 9-17. 

I 0. McKnight, op.cit., p 98-99. 

11. Poythress, 'Analysing a biblical text, some important linguistic distinctions', op. 
cit., p 115 .. 

12. Anthony C.Thiselton, 'Semantics and New Testament interpretation', op.cit., 
p 79-82. 

13. McKnight,op.cit., p 126-138, quote from p 126. 

14. Spivey, op.cit., p 137-138. 

15. Gerard Meagher, op.cit., p 164-177. 

I 6. McKnight, op.cit., p I 27f. 
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18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 
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A good example of this method is given by Patte, op.cit., p 53-75. 

Thiselton, 'Semantics and N. T.interpretation ', op.cit., p 82. 

Thiselton gives a clear description of this idea in 'Semantics and N. T.interpreta
tion ', op.cit., p 82-84 and shows how important this has become in linguistic 
theory. See also Patte, op.cit., p 25-26. 

McKnight, op.cit., p 155-158. 

Culley, op.cit., p 171-178 and Dan O.Via,'A structuralist appoach to Paul's Old 
Testament Hermeneutic', p 201-220, especially p 204. 

A.J .Greimas' model is discussed by McKnight, op.cit., p 262f, by Patte, op.cit., 
p 41-43, by Richard Jacobson, 'The structuralists and the Bible', p 146-164, 
especially·p~l6~. and by Galland, op.cit.; p l-2l. · 

McKnight, op.cit., p 263, see also p 188 and for an example of this analysis p 
285-286. 

A.C. Thiselton, 'Keeping up with recent studies 11, Structuralism and Biblical 
Studies, Method or Ideology?' p 329-335. 

McKnight, op.cit., p 91-92. 

Daniel Patte, What is Structural Exegesis? p l. 

McKnight, op.cit., p 95-97. 

McKnight, op.cit., p 145-146; 

·Jens lhwe, 'On the foundations of a general theory of narrative structure', p 10. 

Vern S. Poythress, 'Structuralism and Biblical Studies', p 228. 

lhwe, op.cit., p 5-13; W.Kummer, 'Outlines of a Model for a Grammar of Dis
course', p 29-53. 

Poythress, 'Structuralism and Biblical Studies', op.~it., p 229; 'Analysing a Bib
lical text: ~hat are we after?', p 319-331. 

33. Paul Ricoeur, Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning. 

34. Wolfhart Pa-nnenberg, Theology and the Philosophy of Science, op.cit., p 60. 

35. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 78. 

36. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 78-79. 

37. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 79. 

38. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 22-23. 
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39. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 6. 

40. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 2. 

41. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 41. 

42. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 16. 

43. Ricoeur, op.cit., p 21. 

44. Thiselton, 'Keeping up with recent studies', op.cit 

45. McKnight, op.cit., p 305. 

46. Dan 0. Via, Kerygma and Comedy in the New Testament. A Structuralist Ap
proach to Hem1eneutic, p 1-6. 

47. Via, Kerygma and Comedy, op.cit., p 8 and H.C. du Toit, 'Whatisa Colon?, p 1-10. 

48. Robert Culley, 'Structuralism and Biblical Studies,' p 225. 

49. Gerard ,M:eagher, 'The Prophetic Call Narrative', op.cit. 

50. Via, Kerygma and Comedy, op.cit., p 28-31. 

51. Apart from the works already cited ( McKnight, Patte, Poythress, Via, Thiselton, 
('Keeping up with recent studies') useful introductions to the subject are to be 
found in Bernard C. Lategan, 'Directions on Contemporary Exegesis, Between 
Historicism and Structuralism.' p 18-30, A.C. Thiselton 'Semantics and New 
Testament interpretation', and for an introduction to the work of A.J.Greimas 
see Corina Galland, 'An introduction to the method of A.I. Greimas ', in The New 
Testament and Structuralism, p 1-21. 

52. I. H. Marshall, Luke, Historian, op.cit. 

53. Matthew's infancy narrative has been structurally analysed in the 1977 edition 
of Neotestamentica, p 11-14. The entire edition is devoted to Matt.1-13. The use 
of the 'colon' in th~ir analysis is a rather different method of structural exeg~sis. 
It falls under the category of linguistic rather than narrative structural analysis. 

