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UMMARY
and epistemology. In this endeavour, arıy urther clarifi-

sing Raymond Brown’s The Birth of the Messıah d catiıon of UT theme will he closely related eepene
interaction hbetween Ontology, historical epistemology Rlead, examıne the ar‘  u used In the debate

the historicity of the virginal conception. chall adop the Chisholm, Mackay), logic and exegesIis. Finally, the HIS-
lon’s chare of his argumen and results, vet place them torıcıty of the virginal conception IS ranked somewhere

hetween probable and beyond reasonable OU.:within the wider of Oontology, the nistory of DIOIogy

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
Epistemologie cstellen. In diesem Unterfangen werden lle

nter Verwendung von Raymond Browns The Birth of welteren Klärungen UNSEeETES Themas CN£ mMıt eıner tieferen
the Messiah untersuche ich die Argumente, die In der Interaktion zwischen Ontologie, historischer Epistemologie
MDebatte die Historizität der jungfräulichen EmpfängnIs (R isholm, Mackay), ogi und LxXegese verbunden.
benutzt werden. Ich werde den | öwenanteil seIner Argu- Abschließend wird die Hıistorizıtät der jungfräulichen EmMp-
mentTte und Resultate benutzen, SsIie aber In den welteren angnıs irgendwo zwischen ahrscheinlic und Jjenselts

vernünftigen Zweifels angesiedelt.Horizont von Ontologie, der Geschichte der Biologie und

RESUMEF
cCompte ‘histoire de 1a biologie et de l’epistemologie.

Fn ondant SUT |’ouvrage de Raymond rown, The alnsı de clarifier le ‘aide d’une approche
Birth of the Messiah, “‘auteur examıne les argumen oluridisciplinaire integrant |‘’ontologie, I‘histoire de ‘ epis-
avances dans le SUr ‘historicite de Ia conception temologie isholm, Mackay), Ia logique ET |/  EXPE-
virginale de Christ. Ssullt l‘/essentiel des argumen et gEeSse. Fn conclusion, ı} I‘historicite de Ia conception
conclusions de Brown, MmMaıs les replacant dans virginale dans 1a ZONe csituee le probable et QqU!
cadre plus large de reflexion ontologique et prenant Est au-delä du doute raisonnable.

ımportant question of the theological meanıng of
Introduction the viırgınal conception 4S sıynum.

Both Matthew8 AN! uke 6-3 SC} 15 hıstoricıty ımportant? wıth those
who, 1ıke Duns Scotus AN! Schleiermacher, ArSUCatfırm that Jesus W dS$ conceived wiıthout uman

tather. Whereas the conception of UT Eord. that the historıicıty of the virgınal conception
then, be virgınal, the scholarly debate Oes NOLT constıtute precondıtion for

thıs VIrginıty surely isn’t.} hıs contrıbution the incarnatıon the ımpeccabılitas. lIo be clear:
ı1mMs Al carefully investigatıng the argumentatıon embrace both these doectrines wholeheartedly.“

However, AS regards the historicıty, the followıngconcern1ing the hıstoricıty of the virgınal CONCCD-
1102 Because of thıs x0al, wıll NOLT ENTETr Into the quotatıion from Schleiermacher deserves consıd-
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eratıon, precıisely because of the greatness of God taınly less marvellous than thıs ole world ıtself
“whoever accepts the hıstoricıtYy, MUST €\CCCPt It TIG the Sky an the earth: AaN! all that 15 in
the ground of the bırth-narratives 1in the New les- them aAMn these God CEIt  V made ® In thıs
tament. ” For why could the Almıghty NOT take PaASSASC, Augustine captur CS basıc perspective.

human lıfe hıle usıng the ordınary WaY of COI- hıs pomnt of 1eW Wd5S, however, eroded durıng
ception? However, the other purely hıstorıcal motıf the Enlıghtenment: the AWaTE11C5S55S5 of thıs world 4S
15 In ıtself ımportant enough: cıence requıres G0od’s creatıon faded AaWAVY and, lıkewise, the OPDCND-
esSstTeeM AN! love for realıty AaN: 1T Just could be that C6cs5 for miıracles declined radıcally. however,
the hıstorıicıty 15 of realıty. know in advance that vırgınal conception 15

Obvıousiy, ın the background of thıs specıfic ımpossıble, hıstorıical research WOU be poıintless.
topıc the relatıon between faıth AN! hıstory 15 Ar We would sımply ave reconcıle the bıble wıth
stake, pressing 1Ssue SINCE the Enlıghtenment what already know, by applyıng suıltable lıter-
and the hıstorical revolutıon. By probing 1INnto the A Yet bDy MOVINS forward 1ke thıs, the hfa
hıstorıicıty of the vırgınal conception, thıs eNquiry CLaLYy would NOT be detected by Lıterary
might ffer ımpulse the ONgO1INg scıientıific ANVIMOTCC, for the would NOLT be supposed
task of assımılatıng, the hıstorıical revolution. CI1COINDASS historıcıty begıin wıth

How gomng advance thıs eNquıry? Fxre- Of C(OULUISC ften COMNNC upon thıs kınd of aprı-
getically, Raymond Brown 15 MOST ımportant Orı knowledge 1n rather unso-phisticated fashıon
gu1de; thınkıng of hıs OMENTOUS The Bırth people Just SC know that the hıstorıcıty of
of the Messiah, Commentary the Infancy Nar- the 15 ımpossıble. Meanwhıiıle, from SC1-
Vatıves In the Gospels f Matthew and URE shall entific pomt of VIEW, thıs 1SssuUeE has ontological
adopt the lıon’s chare of hıs zZu  S anı results, aAN! biological sıde it Biologically, the
yer place them wıthın the wıder of ONtology, PIOÖCCSS has en known tfor ONC an half
the hıstory of biology AN! epıstemology. In thıs know exactly the nction of the OVU and
endeavour, aALLY further clarıfiıcatıon of OUur theme the cell and, consequently, Call tell why
wıll be closely elated deepened interactiıon vırgınal conception wıll NOT happen 1n ordınary
between phılosophy, log1C an exegesI1s. ıfe Whether they knew thıs ın the rSt 4S

As crıteriıon 1n selecting the manıfold exeget1- well constıtutes the subject of OUur OX sect10n; AT
cal contrıbutions, examıned whether authors took PresenNt, AaNSWeETr thıs question affırmatıvely. hus

ODEN stand towards the question of hıstoricıty. the ontological 1Ssue remaıns: could miracles.
hıs crıter1on 15 Aaustere towards opposing 4S unprecedented eXceptions biological law,
sıdes: both the 1It MUST be truth be-cause Occur”?
the Bıble SayS SO anı the prıorı NO hıstoricıty At PresCNt, phılosophers, ıncludıng
15 iınvolved tor that 15 ımpossıble’ exclude Ser10us the non-relıg10us, would AL1ISWCT thıs question
exegetical investigation. For, knowıng the results affırmatıvely. Take, tor Instance: Stephen Mum-
of theır exegetical INqUIFY in advance, these advoO- ford A 1eW of mıiıracles 4S logıcally ımpossıble

null the sıgnıfıcance of hıstorıical research. 15 based commııtments that E both UuNMNCcCCCSsS-
In al y CASC, OPCH research Into the of the Sd. an LOO strong.” wıth thıs ınsıght. In

15 pıvotal: Even ıf we AXC rCadV 3.CCCPt that Freedom and Daisposttions explored thıs subject
God could SaVC somebody miraculously by COM- extensively.* Comprising, conceptual analysıs of.
M1SSIONING whale, ATC st11l pOSINg dısposıtion”, that book develops OPCH COI‘1CCPt
the question, ftor Jonah 15 the TFr novella in of dısposıtion DYy of possıble WOr 1N-
world lıterature >° t1CS. ‘Open that physıcal AN! bıolo 1-

Ihe overall TrLICEHELITE of thıs contrıbution 1S 4S cal dısposıition Iıke combustibilıty of fue
follows: rst wıll examıne the of real- adrenalıne INCVEASE when stressed do NOL refer
Ity tor mıracles (2) Ihen, after handlıng SOIMINC ontologıically facts. Therefore. eXcept10ns
prelımınary quest10ns, chall focus SOINC ke dIC always possıble, S$1INCE Iıve in OPCH realıty.
iSSUES ftrom the exegetical debate (6 Fınally, chall In Freedom and Dispositions that only wıth
PrCSCNL epıstemological evaluatıon (L) thıs "open’ COUCCP[ of dısposıition A able

make SCI1ISC of physıcs AN! biology.”
Is Vırginal Conception Possıble? Apart from ItSs dırect relevance tor the phıloso-

phy of physıcs and bIOology, thıs OPCH COHCCPII of
“Whatever marve]l happens iın thıs world. 1t 15 CCT- dısposıtıon 15 ımportant tfor the theory of miıracles.

