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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 
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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. 



46 

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 



47 

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 



50 

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-
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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 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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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-



take, it would be natural enough in copying 
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 
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. 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 
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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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these 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. 



377 

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). 
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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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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. 
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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 . 
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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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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. 



415 

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. 



\ 

418 

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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129. 
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131. 

132. 

133. 

134. 

"135 . 

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) 



422 

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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13. 

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 ). 
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