54. Krister Stendahl, 'Quis et Unde? An analysis of Matt.1-2', p 94-105, seep 96. 

55. W.D.Davies,op.cit., draws attention to the idea of 'new creation' in the title 
( p 67-70), i.e. that it harks back- to Gen. I. I. Davies also finds the idea of the 
new creation in the mention of the work of the Holy Spirit ( Matt.1.18-25 & 
Gen. I. I, p 70-71 ), and in the parallelism between the two accounts of creation 
(Gen. I and2) and the two accounts of Christ's origins ( by genealogy, Matt. 
1.1-18, and by a creative work of the Spirit, 1.18-25, p 71-72). 

56. P.P.A.Kotz~ ,'ThestructureofMatt.J',p 11-12. 

57. Davis, 'The fulfilment of creation', op.cit., p 520-535. 
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58. Davis, 'The fulfilment of creation', op.cit., p 521. 

59. Davis, 'The fulfilment of creation', op.cit., p 529-530. 

60. W.D.Davies, op.cit., p 72, 73. 

61. The question of the u~1ity of Isiaah is not vital at this point. The reconstructions 
of recent scholars would have been far from Matthew's understanding of Isaiah, 
which is our concern. The unity of Isaiah has been defended by 0.T.Allis,The 
Unity of Isaiah, E.J .Young, op.cit., p 3-21, and R.K.Harrison,op.cit., p 764-800. 

62. The weakness of Brown's understanding of Matt.1-2 is his failure to grasp 
the centrality of the eschatological note. Fallowing Stendahl 'Quis et Unde? 'he 
sees Matthew's essential message in terms of '"Who and How? The 'Who' is ans
wered in Jesus as the Son of God. Brown,Birth, op.cit., p 133-143. However, 'Son 

.... ofGod';'fs'.'nbt used1afall' iri Matt.1.18-25, and Brown does not see the eschato
logical emphasis in 'Emmanuel'. Stendahl has grasped the centrality of Matt
hew's eschatological emphasis; 'In Jesus' tr.essianic deed God visits his people 
and sets them free from the hardships which their sins have justly caused'. The 
child is 'given the name Jesus, i.e. he comes with the bliss of the age to come, 
Emmanuel'. 'Quis et Unde? 'op.cit., p 103,104. 

63. Again the exact date of Daniel is not vital t.o our study at this point. Matthew 
would have accepted the authorship of Daniel, the 'prophet' at face value. 

64. On this point see Lorman Petersen,op·.cit., p 120-1'38. 

65. The geographical interest in Matthew's fulfilment formulae have been analysed 
by Stendahl, 'Quis et Unde-?-' op.cit. e· 

66. See p 1u6-107 above and notes. 

67. Minear, 'Lukes Use', op.cit. 

68. Marshall,Luke His.torian,op.cit., p 118-119. 

69. Brown, Birth,op.cit., p 402. 

70. Seep 152 above. 

71. Marshall,Luke Historian,op.cit., p 107-111. 

72. See p 39-42 above. 

73. In the previous chapter we concluded that this was the best interpretation of this 
difficult verse, see above p 143 and notes. 

74. See Tatum,' The Epoch', op.cit., p 184-195. 

75. Brown, Birth,op.cit., comments~ 

The reference in the Nunc Dimittis to 
Simeon s willingness to die has led to the 
pluasible supposition that Luke thinks of 



him as an old man. (p 438).Moreover, he 
is dt,Jplicating the two waiting figures, 
"on in years" (1. 7) with whom he opened 
the infancy narrative; for Simeon is ready 
to die, and Anna is well on in years ( p 466). 

76. Brown, Birth,op.cit., comments; 

I contend that JBap himself belongs to the 
period of Jesus in Luke's divisions of salvi
fic history; that is why this birth is surroun
ded with the messianic joy that surrounds 
the coming of Jesus. But his parents and 
the circumstances of his origins belong to 
the period of Israel ( p 269 ). 

77. Seep 296 above. 
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78. The concept of two ages co-existing is common to N.T. scholarship. This concept 
is especially evident in G.E.Ladd's understanding of N.T. Theology, A Theology 
of the N.T.,op.cit., and The Presence of the Future. 

79. See p 122-125 above. 

80. Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., comments, 'In the birth narrative the emphasis is 
on prophetic inspiration heralding the arrival of the new era.' ( p 58). 

81. This is noted by . Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 271, though we do not share his con-
.. cept of the part which Daniel played in Luke's narrative. 