EuroJTh 13:7)



The Historicity of the Virginal Conception. UudY In Argumentation

the mater1alıs, whereas the cell 15] due the “openness’ of realıty, God intervene
in miıiraculous WAaY. He O€es NOT eed ‘break” finalıs, causa formalıs, an efficıens, Put It in
vıolate’ natural law of physıcs CT bi0ology, because of Arıstotelıan logic Ihe extremely ınfiu-
creation 15 essentially supple AaN! OPCH 1o be clear, entıial physıcıan Galen (second CE)) 11-

there wıll be An Call belO except1ons CVEN wıth- tially took VCT thıs Arıstotelıan theory. According
OUTt God interfer1ing. Ihese eXcept10ons tor hım, the female role in conception 15 insıgnı-
1CASOIN TIhere wıll be Ian y of them Yet when God CantT, although he O€es Sa V that aV SDEYM,
makes UusSCcC of thıs ınherent elbowroom in hı1s CICA- thus ombınıng older theory wıth Arıstotle’s.
t10N, ATC dealıng wıth miracle . 1! However, thıs 15 VC thın AN! much colder

Ihıs D} however, that consıder sclen- than that of the male; therefore, 4S far 45 effectiıve-
tiıfic STaAaNCe that excludes the vırgınal conception CsS 15 concerned, ıt plays the subordinate role.

the ground of ItSs ontological iımpossı1bılıty hıs sketch MUST sufhice ere 4S brief ıllustratiıon
be less reason-able than 1eW that reCcogNISESs ItSs of the theorıes of Antıquıity and Hellenısm.
possı1bilıty. hıs ontologıcal possıbilıty, however, As far 4S the Pr CSCNHNT argument 15 concerned, the

MOST salıent fact 15 that all these theorıes SCCHNO€Ss NOLT ead the conclusıon that ıT actually hap-
pened. Here: the real ftor hıstorıical research rule OUuUrT alıy thought of vırgınal conception. VEn
15 opened agaln: do the Gospels describe allYVy the female COomMpONCH 15 NOLT mınımısed straıght-
such fact in hıistorical WdY, do Just mM1IsuUunN- forwardly, thev all assıgn TrSt ımpor-tance the
derstand the genre? male Obviously, all these theorıes ATC PIC

sc1entıific hıgh degree; there W d cell CONCEPL,
for instance. Concepts 1ıke "Causa finalıs sSTtem from

From the History of Conception Arıstotelıan phiılosophy anı there W as long WaYy'Theories before lıke eredity , genetıc mater1al
Before AL able investigate thıs, MUST AN! development could aDPCATL. IThese modern COIN-

briefly examıne SOII1IC 3.SPCCtS of Greek aM ellen- A far TOIC empirıcal in CONTENT than theır
ISt1C conception theorijes.! What thoughts CONTLEMNL- heavıly metaphysıcal COUNTEFrPAFLS ıke the °ous1a”
DOVArLES cherished about human conception could an ‘genes1s’ of Antıquity.
be of maJor s1ignıfıcCanNCE the tOp1C of hıstoricıty. 1lo summarıse: 1t 15 clear that Antıquity dıd NOT

know about the ‘how of the in-teraction ofSIhroughout Antıquity conception theory W 3as

multiı-coloured AN! constantly motion: theorıes an cell they dıd NOLT CVECI SIVE the COI-

WeTC mıxed AN! combıned casıly. 10 g1Vve CXAalll- CCDL of °cell’ Undoubtedly, they hought they knew
ple of such theory, wıll Put torth Arıstotle’s, deal about the how of human CONCCD-
maınly because It W AasSs thıs theory whıiıch, due t10N, but MOST of what they hought they NEW
Galen’s adoption of It: remaıned extremely n W asSs sımply How-ever, thıs O€eSs NOT I11Call
ential ell Into the eighteenth Arıstotle that they WEEIC in theır CONVIcCctiON that the
advocated the 'haematogenous’ theory.“* Ihus, male 15 precondıtion for COIN-

accordıng hım, germ FE orıgınate from the ception: *° thıs, obvıiously, 15 the maın pomnt
blood They AIC, 5SdY;, OO in certaın c  state for the prescnt INQUITY: throughout the ASCS INan

of aggregation'. Ihe Oie pathway, accordıng has acknowledged that the male 15 LICC-

Arıstotle, egan wıth OUTL food being converted precondıtion for conception, albeıt that the
(cooked, 1n fact!) DYy body eat Into blood In Its theorı1es sed CXDICSS that NECESSILY WEIC hardly
(UrA; thıs blood 15 converted Into all kınd of t1S- empirıcal an argely false
SUuCcS However, in the male, the remaınder 111 be
“coOked’ 1Into VYet D whıle lackıng What Tipped the Scale?the requested heat, transtorm theır residue ınto
menstrual OO0 Fherefore. Arıstotle Oocates the Let IN 110 C detect what kınd of argu  S
dıfference between male AN! female 1n theır ar1- regardıng the hıstoricıty tıpped the scale. Y1S-
ATICC 1n body eat males AT € able cook the blood t1anıty has professed the vırgınal conception of
untıl “well-done”. Consequently, ıT has een sa1d Chrıst trom t1me immemorial, anchored AS 1T 15
that accordıng Arıstotle, the menstrual blood 15 ın the Apostolıc Creed {Ihıs changed durıng the
“underdone A  Sperm. So, although the menstrual Enlıghtenment; Strauss’ famous IJas EUEN
blood Oes contrıbute the embryo, thıs contr1- Jesu could be marked AS watershed !
bution 15 VCLY subordinated, tfor 1T constıitutes only ıthout probing AT engt Into the hıstory of the
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sılence of the rFeST of the New Testament thısdebate the hıstorıcıty of the vırgınal CO[ICCPUOI'I
eed the argu that weıghed AN! the hıstorical el1g10Us parallels Dara-

MOST thıs gradual Curnıng of the tıde We Call graph shall deal wıth thıs sub CT
dıiscern four candıdates a) the results of the Ihe al guments O D —— anı (b) dIC often dıfficult
hıstorıical eritical method the CONVIıCLION that dısentangle Often when 15 presented

vırgınal COI'ICCPUOI'I 15 ontologically ımpossıble d hıstorıical erıtical 1T fact
S improved empirıcal CIELHLE ar guments from veıled ontologıcal postulate ake for Wıl-

SYStCIH&UC theology. Whıch of these arguments heim Bousset figurehead of the histOry of relıg10n
school before the Fırst World War He classıhes thetıpped the scale”?