82. Ellis,Luke,op.cit., special note on 'Jesus, John, and late Jewish Messianic Expec
tation', p 69-70. 

83. On the eschatological joy of vs. 15 see Schneider, op.cit., p 45-46. 

84. Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 356, and note 57, following Gunkel, notes how the 
Magnificat is primarily an eschatological hymn and poses the question whether 
eschatological hymns can be regarded as a literary type. 

85. · See p 28 above. 

86. Seep 149 above. 

87. Marshail, Luke Historian, op.cit., p 123-124. 

88. Brown, Birth,op.cit., p 426-427. 

89. Seep 149 above. 

90. This is discussed by Marshall, Luke Historian,op.cit., p 120-121. 

91. In further support of this see Otto Piper,'The Virgin Birth,.'p 131-148, especially 
p 145, and Laurentin, Structure, op.cit., p 104. 
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92. For instance the study of Leaney, 'The birth narratives,' op.cit., p 158-166'. 

·93, e.g. p 26-27 above. 

94. Piper, op.cit., p 145. 

95. One cannot determine exactly whether the tradition was transmitted directly or 
indirectly, immediately or ultimately, seep 150-151 above.· 

96. Kingsbury, op.cit., p 36. 

97. . Kingsbury, op.cit., p 7-36. 

98. Stendahl, 'Quis et Unde? ', op.cit. Kingsbury, op.cit., has correctly criticised 
Stendahl fen seing a predominantly apologetic interest in the infancy narrative 
and has proposed that the real motivation of the evangelist is positively Christ
tological. The only point on whi.ch Kingsbury is subject to justifiable criticism 
is in his contention that 'Son of God' is Matthew's most important Christologi
cal title. Barnes Tatum has shown that 'Son of David', is far more important 
for Matthew. Tatum, 'The origin of Jesus Messiah'. p 5.34-535. 

99. We accept the reading of papyrus 1., Sinaiticus, C.K.L.P etc as against the old 
Italian readings a, aur, b, c, d, f, etc. and Theophilus, Irenaeus etc., though this 
cannot be certain. The point we are making would not be much affected if it 
read Xpwrov instead of l71aov Xpwrov. Greek New T.estament, op.cit. 

' 
100. Barnes Tatum, 'The origin', op.cit., p 528f is one of a number of recent scholars 

who emphasises the importance of 'Son of David'. for Matthew's genealogy. 

101. R.H.Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology,op.cit., p 109-111, 
Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament,op.cit., p 111-133. 

102. Ladd, Theology, op.cit., p 140-143. He is followed by Kingsbury, op.cit., p 73-74. 

103. After a careful examination of the subject W.D. Davies cautiously accepts the 
theory that the three fourteens are a gematria on the name David, op.cit., p 74-77. 

104. Schlatter has found in the contrast between 
Jesus, the new King, and Herod, the reigning 
King, a clue to Matt. II, Kings are meeting 
there. This certainly is one of the motifs in 
Matt.JI, because in lll-12 the term "king" 
occurs three times. The Messianic king must 
come to terms with the rulers of this world, 
and their encounter must be described. 
W.D .. Dayies, op.cit., p 77. 

105. See note 98 above. 

106. Kingsbury, op.cit., p 4248. 

107. We have noted the importance of the name 'Jesus' in Matthews gospel, p 223 
above. 
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108. Fuller,Foundations,op.cit., p 93, quoting Bultmann. 

109. Fuller,Foundations, op.dt., p 89-93, Cullmann,Christology,op.cit., p 239-240. 

110. Cullmann,Christology, op.cit., p 238-239. 

111. Cullmann,Christology op.cit, p 242. 

112. Cullmann, Christology,op.cit., p 242. 

113. Brown, Birth,op.cit., comments,'in the coming of Jesus the Messiah, tlze pres
ence of God has made itself felt in an eschato/ogica/ way .. .Jesus is the final and 
once-for-all manifestation of God's presence with us ' ( p 153) 

114. Nixon, op.cit., p 813. The Matthean identification of Jesus with God as 'God 
with us'. is sMpported by a consideration of Matthew's use of eyw in 14.27. 
Kingsbury believes this phrase must be taken as a divine revelation formula. Its 
use is intimately connected with the Matthean understanding of Jesus as the Son 
of God.Kingsbury, op.cit., p 66, 69-70. 

115. Marshall, Luke Historian,op.cit., p 168-1,69 and 88-91. 

116. A.R.C.Leaney, A Commentary on the Gospel According to Luke, p 34-37, 
Ellis, Luke, op.cit., p 10. 

117. Eduard Schweizer, 'The Davidic "Son of God"', op.cit., p 186-191. 

118. Seep 153-154 above. 

119. Marshall, Luke Historian, op.cit., p 167. 

120. To translate the full sentence; 'One must accede to the allusive plan of the theo
logy to fully grusp that the assimilation of Jesus to Yahweh is the final word of 
the Christology of Lk.1-2 ',Structure, op.cit., p 130. 

121. Marshall, Luke Histo1~ian, op.cit., p 167. 

122. Seep 131 above. 

123. Marshall, Luke Historian, op.cit., p 92-102, 103-215. 

124. Marshall, Luke_ Historian, op.cit., p 98. 

125. Oliver, op.cit., p 222. 

126. Seep 130 above. 

127. See P 153 above. A useful treatment of Luke's Christology in the infancy narra
tive will be found in Josef Ernst, op.cit., p 133-134. 
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132. 
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136. 

137. 

138. 

139. 

140. 

141. 

142. 

143. 

Minear, 'The interpreter and the birth narratives,' op.cit. 

Minear, 'The interpreter', op.cit., p 10. 

Minear,' The interpreter', op.cit., p 10-18. 

See p 100 above. 
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Needless to say this tem1 is not to be confused with Arnold Toynbee's notion of 
'challenge and response'. 

Conzelmann, Theology, op.cit., p 102. 

Marshall, Luke Historian, op.cit., p 192-195, 202, 204. 

Conzelmann, Theology, op.cit., p 102. 

Marshall, Luke Historian, op. cit., p 194. 

Marshall, Luke Historian, op.cit., p 126-127. 

Filson, 'The journey motif in Luke-Acts', op.cit., p 68-77. 

This is noted by Meyer, op.cit., p 36 and note 12; Ellis Luke.op.cit., p 85 comm
enting on Lk.2.47. 

See p 122-125 above and notes. 

See p 58 above, and Laurentin, Structure, op.cit., p 33-36. 

· Plummer, op.cit., p 59. 

H.F. Wickings has recently proposed that the infancy narratives arose due to the · 
inroads of gnostic teachings "in the early church. He feels they were part of the 
churches answer to the resulting heresies of docetism and adoptionism. Despite 
the plausibility of some of his remarks his proposal suffers from the insurmoun
table problem of absolutely no evidence from the infancy narratives themselves. · 
He never quotes or attempts to exegete a single verse in either infancy narrative 
to support his contention.The truth of the matter is that apologetic motives 
are extremely difficult to find in Lk. l-2 and are minimal in Matt.1-2. H.F. 
Wickings, 'The Nativity Stories and Docetism ', p 457-460. Waetjen, op.cit.,.p 219, 
completely rejects an apologetic motive for Matthew's infancy narrative. See 
also Michael Kramer, op.cit., p 12-19. 

144. Harrington, The annunciation', p 306-315; Roger Mercurio, op.cit., p 144, both 
make this point. 

145. Plummer, op:cit., p 70, see also Creed, op.cit., p 42-43, 'By the response which 
they make to the Christ, the thoughts of men's hearts will stand revealed.' 

146. Browning, op.cit., p 47. 
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147. Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 460-461, believes it is quite wrong to construe the 
falling and rising as if it applied to those who both fall and rise .. He holds that 
some fall, while others rise. This is certainly correct in the context of Simeon's 
utterance and the O.T. background of thought. But as Brown himself so often 
mentions the influence of various O.T. factors and the tradition received is 
usually combined with the influence of the post-resurrection community and the 
theology of Luke.There seems to be no good reason why Luke did not under
stand this falling and rising as having a reference to the death and resuITection of 
Jesus and the experience of the believer in union with him. Here is one case where 
the text is understood far better if one conceives of two historical settings for 
the origin of the narrative, one in the original setting and another in the prophetic 
community of the primitive church. Thus Marshall, Commentary, op.cit., p 122, 
takes the opposite view and believes the structure of the greek sentence is better 
explained by one group that both f:ills and rises, though he does mention the 
possibility of the other view. 

148: 

149. 

150. 

151. 

152. 

. 153. 

154. 

155. 

See p 126 above. 

Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 353 and note 45. 

Laurentin, Structure, op.cit., p 82-85 and Tannehill, op.cit., p 267-275. 

Barrett; op.cit., W.C.Robinson, 'Preaclzing the_ Word of God', p 131-136. 

Seep 122-125 above and notes. 