Wıthın the of thıs contrıbution Cal 4A5 offence (‘groben AnstOss’)
only make SOI1LIC general remarks convınced Of COUTSC Bousset MAaınkaıns truly sclientific
that (C) MUST be dıscarded Wırh regard A Da a the aAPC MUST be treed trom such thoughts Readıng
rationalıstıc CT1E1C1SM of the hıstoricıty emerged Bousset ONMNC SCI1S5C5 that hım doubt 15 far
ar the end of the eıghteenth century® aM there- beyond the threshold of enlıghtened CaSOMNINS
fore cClearly predate the eventual ıdentificatıon of Bousset 15 absolutely SUVE that there Can be hısto-
the VUumnm a! cell the second part of the ınvolved In the Gospel the VITGINALLAS plays
nıneteenth Ihıs naturalıstıc rationalısıng but margınal role he somethıng that only
&- 12i ıtself be properly explaıned DY the conclusıon changes wıth the COMMNS of Ignatıus hen he PrO-
of OUTr preceding paragraph vırgınal COI'ICCPUOD ceeds hıs thought 15 based popular fantasy,
had always een empiırıcally” ımpossıble It CONTra- facılıtated DYy the concept of the “Son of God’ 21 He
dıcted both theory anı CÄPCIICNCC also the dubs “ Vulgärtheologıe des JUNSCH Chrıistentums
Enlıghtenment ITherefore 15 NOLT the (popular theology of carly Chrıstianıtv) wıth ınflu-
biological theory that W as decısıve Uupp1Ing the from the Hellenistic surroundıngs What
scale but the dıfference INLEVDVETLATION of DbIO- critical of 15 NOT the COM1DA$ISON wıth the ‘Hel-
logıcal theorYy. IThe had always constituted lenıstic surroundıngs but the total ack of doubt

condıtıon but under the ınfduence of the AaWaTrC11C5S5S5 of hıstorical problem has vanıshed
TMOTC mechanıst1ic worldview thıs fact assumed Bousset ODes NOLT DOSC the whether thıs

11 kınd of weıght Ihe NCCCSSALY condıtiıon W dS$ lıterary miıght DYy chance nclude hıistoricıty.
increasıngly SCCI1 AS absolutely something nstead he be the from what he
that Ways happens MUST happen necessarıly But SCCS AS offence aSalNST enlıghtened LTCasonNn
that cClearly, 15 philosophical change aM NOT Because Bousset know all the
sclientıific OIIC 1L metaphysıcs rather than ALISWCTI'S do NOT COINC upON ally OPCH hıstorıical
IUIMPrOVCEMCNES empirıcal CIGCGHETr At stake 15 the research ere

that aVe delıneated paragraph what lo UIMNMATNIS:! ST princıpal factors
exactly 15 biologıcal law”? OpCratıiVe t1ppll’lg the scale Fırstly, there what

Regardıng (d) the vırgınal COI1CCPUOI'I SOOINMN 15 called the mechanısıng of the worldview the
became CO  He 111 the edıfice of SYSTEMALTILC fadıng AWAY of the Augustmnian ontologiıcal DPCI-
theology, being closely connected wıth NCArnNa- Secondly, legıtımate scıentifiC AT
L10N the ımpeccabılitas aM ecclesiology. Durıng the of hıstorıical critical ATC ınvolved
Enlıghtenment thıs scholastıc edıfice W ds$S dısman- for the argument from sılence anı the
tled aAM VarıoOus theologıans the sıgnıfıcance of of the lıterary Fkach hıstorıical ind1-
the viırgınal COHCCPUOH dımınıshed AT least 45 far vidual should be investigated carefully 4A5 whıch
AdS 1CS purporte hıstorıcıty concerned OWEeVer argumcnt prevaıls hıs her thought the NTO-
thıs 15 far ftrom d SYStEMALIC argumecnt AgaınsT hıs- logıcal OLIC the hıstorıcal erıitical OLIC OWEVer
tor1c1ty‚ aM ook Allı for such argument such hıstorical LLLY U1 V 15 beyond the of the

the SVSTEMATLIC theologıans They adapted present IUVCSIIgIIUOI‘I
developments rather than actually helpıing

shape them
FallacıesTherefore, conclude that, from hıstorıical pCL

C  ve  S (a) AN! (b AL pıvotal: hıstorıical-eritical Before the actual exegetical CONTrOVeErS1ES
Argume NtSs anı the that vırgınal CO1- WC aM d1iscuss SOMINC prevalent allacıes iı
CCPUOI'I ontologıcally iımpossıble. As far AS (a) allv. torms of argumenTum ad homınem ATC:
15  S concerned, WC IMUST thınk of argu  S lıke the AT stake We could thınk of the ındıgnatıon
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durıng Man y aAPCS "dıscardıng the vırgınal COMNCCD- Matthew an Luke. he Sa yS the*
t10N 15 heretical!” hıs INaYy well be 5 but AS MeEeNT of Matthew an ] uke the angelıc 11-

exegetical argument 1T 15 invalıd. Another COINMOIN cl1atıon of bırth 45 the vehiıcle of the ıdea of the
fallacy 15 the so-called “Cırcumstantıal”, also kınd virgınal conception establıshes rather firmly in
of argumentum hommnem. In thıs CAaASC, OC relates judgement that complex of three ıtems antedated
the Circumstances of the adversary the CONieNT the Gospels: (1) the lıterary torm of angelıc
of h1s SEANCE For instance, OC could point the annuncı1atıon of bırth; (2) the theologıcal MCSSASZC
Roman Catholıcısm of the defender of the virgınal 1in the annuncı1atıon whiıch placed sıde by sıde the
conception, the fact that church tather empha- Davıdıc descent of the Mess1ah AN! the beget-
sised the vırgınal conception because of the ımpor- ng of Od’s Son through the of the Holy

of the incarnatıon in hıs thought. Yet another Spirıt; (3) the setting of the annuncı1atıon whereby
varıant of argumentTum hommem 15 called pO1- It ınvolved gır] wh. WAasSs betrothed but st11l
sonıng the well. We found It already wıth Bousset: virgin. ” JT 5us. Brown doubts the ıdea
‘Vulgärtheologıe des jJungen Christentums’. that °*the Spirıt-caused bırth of Jesus’ 15 only be

final fallacy 15 the argumentium ad populum tound in later redactions. So what do conclude
Authors sOomet1mes call upDON the dıscrepancy regardıng the sılence?
between suffocatıng dogmatıc armour’” aM °the In IN Y jJudgement, CANNOT FECONSETUCE the Iru
(TeE. critical alr of unprejJudıced, open-minded CXC- signıfıcance of thıs hıstorıical phenomenon: AIC

getical INqUIrY”. Thıs, surely, 15 Just mMıxture of
AargumenTum ad Dopulum and argumentTum ad hom- Jookıng through keyhole; thıs 15 sımply oqt;.ide

OUTr Hheld of VIS1ON. In act 1ıt could be anythıng:INEM: adversarıes aArc qualified AS  N “prejudıced’ aN! do NOT know whether the other biblical authors
‘dogmatıc". Ilustrations of these tallacıes GE be had heard of the vırgınal conception. Suppose theymultıplıed wıth C4ASC- had, then Can only ZUCSS AT the CasO115 for NOLT

mentionıng It Apparently, christological consıdera-
OoOme Exegetical Focı t10NS dıd NOT play role: both John AaN! DPaul could

aVve sed the theme gıven theır commıtmentOf COUTSC, CANNOFE do Justice the hıstor1-
cal-critical debate pertamnıng Matthew Pre - EXISFCNCE Christology. Maybe moral scruples
AN! uke 6-3 (and uke 53:25) Therefore, played theır part, arısıng, trom the dıscreteness

of the matter? (r perhaps John’s scroll W as Justselect SOTILIC eritical key-1ssues: the ar gument LTOO short an Mark judged that infancy narratıvestrom the sılence of the remaınder of the New
JTestament; D) the ack of understandıng iın Jesus’ would fall beyond hıs maybe he chrank

famıly concerning hıs identity; C) the question of from the Uusc of thıs ıterary S  3 because of the
resemblances Hellenistic mythology? CMthe lıterary AN! the evidence for the alter-
SC C 15 thıs og Ihıs, however, 15 the SaJIllEe tor thenatıve 16 W of non-historicıty. advocates of non-historicıty: ıf thıs myth really W d