Marshall, Luke Historian, op.cit., p 15 7-189, 1921. 

Vielhauer, 'On the "Paulin ism" of Acts', op.cit., p 38-43 . 

That Luke has undermined the Pauline principle.is questioned by F.F.Bruce, The 
Acts of the Apostles, The Greek text, and Marshall, Luke Historian,op.cit., p 
189-190. 

156. Conzehnann, Theology, op.cit., p 145-149. 

157. Seep 143 above, note 258. 

158. Mercurio, op.cit., p 144; W.H.Harrington, 'The annunciation', op.cit., p 306-315. 

159. Leon Morris,Luke,op.cit., p 84. 

160. Seep 146-150 above. 

161. Marshall, Luke Historian, op.cit., p 138-144; Guthrie, op.cit., p 84-86. 

162. Brown, Birth,op.cit., p 46 7. 

163. Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 467, note 67. 

164. Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 467, note 68. 

165. Adolf Harnack, see p 284 above, note 136. 
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El!is, 'The role of the Christian Prophets in Acts', op.cit., p 55-67, and his more 
comprehensive work, Prophecy and Hermeneutic, op.cit., and David Hill, New 
Testament Prophecy. 

The definition of the prophetic f\lnction is Hills primary interest. Having examin
ed other suggestions he proposes the following definition, 

A Christian prophet is a Christian who functions 
within the Church, occasionally or regularly, as 
a divinely called and divinely inspired speaker who 
receives intelligible and authoritative revelations 
.or messages which he is impelled to deliver publi
cally, in oral or written.form, to Christian individ-
uals and/or the Christian community (p 8-9) . 

This definition, with which we concur, does not specifically mention exhortation. 
However, Hill is here concerned with defining the activity, rather then the content 
of the prophets ministry. When he comes to examining the content of this 
ministry he sees exhortation as the major factor, amongst others. In his study 
of the content of prophetic elements in the Apocalypse he comments that 'Exhor-

. tation and encouragements are given to believers to remain faithful' ( p 86). This 
is one of two elements he finds in the area of content. He concludes his examin
ation of the prophetic ministry in Acts by stating, ' The chief function of these 
prophets appears to be of a pastoral kind: they offer paraklesis to the disciples 
in order to strengthen them in their faith' ( p 188 ). 

His treatment of Paul's epistles comes to the same conclusion. The words found 
in 1 Cor. 14.3 'provide the nearest approach in Paul's letters to a definition of the 
prophetic function ... ' ( p 123). This definition has links with Paul's own prophe
tic ministry as stated in 1 Thess.2.'12. This type of preaching is exhortatory, 
'it constantly refers back to the work of salvation as its presupposition and basis ... 
it contributes to the guidance, correction, encouragement - in short, the oiko
dome of the community' ( p 128). Consequently, 'Ellis may well be right in 
suggesting that paraklesis has a special connection with Christian prophecy, 
even when that connection is not explicitly stated' ( p 129). This broadly parae
netical function of N.T. prophecy has links with the Old Testament Deutero
nomic tradition of prophecy ( p 129). It also continues elements of the prophetic 
tradition of Amos, Jeremiah and others ( p 133). 

It is this exhortatory element which then leads Hill to suggest that the 'epistle' to 
the Hebrews may be regarded as a type of prophetic homily, and that there may 
well be substance to the tradition which associates Hebrews with Barnabas. 
Here we notice that the Christology of Hebrews 'is being used as a means of 
supporting the exhortation' ( p 142). This has links with the prophetic use of 
Christology which we have deduced from the infancy narratives. 

Hills study shows wide interest in prophecy throughout the N.T. As he comments, 

there is scarce(v a significant strand of tradition in 
the New Testament corpus that has not - in the 
view of some scholar - a greater or lesser measure 
of relatedness or indebtedness to Christian prophe
tic activity. The question of the correctness of 
the various claims will go on being asked, if not 
definitely answered, for a long time to come. 
( p 158-159) 
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This is precisely the question which we have examined in' regard to the infancy 
narratives. His work underlines the fact that prophetic intluences may be found 
in more strands of the N.T. than traditionally anticipated. 

We would differ from Hill in his use of language at one point. He refers to 'pas
toral exhortation' . We question the wisdom of using the word 'pastoral' to refer 
to prophetic activity. He obviously wishes to denote the application or prophecy 
within the church rather than beyond it, as is evident from his definition. While 
we agree with this the use of 'pastoral' confuses the prophetic fur.ction with 
that of the pastorate (elder, overseer, shepherd), and Hill would certainly agree 
that the prophets of the early Church are to be distinguished from the local 
~ldership. It is therefore preferable to speak of 'prophetic exhortation' in the 
context of the worshiping community of the Church. 

An argument which might be used against this view of prophecy may be that it 
depends, in some measure at least, upon evidence from Acts, and in terms of 
Conzelmann's understanding of Acts references to prophetic activity are theolo
gically rather than historically motivated (Colin Brown, NIDNTI, Vol 3, p 86). 
Those who hold this type of view as to the historicity of Acts therefore tend 
to have a different concept of early Christian prophecy, e.g. E. Kasemann, 'Sen
tences of Holy Law in the N. T. ', op.cit., p 66-81, or Eduard Schweizer, 'Obser
vance of the Law and Charismatic Activity in Matthew'. p 213-230. The ministry 
of the prophet is understood in terms of the imminent expectation of the parnu
sia. The prophet brings the future, immanent judgment of God into the immedia
te present by utterances of judicial sentence or perhaps encouragement. He either 
blesses or curses. The emphasis, however, seems to fall on judgment. 

Thus understanding of prophecy is firstly not in agreement with the Pauline 
concept. The Pauline concept has more in common with the one found in Acts 
than with the view just mentioned. Secondly, this understanding of Luke-Acts 
is itself theologically, or even philosophically motivated, and we have given 
reasons to question its assumptions (see p above). Further a theological 
motivation in the case of Luke need not exclude an historical one, as Marshall 
has indicated, Luke, Historian and Theologian, op.cit. 

For another view of prophetic ministry similar to Ellis, reference may be made to 
Pa.ul B. Watney, Ministry Gifts: God's Provision for Effective Mission, A c!isserta
tion presented to the School of World Mission and Institute of Church Growth, 
Fuller Theological Seminar/, p 183-192. 

167. Ellis, 'The role of Christian prophets', op.cit., p 55, note 3, where he says this is 
'probable'. 

168. Compare Acts 15.23-29 with Melita's utterance recently discovered in the Homily 
of the Pascha, quoted by Michael Green, Evangelism in the Early Church, p 201-
202 and note 33. Hill suggests that its structure is closer to that of the teacher 
than the prophet, Prophecy, op.cit., p 106. 

1"69. Heinz Joachim Held, in Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew,op.cit., p 239-
240, also 237-24 L 

170. Kari Barth, Church Dogrnatic,op.sit., p 192-197 and seep 71-73 above. 

171. Marcian Strange, 'King Herod the Great as a Representative Role', p 188-193. See 
also Filson, Matthew,op.cit., p 57. 
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. , 
172. Brown, 'The Meaning of :he Magi; The Significance of the Star', p 580-581 

and Birth.op.cit., p 182-183. 

173. P.A. King, 'Matthew and Epiphany', p 93. 

174. Gerhard Barth, Tradition and Interpretation in Matthe~,op.cit., p 58-164 and 
especially p 62-75, 159-164. · 

175. Kilmmel, Introduction, 197 5, p 81-83 especially p 83 quoting E.i>. 
Blair, Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew. 

176. Guthrie, op.cit., p 20-21. 

177. Brown, 'TheMeaningoftheMagi', op.cit.,p 581. 

i"78: Filson, Matthew.op.cit., p 57. 

179. G.E. Ladd, A Theology of the N.T.,op.cit., particularly p 68-69 above. 
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NOTES FOR CHAPTER SIX. 

Seep 121-122 above. 

S-ee p 186-201 above. 

Seep 243-250 above. 

Seep 250-252 , and especially chapter five, note 166 above. 

E.E. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic,op.cit., p 52-59. 

Ellis, Prophecy ,op.cit., p 58. 

• 
Ellis, Prophecy ,op.cit., p 160. 

Ellis, Prophecy ,op.cit., ·p 2344. 

Ellis, Prophecy ,op.cit., p 172. 

Ellis, Prophecy ,op.cit., p 181. 

See treatment of each pericope in Chapter 4. 