The Argument TOom Sılence suntable WdaY of eXpress10n, why dıd John NOT Uus«c

ıt? OIr why 15 he NOT acquaınted wıth 1t? One couldVEr SINCE exegetical orrıes about the vırgınal advance the ar‘ gument of the reg10N ere the VIV-conception began EMECITSC, scholars aVe een
advancıng the ar gument of the sılence of the Pest gımnıtas 15 only found iın mater1al assocı1ated wıth
of the New lestament. Yet: also 1n the CdSC of 11O11- the regıon of Syraat® thınk of Ignatıus of Antıoch

but agaln, CANNOT SCC why thıs ar gument couldhistorIicıtYy, the sılence would, Ar rsfi glance, st1l!
SCLVE clarıfy the sılence 1ın CASCc of mYyth, butremaın puzzle. Itf clarıfıcatıon in the latter GCASte

15 Just 4S dıffıcult, the sılence would turn OUT be NOL ın the CR of historicıty.
neutral consıderatıion. So, in order 9aVEC ALLY therefore conclude that Just do NOLT know

fOrce, the sılence-argument MUST be refined tradı- enough appraıise whether the sılence weıghs
agalnst hıstorıicıty OT NO  m+ wıth Brown,tion-historically. Thıs 15 One by ilckens, wh.

STATeSs wıth clarıty: M thıs narratıve WEEIC nclude however, that the sılence O€Ss aVe thıs sıgnıfl-
hıstoricıty, than the Sayıngs of the Spirıt-caused “the sılence __ does call Into question the
bırth of Jesus WOU aV een tradıtiıon-hıstor1- theory that the CINOL Y of the vırgınal CONCCD-

4 t10N W d$ handed OWN DY the famıly of Jesuscally old However, thıs 15 NOL the CASC

Brown, however, quest10ns thıs pomt. Starting the apostolıc preachersal: hıs 15 ımportant
trom the premi1se of the inde-pendence of the [WO observatıon, which 111 re1Iurn (
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IThe Famıly OWS ack of Understanding maturely. Ihese partıcular narratıves transcend the
for Jesus’ Identity ordınary lıterary categor1es; chall MIt myself,

We CAaNNOT dıscuss ere the mater1al about the then, describing 4S accurately 45 poss1ıble the
sSon of Joseph‘ the genealogıes. these„ lıterary technıques sed in these narratıves. We ch:
accordıng Brown an Many others, do NOLT dıscern three substantıally dıfferent "technıques’:
compel us re-Ject the hıstoricıty of the vırgınal fırstly, pologıca 8.SPCCtS OCCUITL, for instance the

UsSscC of the annNunNcCIAtTION model, the Old Testamentconception.“® Ihe MOST compelliıng argument, typology of bırth r CPOI‘tS AaN! the Moses Haggedathough, accordıng, Brown, 15 the ack of under-
standıng, the part ofJesus’ OW famıly members, Secondly, wıll dıscuss the OCGULTEGEINNCE of legendary
SC Mark In short “Did NOL the virgınal motiıfs and, finally, 111 Into the purported

resemblance wıth Hellenaıstic mythologyconception CarL y for Mary SOIINIC ımplıcatıon A
Whether the evangelısts sed 'language of taıth”wh. Jesus was? 30 If the vırgınal conception W da5S5

hıstorıical fact, informatıon about It MUST aVe 15 point of dıscussıon. TIhe point 15 whether thıs
een handed OWN DYy the famıly, thıs Mate- Janguage iımplıes historicıty 1n thıs partıcular CASC.

We all d  ’ that theır “‘hıstorıical d1i1C mot1-ral only served 45 catalyst, 4S the last pıece of vated essentially Dy the kerygama).? TIhe authors ALJ12SaW of other hıstorıical tacts (thınk of the publıc
owledge of the early bırth of Jesus But why, NOT interested ın describing biological marvel.

then, dıd SOMIC members of the famıly cshow such At stake 15 only the followıng: 15 hıstorıicıty tor the
evangelısts A) conce1vable and B) also ıntendedinadequate understandıng of Jesus’ identity? aspect of theır message? Whıchu could

PIrODOSC the followıng explanatıon. Possı1bly,
Mary W3asSs NOT the “riends’ who hought OC PrODOSC deny an
that He W d5S beside hımself (Mark S:Z1) At ALLY

One could thınk of the contention that people
1n the first °dıd NOT thınk hıstorıically”. hus

rate, IT 15 only after Faster that acquaıntance wıth IT 15 argued that historicıty 15 Just NOLT separatelythe virgınal conception would gradually ead conceıvable fact: and, consequently, SINCE Abetter understandıng of Christ’s identity. TIhere-
fore, untıl well after the resurrect1on, the famıly’s reject the SdI11lEc naturally ZFOCS for Ihıs

argumecent, however, 15 confused. It 15 S that the
comprehensıon remaıned iımıted aM the tact that hıstorical 4aWAaATEINCSS that gradually developed SInce
they miısjJudged hım, thınkıng he W 3AS “bes1ide hım- the Enlıghtenment W d NOT theırs: these ATCc peopleSCH fits Into thıs pıcture. hıs accords well wıth from before the °“hıstorical revolution). However,the Gospels’ portrayal of all the dıscıples constantly being able CONCE1IVE of truly hıstorıical vırgınalgroping after Jesus’” Iru ıdentity. TOM thıs, the conception has nothıing do wıth the hıstorical
famıly W dsS NOT spared NOLT CVCIN Mary. MIraCUu- revolutıion. Ihe argument hınges much COO
lous bırth experience WOU NOLT completely alter Vaguc understandıng ofwhat COMPTrISES the hıstor-
thıs Nor would mıraculous bırth IT ıf told IC revolutıon. Let S{iL few key-featuresthe other famıly members. Moreover, ıf IT had of the modern phenomenon of hıstorıical CONN-
eecn told, then 1T WOU certaınly k en told SC1IOUSNESS. It COomPprIises, apart trom Its iımportantdıfferently than 1n the form handed OWN uSs

thınk of Its insert1on 1Into the aNnNuUuNcCIJaAtTtıonN 11d1I-
socı1al aspects of iınstıtutionalısatıon AN! profess10n-
alısatıon, the followıng essentı1al characterıistics:

ratıve. Caut10us EreCaArFmMent of SOUICCS, AaWaTiC11CS5 of the
dıstiınctness of the past the P3.St 15 fundamentallyIhe Literary Genre dıfferent trom the PI'CSCI1t an AaW aTrTCI1CS55 that

Let uSs proceed wıth eXxamınıng the hypothesıs that 'everYy comprehension of the Dast 15 of hıstorıcal
the evangelısts used anguage of taıth that dıd ıtself >2 1:Hıs: however, 15 somethıng COIM-
NOT ımply hıstorIicıty. In order be Drief: tacıtly pletely dıfferent from NOLT being able CONCeEIVE
4S55C8S55 the followıng varıant AT the SAUaINıc time: 15 1t of the hıstorıcıty of certaın facts. hether (aesar
plausıble that 1n the carly layers of the tradıtıon W dS really murdered DYy Trutus tor example, W asSs

historıicıty W as NOL ımplıed, but that; somewhere certaınly conce1ıvable for people in the irst
ın theır redaction, the evangelısts miısınterpreted Likewise, the question whether language of VII-
the of the mıraculous bırth DYy explaiınıng ginal cOonception iıncludes HIstOrICILy W as CONCE1V-
them hıstorıcally? adopt the rather Vaguc “lan- able ftor them. Lack of hıstorical CONSCIOUSNESS,
SUASZC of faıth”, SInNCe [LLLOTIC DreCIse classıfıcatıon, whiıch thev ndeed suffered from, sımply O€Ss NOL

C ‘thh’ ’midrash”. tends 124S the 1ssue PIC- affect thıs In conclusıon, then, aVE admıt
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that W as possıble. How about W d5S hıstorıicıty other hand, that, wıthın thıs overall herme-
also ıntended 1n thıs lıterary genre? neutical princıple, there MUST be LOOIMNN for Creatıype