Seep 118-119, 125-126, 13S-136,l46-150, 153-154above. 
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Ellis, Prophecy, op.cit., p 153, note 20. Hill shows that prophets did make use 
of existing traditions and basically supports Ellis in his idea of midrashic exegesis 

. as a prophetic-charismatic phenomenon. The use of traditional material by 
prophets is evident from the Apocalypse ( Prophecy, op.cit.~ p 84, 129-130). 
He finds Ellis's reasons for regarding Paul's sermon in Acts 13. 1641 as proph
etic midrash 'less than convincing' (p 105). However the general prophetic use of 
the Qumran type of eschatological-charismatic exegesis in supported by Hill 
in the case of Philip (Acts 8.29f, p 100), and especially in Hebrews ( p 143-146). 

14. Seep 96, 202-206 above. 

15. Hill notes at various points how the gift of prophecy was associated with the 
ability to interpret history according to divine revelation. This concept is reflec
ted in 2 Cl1Ton. 13.22, the writings of Josephus (Hill, Prophecy, op.cit., p 27), 
and the Apocalypse ( p 74), 'The Christian prophet functions as an interpreter 
of events in history' ( p 91 ). 

16. A further point may also be significant. The Lucan infancy narrative is prophetic 
in the sense that it assumes a Sitz im Loben in the worship services of the early 
Christian community. These elements have been noticed by Minear, 'The Inter
preter', op.cit. According to David Hill, tne prophets of the early church nor
mally exercised their ministry in the context of worship. He deduces this from 
his examination of the Apocalypse ( Prophecy, op.cit., p 90), the role of Philip's 
daughters in Acts ( p 107), the linguistic structure of 1 Thess. 5.20 ( p 120), 
and Paul's description of this function in I Cor. 14.12 ( p 126, 128, 138). Two 
lines of investigation, by two different scholars, converge in the prophetic nature 
of the Lucan infancy narrcitive. 
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17. Minear, 'The Interpreter', op.cit. 

18. David Hill, 'On the evidence for the creative role of Christian prophets', op.cit., 
p 262-274. For a recent discussion on prophets in the N.T. see' Colin Brown, 
NIDNTT, Vol 3, p 84-89. For the oppositve view see Kasemann, 'Sentences of 
Holy Law in the New Testament', p 66-81. If the Johannine tradition is related 
to the prophetic function one must of course speak of some measure of creativity. 
However the Johannine tradition should probably be seen as in a class of its own, 
and does not reflect what we have found to be the normal expression of prophetic 
ministry. 

19. Ellis,Prophecy and Hermeneutic, op.cit., p 148-15~, 182-187. 

20. Seep 218-219 above. 

21. See p 208 above. 

22. Johannes Weiss, op.cit. 

23. R.Maddox, 'The sense of New Testament Eschatology', p 42-50, see p 49, 50. 

24. Ladd,The Presence of the Future, op.cit., p 64-65. 

25. Weiss, op.cit. 

26. Weiss, op.cit., p 78. 

27. Albert Schweitzer, op.cit., A survey on this whole issue is given by Ladd, Presence, 
op.cit., p 3-42, by Colin Brown, NIDNTT, 'The Parousia and Eschatology in the 

· N. T. ', Vol 2, p 901-931; see also Marshall,'Slippery Words 1. Eschatology', p 264-
269. . 

28. For a useful survey of Dodd's work see F;F.Bruce, on 'CH.Dodd', p 239-269. 

29. Kiimmel, Promise and Fulfilment, Studies in Biblical Theology. 

· 30. Kilmmel, Promise, op.cit., p 241. 

31. Ladd, Presence, op.cit., p 38. 

32. Conzelmann, Theology, op.cit. 

33. Richard H. Hiers, 'The problem of the delay of the parousia in Luke-Acts, p 145-
155. 

34. Fred O.Francis, 'Eschatology and history in Luke-Acts', p 49-63. 

35. Ellis, 'Present and future eschatology in Luke', p 26-41. The date of these various 
articles is not significant. We are merely noting the existence of the thesis, anti
thesis and synthesis in recent scholarly comment on Lucan eschatology. 

36. Discussed by Colin Brown, 'The parousia and eschatology in the N. T. ', NIDNTT, 
Vol.2, p 919-921. 

37. Seep 211-220 above. 

38. Seep 196, 212 above; 
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Seep 212 above. 

Ladd, Presence, op.cit., p 105-121. 

Weiss, op.cit., p 73. 

Seep 104-107, 202-206, 209-210 above. 

See p 209-210 above. 

Seep 255-257 above. 

Lobstein, op.cit. 

Dibelius, op.cit. 

-Bultmann, History, op.cit. 

Von Campenhausen, op.cit. 

Brown, Birth, op.cit., p 29-32. 

Gore, op.cit., p 16. 

Harnack, Date of Acts, op.cit., p 155-156 and p 284, note 136 above. 

So with Orr, Machen, and Winter, p 293f above. 

Discussed by Colin Brown in 'The parousia and eschatology in the N. T. '. NIDNTI, 
Vol 2, p 927-930. 

See p 202-220 above. 

Ladd, Presence, op.cit., p 26. 

Seep 220-223 above. 

Seep 220-236 above. 

The word 'consistent' is not being used here in the sense it usually carries in 
association with the ideas of Schweitzer. We use it according to its usual English 
meaning. 

G.R.Beasley-Murray, 'New Testament Apocalyptic -A Christologica/ Eschatology', 
p 317-330, seep 318-319. 

Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus God and Man, op.cit., p 143. 

See above p 12-14 and p 178-180. 

See p 2~7-~_29_iibo~~~-- __ 

See p 227-229 above. 

Seep 231-233 above. 

See p 131, 233 above. 
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66. R.Maddox, op.cit., p 48-49. 

67. Seep 175-178 above. 

68. Wolfhart Pannenberg in New Frontiers in Theology, Vol.III, Theology as History 
op.cit., p 244. 

69. J.W.Montgomery, Shape, op.cit., p 35. 

70. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic, op.cit. 

71. Seep 69-88 above: 

72. J.Massingberde Ford, 'Zealotism and the Lucan Infancy Narratives', p 280-292. 

73. See on Winter p 293f above, and on Davis p 112 above and notes. It may not be 
coincidental therefore that Hill has suggested a similar area and period for various 
prophetic strands he finds in other parts of the N.T. He believes that J.A.T. 
Robinson's redating of the N.T. books may be correct in the case of the Apoca
lypse, which Robinson dates around A.D. 68-69. Hill suggests that the churches 
in Asia Minor may owe their prophetic characteristics to the fact that they were 
founde~ by 'Jewish-Christian refugees from Palestine who left their country 
before or shortly after the catastrophe in A.D. 70 '. This influence would then 
be traced back to ' a period wizen the spiritual and prophetic element still had 
a leading voice both theologically and constitutionally' ( Prophecy, op.cit., p 218, 
219, notes 1 and 2 ). Hill notes that R.A. Ed wards has proposed that the Q 
tradition should be understood in terms of eschatology, prophecy and wisdom, 
and arose in 'Northern Palestine or Syria in the decade 40-50' ( p 153). Hill 
feels that Edwards is probably correct in seing a marked prophetic influence in 
the Q tradition ( p 153-154). He·feels that some validity may be found in the 
view that Matthew's redaction shows marks of a particular interest in prophetic 
ministry ( p 154-156), and Eduard Schweizer comes to similar conclusions, 
'Observances of the Law and Charismatic Activity in Matthew', p 213-230. 
If the earlier dating of Matthew's gospel. or rather, the sources behind Matthew's 
gospel is correct, this would add to the list of prophetic type sources arising m 
the area _of Syria-Palestine prior to A.D. 70. Add to this the evident prophetic 
elements in Luke-Acts, and a similar earlier dating for the sources behind Luke- · 
Acts, and one arrives at the possibility of five or six l).arratives in the N.T. which 
show signs of prophetic influence emmating from Syria-Palestine before A.D. 
70, namely, 

1. The tradition behind the Apocalypse. 
2. Q. 
3. M. 
4. L. 
5. Matthew's infancy narrative. 
6. Luke's infancy narrative. 

The last two could not of course have arrisen in exactly the same area. The 
differences over the residence of the family of Jesus and the chronological diffi-

. · ~ "..".culty: overJhe journey to __ Egypt and return demonstrate that the tradition must 
have been transmitted through different channels~ However Syria-Palestine 
included a large area with various forms of primitive Christianity (Jerusalem, 
Samaria, Antioch), and the traditions could have been moulded in significantly 
<liff erent environments. The point is that a wide phenomenon of prophetic 
activity seems to be evident from this general area during the period before the 
fall of Jerusalem which can account for the similar elements which we have 
discovered in both infancy narratives. -- . . _..., - -'-......- -~~- . . . , 
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74. Seep 112-114, 158-163 above. 

75. Seep 168-173 above. 
--

76~ Seep 168-173, and chapter four above on each pericope. 

77. Seep 173-175 above. 

78. Seep 101,103-104 above. 

79. Seep 410 above. 
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