Ihe detection of the lıterary 15 VCLY modellıng of facts 'Ihe S  9 therefore, COmMPprI1Sses
complex Maiter. I® asks for ACCULACY, because Vaguc both interpreting 45 well 45 modellıng, but these
21SSOC1at1ONS ınduced DYy iıll-defined SCHICS only dIC ordered hıerarchicaliv. Ihe interpretation

of StOrY 15 the primary 4a1 In jJudgement,result in cloudıng the 1ssue. So, what lıterary tech-
N1qUES Call be observed? Fırstly, Dy WdYy of intro- therefore, the character of the 15 mistaken,
duction, brief resume of SOINIC of the proposed when understand ıt primarıly trom the angle
solutions. Martın Dibelnmus that 1 uke’s STOTY of CVYEALIDE modellıng So wıth I'CSPCCt the SCHIC,
15 legend. Fortunately, he furnıshes IN wıth the question of whether the Mıght Egypt 15 MO

elled the STOFY of Joseph wıithout Involvingdefinıtion of ‘legend’: legend a1mMms AT edıifi-
catıon (°Erbaulichkeir”) through the example of the an V hıstorıcal facts 15 pertinent; AT the SAaJilılEe tıme,
pıety AN! holıness of the er (“*Frömmuigkeıt un however, thıs requires careful scholarly COI1-

Heılgkeıt des Helden’). Thıs definıtion, clearly, sıderatiıon of the possı1bilıty of hıstoricıtYy. When
oes NOT exclude historicıty.” However, accordıng conflicting evidence makes hıstoricıty ımprob-

Dibelius’s S definıtion, ] uke 15 NOT able; aVC conclude that the Aıght Egypt
typıcal legend, tor 1T W as evıdently NOT wrıtten 15 probably the result of creatıve modellıng.

1ın order Cdlfy 34 Thus, MUSLT O0k tor MOTC regards the virgınal conception, the SUaIıCc

Caut10us approach, 4S proposed DYy Schürmann: of 15 required.
‘maybe, TMOTC WdY of eXpression 15 hıs results in the followıng provısıonal COIN-

clusı10n: 1) Legendary aSpCCLIS, al y (Luke), dospeak of narratıve styled the Jewiısh Haggada,* The Historicity of the Virginal Conception. A Study in Argumentation *  that A was possible. How about B: was historicity  other hand, I grant that, within this overall herme-  also {ntended in this literary genre?  neutical principle, there must be room for creative  The detection of the literary genre is a very  modelling of facts. The genre, therefore, comprises  COI'I‘IPICX matter. It asks for accur aC% because vaguec  both interpreting as well as modelling, but these  associations induced by ill-defined genres only  two are ordered hierarchically. The interpretation  of history is the primary aim. In my judgement,  result in clouding the issue. So, what literary tech-  niques can be observed? Firstly, by way of intro-  therefore, the character of the genre is mistaken,  duction, a brief resume of some of the proposed  when we understand it primarily from the angle  solutions. Martin Dibelius argues that Luke’s story  of creative modelling. So with respect to the genre,  is a legend. Fortunately, he furnishes us with an  the question of whether the flight to Egypt is mod-  elled on the OT story of Joseph without involving  exact definition of “legend’: A legend aims at edifi-  cation (‘Erbaulichkeit’) through the example of the  any historical facts is pertinent; at the same time,  piety and holiness of the hero (“*Frömmigkeit und  however, this genre requires careful scholarly con-  Heiligkeit des Helden’). This definition, clearly,  sideration. of the possibility of historicıty. When  does not exclude historicity.®® However, according  conflicting evidence makes historicıty improb-  to Dibelius’s own definition, Luke 1:26-38 ıs not  able, we have to conclude that the flight to Egypt  a typical legend, for it was evidently not written  is probably the result of creative modelling. As  in order to edify.** Thus, we must look for a more  regards the virginal conception, the same sequence  cautious approach, as proposed by Schürmann:  of steps is required.  ‘maybe, a more aCcurate way Of expression 1s to  This results in the following provisional con-  clusion: 1) Legendary aspects, if any (Luke), do  speak of narrative styled on the Jewish Haggada,  ... which aimed at bringing to light history’s pro-  not discard historicity (Dibelius). And 2) this con-  found and concealed meaning.® This appraisal ıs  glomerate of typological and salvation-historical  even more open to historicity than legend.  motifs does not yield any Literary clues for the asser-  Now when we turn to Matthew’s pericope:  tion that historicity is not involved. We are dealing  this story, according to Dibelius, is not a legend.  with a genre basically inclined to imply historicity,  Moreover, Luz calls it a “christological Midrash’”.°  although it certainly leaves elbowroom for creative  He does so, however, with considerable reserva-  modelling.3 Thus, the genre deviates strongly from  tions: classifying this pericope as ‘Midrash’ would  the apocryphal birth-narratives, e.g. the Protoevan-  extend the concept decisively, for the actual genre  ggelium of James.®®  of Midrash does not occur here. It is true that both  Finally, we have to assess the possibility of Hel-  Matthew and Luke incorporate the genre of annun-  lenistic myth, the genre of the miraculous birth of  ciation,? but calling this ‘Midrash’ only leads to a  a divine man. Hellenistic myth provides us with  non-specific use of the term. In addition, the typol-  countless exam-ples of miraculous birth stories  through divine intervention. Numerous scholars  ogy of Joseph and Moses occurs, particularly the  Moses of the Haggeda. Thus far, my short inven-  have maintained that early Christians sought to  tory of the narration techniques used.  express their faith by using this pagan symbolic  The acknowledgement of all these typological  language. Brown, however, summarises some  and salvation-historical narra-tion techniques must  difficulties with this view:* As for the figures of  world religions, there are internal problems about  make us aware of the possibility that authors fash-  joned their accounts on Old Testament stories.  the dating of the traditions of their conceptions.’  Take, for instance, the OT story of Joseph: Jesus  Secondly, we note that there is actually no paral-  was modelled as the new Joseph going down to  lel of a virginal conception in pagan religion, the  Egypt in order to save his people, a creative nar-  only parallel being a begetting without a human  father (or mother, Aeneas). For we must note a  ratıve without historical background. However, in  biblical literature, the use of typology is generally a  decisive difference from the pagan legends: they  means of interpreting historical facts. When Isaiah  all involve accounts of sexual intercourse with the  fashions the return from the Babylonian exile on  deity (a ‘hieros gamos’).* We should ask, therefore,  the model of the exodus, this does not mean that  whether Christians really would have felt any affın-  ity with these stories, rather than a strong aversion.  the return was not historical. Generally speaking,  typology is a literary tool for the interpretation  Is there really a “parallel” between a child begotten  of history: in using it, historical facts are taken up  trough the creative power of the Holy Spirit and  into the biblical hermeneutics of salvation. On the  the pagan ‘hieros gamos’”, stories burdened as they  EuroJTh 13:2* 97hıch a1ımed AT bringing lıght hıstory”'s Dr NOLT discard hıstoricıty (Dıbelıus). 2) thıs COIN-

ftound aM concealed meanıng.°° Thıs appraisal 15 glomerate of typologıcal AN! salvyatıon-hiıistorical
CVEN MOTIC OPCH hıstoricıty than legend. motiıfs (075 NOLT yıeld anı y Iıterary clues for the CI-

Now when turn Matthew'’s pericope: t10N that historicıty 15 NOT ınvolved. We dIC dealıng
thıs STOTV, accordıng Dıbelius, 15 NOT legend. wıth basıcally iınclined ımply hıstorIicıty,
Moreover, Luz calls ıT “Christological Midrash).>° although 1t certaınly leaves elbowroom for CYEeALIDE
He O€s S however, wıth consıderable TESCTVA- modelling.° Thus, the devıates strongly trom
t10NS: classıfyıng thıs pericope 4A5 “Mıdrash’? ould the apocryphal bırth-narratıves, C the Protoevan-
extend the COI‘ICCPt decısıvely, tor the actual gelıum of James.”
of Mıdrash O€s NOL RC 14 15 FIru: that both Fınally, ave 45S5S5C5855 the possibiulıty of Hel-
Matthew aN! Luke incorporate the of185 lenıstic myth, the of the miıraculous bırth of
Clat1OM;>” but callıng thıs “Mıdrash’ only leads dıyıne 98068  - Hellenistic myth provıdes us wıth
nOoN-specHiC uUusSCc of the FEGF In addıtıon, the typol- countless exam-ples of mıraculous bırth StOr1eSs

through dıyıne interventıion. Numerous scholarsof Joseph anı Moses OCCUTS, particularly the
Moses of the Haggeda. hus far, chort inven- aVE maıntaıned that carly Chrıistians sought

of the narratıon technıques sed CXDICSS theır faıth Dy usıng thıs symbolıc
Ihe acknowledgement of al these typological language. Brown, however, umMArISES SOINC

Aı salyvatiıon-historical narra-tion techn1ıques MUST dıfAculties wıth thıs view: 40 “As for the ngures of
world relıg10ns, there AL iınternal problems aboutmake us of the possıbilıty that authors tash-

1ıoned theır Old lestament storıies. the datıng of the tradıtıons of theır CONCcept10Ns.‘
Take tor instance, the STOFY of Joseph: Jesus Secondly, otfe that there 15 actually paral-
W ds modelled 4S the 116€ Joseph go1INng OWN lel of vırgınal conception in rel1g10N, the
Egypt in order SAaAVC hıs people, creatıve L1al- only parallel being begetting wıthout human

father (Or mother, Aeneas). For MUSTratıve wıthout hıstorıical background. However, 1n
bıblıcal lıterature: the USCcC of typology 15 generally decısıve dıifference trom the legends: t CV
A of interpreting hıstorical facts. When Isaıah all ınvolve of sexua| intercourse wıth the
fashıons the from the Babylonıan exyıle deı1ıty (a “hıeros Sam®s!) We chould ask, therefore,
the model of the eXodus, thıs O€s NOLT INCcCan that whether Chrıiıstians really would aVe telt ALLYV afın-

Ity wıth these stor1es, rather than StrOoNS Avers10n.the FrELIUTN W AS NOL hıistorical. Generally speakıng,
typology 1S A lıterary tool tor the interpretation Is there really ‘parallel between chıild begotten
of Instory: in usıng It; hıstorıcal facts ATC taken trough the creatiıve of the Holy Spirıt an
INto the biıblical hermeneut1cs of salvatıon. (In the the Pagal °“hıeros gamMOS’, StOTr1€ES burdened 4A5 thev
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AIC wıth amoral sexua| conduct of the male deıtıies? 'Ihe Evıdence for Non-histe
I hıs leads the thırd ar gument: although Fınally, aVe address the plausıb he

non-hıstorical alternatıve. OUu. the et-certaınly notıice free UsCc of Hellenistic thought
compare Phılo), the polytheistic setting together ng be SCCIN 45 Jegendary veıl for the

JUSwıth the ften amoral, sexual ımplıcatıons of Hel of adultery: Hıstorically, thıs V
lenıstic myth could well ave prevented carly dıfficulty, for thıs requıres opposin£ che

accusatıon ofadulterv. In however, the 1 0fChrıstians from fashıonıng theır salvatıon message
the model of these myths. adultery W d ommonly known,

least SOMIC independent hıstorıcal traces '’hyHowever, PeCcCTIE scholarshıp that Hellen-
-1satıon W asSs TMNOTC profound than W as accepted PIC- do NOT find AL1LYV such traces early ın r

viously.“ It 15 claımed that TrSsSt doctrinal tury? Ihe s{ Jewısh eviıdence dates he
cheborders WEIC permeable. On these grounds, OLIC secon.d. century.“ Therefore, the hypoth

could maıntaın that carly Christians made USsSsCcC of bırth legend AS P10US camouflage of
uct 15 solution that 15 ıtself hıstorıical ıbthıs mYythıc mater1al in order CADICSS theır faıth

Moreover, AT thıs pomnt ONC could ATr AaCt Martın able It gener: atCs Hc enıgma of sılen«
kEven 99(0)8° troublesome for the ıcalDibelhnus’ notion ofbugraphical analogy According 14a5-Dıbelius, stOrı1es of saınts wıll be enriched along solution 15 thıs: for the flıght EQyp

ar Bethlehem and the StOI'Y of the iındgeneral mythopoeı1c Jaws; dırect dependence 15 NOT the STar there Aulg PrODCI model StOrıe yh‘srequıred for such increase 1in Jegendary MaAaTte- fıght, Fxodus an the STO of Balaa: qr1al.%> THBS, the bıographıies of aAM PIOUS StTar NSINS from Jacob’ (Nu 24:17 P Qn A VITr-heroes wıll show consıderable degree of analogy: ‚de!ginal conception, however, there 1S
dıvıne S12NS ACCOMDANY the bırth of these heroes. StOrY.“/ In faet: IT 15 quıte non-Jewısh, the
However, whether OC affınıty 1ın thıs Jar-4SSOC1at1ıOoN wıth the Helle

of ‘bıographical analogy” 1ın LLIOTC robust allels?. Jewısh mınd ould accept t}
5 accepting real dependence, thınk that thıs SLOTV, only IT presented ıtself hım uic

veal15 NOT the maın poıint. Ihe maın pomnt 15 rather that NOT INDENTt model 1E sımply because h
neıther 1e6W leads the conclusıon of non-hısto- model. Ihe non-hıstorıical solution, the: 1C6€S

FICILY, fOr, aV argued, the lıterary in SOMIC maJor dıffculties of 1ts OW)
Matthew Atel 1Luke. 15 dıfferent: 1n the Let briefly SUu the results ot IO

mythıcal lıterature of Hellenısm, thıs hıghly Fırstly, the lıterary 28  9 crammed WIıt J
logıcal wıth ICS INtrINS1IC Jewiısh ımplıes ıncludes hıstoricıty (as Sa hıstoric JUSL
hıstoricıtYy, al least 1n princıple.“** Ven ıf SOIIIC form AS con-ceivable 1n the rSt W

fof affınıty 15 admıtted, in whatever5 the lıter- Secondly, ther explanatıons of the
d 15 transposed into another key, the key of Matthew AN! uke AIC, 1StOrıc2 WT

uthe redeeming fulfilment of prophesıes. Ihere- d grounds, less probable (for INSTA!
fore, conclude that the lıterary’A far AdS5 the of Hellenistic the pI10US Cal

adultery OT modellıng STO a.lÄ‚viırgınal conception 15 concerned, LMOTC probably
than NOLT ımplıes hıstoricıty. Whether It ultımately there ATC persuasıve hıstorıical aArgı (for

instance the sılence in the remaınder O{ speldoes, depends the results of section
SUSLet usSs VENHLITE Into the theologıcal interpreta- the ack of understandıng the

famıly) that ould force us interpre CI1I1Ct10N of such kınds of lıterary affınıty. ()Ine could accordıng ItSs LNOTC subordinate, 11 rıcalthınk of myth 4S dream an the present Gospel meanıng.ACCOUNT of the mıraculous bırth 4S ItSs fulfılment, d 11

affınıty between prefiguration an fulilment Ihıs
DrIngs us Lewıs. Decıisıve tor Lewıs’ COIMN- An Epistemological Asses:
version W asSs hıs S1VvINg of the tradıtıonal CONVIC- Fınally, AVC 45S5C5S$55 all these T wlste-
t10N that there COUu be cContinulty whatsoever mologıcally. Contemporary epistemoOl: 1018between the 1UMINOUS world of mMYythı- other thıngs, carefully studies the dıffe Scal rel1g10n aAM Chrıiıstian belıef. 1o hım, 1t W as SSC1-of certaınty of assert10ns, including hıs!
kınd of dısclosure experience finally realıse that t10NsS. Ihe meticulous defining of dıftfe -
Chriıstianity 15 mYyth that really happened’.® of certaınty of hıstorıcal assertlions 15 p1 hus,
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ATC able aVOo1d black and whıte epistemol- the requırement of caution the OMNC hand and,
the other, the NECESSILY of explainıng the apPPar-of all-or-nothing 45 far 45 certaınty ofhıstorıical

proof 15 concerned. hope cshow the ımportance enTt LaCtS; somethıng which 15 one MOTC easıly
of thıs in the pr CsSCHL sect10n. wıth the assumption of hıstoricıtYy. In other words:

Elaborating the work of Roderick Chısholm he who EDET shoots, EDET MNASSES, but he EVDET hıts
AN! Antoon Vos, the Dutch hıstorian AN! philoso- either. Therefore, would choose ofacccpt-
pher of StOrY Ewald Mackay recently developed able Opt10ns: ould rank the hıstorıicıty of the
such hıstorical epistemology.“ He dıstınguıshes vırgınal conception somewhere between probable
between the dıfferent degrees of certaınty of belief aM beyond reasonable doubt
a! knowledge. Central hıs epıstemology 15 Now Can demonstrate the iımportance of
Chisholm’s important cCOom-paratıve notion of thıs careful epistemological method DYy S1VINg
vreasonable than Let arrangc global of example from Brown’s groundbreakıng INQUIY.
these degrees of epistemi1Cc appraisal in mountıng bor IT 15 VELY remarkable that Brown arrıves AT the
order: belıeving 15 counterbalanced, It 15 prob followıng STATfeMENTS rstly, ‘On purely exegetical
able In addıtiıon these dıfferent gradatıons of grounds Cainıc the conclusıon that the SCIeEN-
belıef, ave degrees of knowledge: ‘beyond VE tifıcally controllable bıblıcal evidence leaves the
onable doubt), “ident AN! “certain’. Knowledge, question of the hıstorıcıty of the vırgınal CONCCD-
therefore, 15 NOLT 1DSO certaın. Here.: 111 supply t10N unresolved ”° At the Saillc tıme, however, he
only the definitions of those evaluatıve hıch affırms that the evidence 15 easıer explaın
dIC crucıal the pr CSCHNL argument: 15 probable posıtiıng hıistorical basıs than DY posıtıng theo-
for ıf 15 199(0)8«® Jjustified In belıeving than in logıcal creation.”  ol ese HET AHCES cshow

remarkable ensi0oNn aM thıs, thınk, miıght Abelıeving, the negatıon of 15 beyond VEASON-
able doubt 15 MmMore justified iın belıeving than do wıth ımplıcıt hıstorical epıstemology. We MUST
1n wıthholding Judgement P49 Moreover, each be Caut1o0ous about lıngering, of what
epistemologiıcal risk 1in hıstorical INQUIFY makes called ‘black an whıte epıstemology”, for Brown’s
assert1on descend the scale., hıle each risk SUC- rst ufferance could be propelled DYy Conception
cessfully surmounted makes it rıse agaln OUT of the of historical proof A °all (T nothing”.
epistem1C ladder. ake for example “Jesus Chrıst He SayS that the followıng 15 MI1sSINg: “Ihe
W d crucıhed)”. We A the of dırect WIt- of evidence constituted DYy tradıtıon from ıdentifi-
1ESSCS anı there 15 contradıcting evidence OT able wıtnesses of the EVENTS ınvolved, when that

ATC able explaın such evıdence. Moreover, the tradıtıon 15 traceably preserved an NOL found in
OUTCCS dIC relhable. We therefore rank thıs CI- conflict wıth other tradıti1ons). that the epP1S-
t10N the hıghest possıble rung thıs hıstorıical temologıcal dıffıculty resides precisely Ar thıs poınt.
knowledge 15 certaın. But careful epistem1C analysıs CANNOT StOP AF thıs

regards the vırgınal conception, however, pomnt. In the lıght of Brown’s second5
thıngs ATC dıfferent. Here MUST face the fact that ATC allowed afırm that belıeving the hıstoricıty

sımply do NOL know how the wıtnesses obtaıned 15 HAL reasonable than NOT belıeving It In that
theır ınformatıon T 6:27). Although Call CaASC, the hıstorıicıty of the vırgınal Conception 15
SUSSCSL all nds of OUTrcCccs here, thıs ould remaın probable. 5 however, adı that 1T 15 OUr duty
PDUrC guesswork. Ihe claım that It W d Mary herself explam the EVIdENCE, AaN! when thıs 15 one
who provıded the ınformatıon CANNOTLT be verıfled. TMOTEC appropriately DYy assumıng hıstorıical Dasıs,
Fkor thıs FfeCAaSsSOoON CAMNTOF rank the vırgınal COIl- then IT TMNOTITC reasonable belıef the hıistorıicıty
ception the hıghest rung of the epıstemologı- than refraın from accepting ıt Put ıke thıs,
cal scale. In spıte of thıs, concluded that 1T W as AaVEe appraise the hıistorıcıty A eyon reasonable

doubt f we, therefore, rank Brown’s results theLMOTC reasonable aCCCDL the hıstorıcıty than
rejeet It Consequently, the viırgınal conception 15 epistem1C scale, It CMECISCS that accordıng, Brown
AL least probable. Is It also beyond reasonable LCOO, the hıstorıicıty of the viırgınal conception 15
In that CASC, ıT MUST be LIOLE reasonable €1CCCPt omewhere between probable an beyond reasonable
It than wıithhold Judgement. Here deal of doubt Although Brown 15 vVC 1n hıs epIS-
varıance in opınıon cshould be expected, due the tem1Cc evaluatıons, conclude that ın thıs
TIOTINOUS complexıty of the exegetical ul  a- partıcular CS st1ll LLIOIC reinement 15 requıred. In
t10N and the iındıyvıdual appraisal of the manıfold thıs eritical phase of the epistem1C evaluatıon, the
exegetical 1SsuUeES. In the end, IT wıll hover between ack of “scıentifically controllable bıblical evidence’
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Put other less certaın torms of hıstorıical the female formalıs matter, hı L esky,
proof 1n the shadow. Thus, hope aVeC dem - H 137
Onstrated the ımportance of the “Chısholmian’ sıngle theory STAatfes that the ONC who be L

formatıve rincıple, INOTrC iımportant tha seedmethod of careful epistem1C evaluatıon.
Arıstotle thı that at SOLIINC biolog velsGotthold Lessing, worried about the ‘breıiten

NOTCgarstıgen Graben’ (broad, ugly dıtch between the seed 15 unnecessary). Thıs, cClearly, le
LOOINNN for virgin-:d conception but, ind,contingent hıstorıical facts AN! the NCCCSSALY truths such theoretical developments played rınalof [CasOll However, ıf systematıcally exclude role in Antıquity, Lesky, (a 137

al weaker degrees of belıef, due OUra- E TOM about 1775 onwards, the CONCCD! nyth
SCCt10NS wıth ırrefutable owledge, thıs ll result 1ın 15 increasıngly applıed the -narr:

small ısland of “rrefutable hıstorıical facts’ Noatıng achen, The Vırgın Bırth of hıgan
iın of scepticısm. hıs 15 harmftul: he whıi DL

18 See Machen, C who cCıtes ahrdt Yshoots, HGV wıns! In hıstory, aVC thattake risks, an refusıng do because WAant Pannenberg forms exception. He 4A1

be absolutely SUTIC, AMOUNTS nothıng IMOTC the virgın conception O€es NOT hit the t'! zht of
iıncarnatıon of the pre-existent Son. See udzUgEthan NOT shooting. Thıs eventually leads SEWL der Christologıe, Gutersloh 1964, 142 WEVCILI,iımpoverıshment of the hıstorıical anchors of OUT

culture Ihe wıdespread dısentanglement of faıth thıs argument 15 eal latecomer
Bousset, Kyrıos Chrıstos, Göttingen 191

and hıstorıical cilence 15 only provısıonal solution 21 See W 552 translatıon.
highliıghting thıs vVC SUaInıc Cr1SIS. See 5 H 332

23 Iroeltsch’s analogy-requırement for orıcal

OTtes Oowledge 1s of MOMECNTLOU.: ınfduence he , SCC

ackay, Geschieden41s by de bron, Shedr: 1997/,
'Ihe COI]CCPt of vırgınal bırth 15 COO TrOal confine 170-180, CSD 175
myself thıs contrıibution the viırgınal COMNCCD- ılckens, ‘Empfangen VO: Heılıg Gelst,

S,t1on, CXCCDL iın OTtfe geboren Uus der Jungfrau Marıa, 1K 302
ch-See den Bok Labooy (ed.); Wat G(Ü0d ( (Hrsg.), 7ur 1T heologıe der Kındhe

€W009, INENS LE worden, /oetermeer 2003 LEN, der CU  e anı der EXegese, Taürıch 1, D2:;
My T translatıon, Der Christliche Glaube, Berlın INY translatıon.
1960, 897 chard Cross, Dauns SCOtus, ON 25 Brown. OP:CIE:, B7} Idem Stuhlm: Bıb-
1999, 133 Iısche eologıe des Neuen lestaments, L: ıngen
ymon Brown, 1ICW updated edıtıon, 99/-1999,; 189 Regardıng the ındepe: 1CC of
New York 1993 atthew and I uke TOA CONSCNSU.: 15 d K

Wolff, adıa und Jona, BKAT ALV/3: Neu- Brown, 0p.Cıt.
kırchen IO LL 58-64 Presuming that the Gospel of John does Or1g1-
Saınt Augustine, The Caty 0)  0 M Z AL from Syrıa
In “Mıracles: metaphYysıcs and modalıty”, Relıgi0us See .. 521
Studies, 191:2092 7 See Brown, op.Cit and Craig Keener, 2ZMLE:

Frankfurt/New York 2002 LArY the Gospel of Matthew, rand Rap 9'
29 arlSee ‘Open Dısposıties’, Tydsc DO  S 2L0S0; Ihıs 15 the sıngle truly relevant CEXT, alth«

64/2 2002) Ch.4 Freedom and Dispositions. i and 61 AIC sometımes put ırd in
10 Can be SYNC  Cı  W ; thıs 15 specıfie DYy possıble thıs CONTLTEXT.

WOT.| semantıcs. 3() Brown, (L 526
r 31See Ch.8 Freedom and Dispositions, wıth n-

272
C  urmann. (P-. 201

S1Ve 11  2 the CONTEMPOFCALCV debate Mackay H.. ue thıs last ot
12 My princıpal guıde 15 Lesky, Dae EUGUNGS- und “‘hıstorical CONSCIOUSNESS), ONC who dıscarı IC hıs-

Vererbungslehren der Antıke und ılr Nachwirken, torıcıty of mıiıracles prior1 1rn ut IN-SCI-
Maınz 1950 Van der Horst, “Het Z aad entific: he (07 NOT acknowledge that hıs { point

Sara Studies ODDEr het0 In de OM  eud, of VIEW 18 hıstorıically determıned.
Kampen 19972 33 For the entire definıtıiıon Formgeschichte de: ngelı-

13 1o NAaImnc few others: enkephalo-myelogenous UMS, übıngen 1966, 105-106
(out of braın- and spınal cord t1ssue), the D: Schürmann.  y E ZU2: Judges Iıkewise.

25 ‚ ehenses1s-theory (out of all t1ssUES), Rıght-left theorıes, erzahlerisch tiefere Sınngehalte des G
warmth-theories, SCC CSKYV, Cit. 1Ns Wort /en Schürmann, 0 CLt.
Van der Horst, b Dıbelius, C: 125 Goppelt, OD » - V

15 Van der Horst, Did Ihe male princıple relates ArgUCS that both stoOrıes ATC 1mM Stil der nde
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but that remaıns rather VagQuc. PAZ, IDJIas DAaAN- be proved hıstorically. See Justin Martyr second
gelıum nach Matthäus, EK  R / NOT takıng Mat- CCNTUFY, apologetic context!), whi
thew be legend, SaVS posıtively: Miıttel des and pagan myth and the virgın bırth,
laubenszeugnisses und hat keinen dırekten SCS- achen, C1t. 227
chichtlıchen Hıntergrund”. P 4°7) crucıal figure iın thıs LEeEASSCSSINENLT 15 Hengel,See Zeller’s careful analysıs of the SCHC, ‘“Dıie SCC Stanton, ‘Heillenism, ın Evans,Ankündıigung der urt Wandlungen ıner Gat- Porter, op.cıt.tung‘, SC op.Cıt. 42 Ihıs CONTrOVETrTS Brown’s first argument!28 Schürmann, CI 204, Judges 1ıkewise: he OpP FÜ op.C1t., for instance, Jumps conclusıons
for the term “Spiel-Raum’ thıs CONTLEXT. when askıng rhetorically wh WOL aAaCCCDL the hıs-

29 Apocryphal Gospels’, Evans, Porter, DDac- torıcal of the bırth of ato Examınıing the
CLONATY of New Jestament Background, DDowners Grove
2000, See Wılson, Apokryphen $

ACCOUNLT of Diogenes Laertius, however, observe
that thıs STOFCV 15 called 'logos’ here theerlın 1978,; 316-362, who the obriety of of legend, SCC Ludell Scott, 0g0s’) ere-the ;Oospe. CONTFrast wıth the apocryphal Gos- fore, there E X1ISTtS sharp CONTrast wıth the SCHICpels, fundamental dıfference lıterary SCHNIC,

In these apocryphal Gospels there 15 much a-hıstoric in CW, Laz, however, O€es NOT consıder thıs

legendary materı1al. If the basıs of the “durante possı  tY. See Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent
M  erSs, Hicks, I11/2,;, London 1959DOSt partum 15 exclusıvely pocryphal COO. then the 45 See ter ooper, Lewıs, Companıon andhıstoricıty of these storıes 15 hıghly ımprobable.

See op.Cit.,A question only ONC of hıs Guide, Londen 1996, 582-586
n  s namely, hıs critical remark whether See Brown, OD.Ctt., /05-708,; and 534-547

Judaısm 15 NOT acquaınted wıth vırgınal CONCCP-there WAas famılıarıty wıth Hellenistıic mytho- t10n, ad saıah and Phılo SCC Brown, op.Cıt.logıcal eXpress10ns. aCCCDL the IMOTrC recent VIEW
524that *the avaılable hıstorical ınformatıon, taken

W!  Ole. testifies wiıde-rangiıng and Auıd Vos, Kennıs Noodzakelykheid, Kampen 1981;
exchange between eilenısm and udaısm SCC RM Chısholm, T heory Knowledge, Englewood

Clıffs, ackay, SCC NOTeEe 23Wılson, ‘Hellenistic udaısm Evans,
Not the evaluatıve coiıncıde iın the vVarı-Porter, LcCHONATY of New Testament Background,

Downers Girove 2000, 4/8 OUuSs studıes, thıs demands further clarıficatiıon.
41 Ihe deıty, comıng male, ımpregnates the Mackay 0op.CLt., 289-308

50) See Op.Cit., 698 Brown 4ASSUMICS that OLIC kınd ofO  5 SCC also Brown, The Vırginal Conceptun
and Bodıly Resurrectum of Jesus New York 19/3 assertion 15 hıgher the scale‘ "Jesus dıed the
See Gıiulıa Sıssa, Tr Vırginity, London 1990, Cross’, e 302, 698
Brown underscores rıghtly that parallel should 51 Brown, 0op.CLt., S52 698, agaın 705
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