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SONSHIP, WISDOM, INFANCY:
LUKE II 41-51a"

Within the story of the twelve-year-old Jesus in the temple there are un-
mistakable tensions. Two themes compete for the attention of the reader:
on the one hand, the surprising intelligence of the young Jesus (47); on the
other hand, his awareness that God, as his real Father, has claims upon him,
to which his parents have to take second place (49).* Luke could have given
Jesus’ statement on his obligations to his Father without describing the way
in which he astonished the learned men in the temple. Alternatively, he
could have brought out the intelligence of the child Jesus without quoting
the words of 49, which seem to disparage his parents. One can see a relation-
ship between the two themes, though it is not given in the narrative itself.
The interpretation of the pericope stands or falls on the elucidation of the
relationship between the two elements of the episode.

I. SOME OBSERVATIONS ON POINTS OF DETAIL

Before proceeding to discuss the problem raised, we may refer to some other
questions, including traditional difficulties of the passage. A full commentary
would not be appropriate here, but some points call for elucidation.

42: ‘when he was twelve’. Influenced by Grotius, Lightfoot (Horae hebraicae)
and Wettstein, later commentators such as Zahn, Plummer and De Zwaan
asserted that Jewish boys were obliged to obey the law strictly from their
twelfth year. Schiirer objected that certain commandments were binding on
considerably younger children, that the strict observance of other command-
ments was not tied to a particular age, but to the onset of puberty, and
finally that when the Mishnah and the Talmud stated the age at which
boys were obliged to begin to observe the law, it was not the twelfth but
the thirteenth completed year of life.? Schiirer concluded that Jesus as a
twelve-year-old was not bound to celebrate the passover at Jerusalem, but
had apparently been taken by his parents to accustom him to it.

* The author is grateful to Professor J. Smit Sibinga of Amsterdam for his criticism of the draft
of this article, and to Mr J. G. Grayson of London for undertaking the English translation.

1 The second theme is indicated rather imprecisely by R. Bultmann, Geschichte der synoptischen
Tradition (Gottingen, 19584), p. 327, ‘sein Weilen im Tempel, das seine religise Bestimmung
kundtut’. B. van Iersel rightly pointed out this imprecision in ‘The Finding of Jesus in the Temple’,
N.T. v (1960), esp. p. 168.

2 E. Schiirer, Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter Fesu Christi (Leipzig, 1901~09%4), 11, 496~7.
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Billerbeck reached the same conclusion.! He too believed that Jesus’
parents had taken their twelve-year-old son to Jerusalem in order to familiar-
ize him with the observance of the law (Exod. xxiii. 17, xxxiv. 23f.; Deut.
xvi. 16f.). The Tosefta treatise Yoma v. 2 states that ‘children who reach
the age of (sexual) maturity are familiarized with the law from a year or
two before, in order to exercise them in its observance’. Billerbeck, however,
made an unfortunate retreat from Schiirer’s view when he argued that the
legal duty to visit Jerusalem for the great festivals would have fallen upon
Jesus a year later, i.e. from his thirteenth year. The stipulation that a boy of
thirteen was obliged to carry out the commandments (that is, 4// the com-
mandments) can only be documented from the appendix to Mishnah treatise
Aboth v. 21, on the phases of life, which may date only from post-talmudic
times.2 Moreover, although it is true that the Babylonian Talmud recog-
nized the age of thirteen as the stage at which the duty of fasting became
binding (Ketuboth 50a) and the Mishnah expected boys of thirteen to be
punctilious in the performance of promises (Niddak v. 6), these two texts
concern rules on limited and specific matters. Billerbeck seems to have made
two dubious generalizations. Firstly, he too easily postulated the validity of
guidelines which are only recorded from a later time for the period of the
historical Jesus. Secondly, he too readily confused the obligation to perform
fasts and fulfil promises from the age of thirteen with the duty to visit Jeru-
salem at the time of the passover. In reality, nothing is known of any rule by
which boys of the first century A.p. were obliged to celebrate the passover in
Jerusalem from their thirteenth year.

On the contrary, according to Mishnah Hagigak i. 1, a child was already
obliged to visit the temple at passover from the moment that he was in a
position to ‘go up on his feet’. In the school of Shammai this was explained
as ‘from the time when a child was able to ride on his father’s shoulders’, and
in the school of Hillel as ‘from the time when a child was able to hold his
father’s hand and go up (on his own feet) from Jerusalem to the temple
mount’. According to Mishnaic Law, the twelve-year-old Jesus had already
been obliged to visit the temple at passover for the last ten years. Conse-
quently, there is no need to join such commentators as Rengstorf® and
Schiirmann? in seeing Luke’s statement that Jesus went to Jerusalem at the
age of twelve as a deliberate indication of the piety of Joseph and Mary, on
the grounds that they took him to Jerusalem a year before it was strictly
necessary, in order to accustom him to his future obligations.

Three conclusions are apposite here.

1 H. L. Strack-P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum N.T. aus Talmud und Midrasch 11 (Munich, 1924,
19654), 144-7.

2 Schiirer, Geschichie, 11, 497 n. 41.

3 K. H. Rengstorf, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (Goéttingen, 19528) (Das Neue Testament Deutsch),p. 51.

4 H. Schiirmann, Das Lukasevangelium, 1 (Freiburg/Basel/Wien, 1969) (Herders theol. Komm. zum
N.T.), 134.
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(1) It is unwarranted to comment on Luke ii. 42 that a Jewish boy
became a ‘son of the law’ (bar mitzvah) at the age of twelve, as G. B. Caird
wrote in 1963.1

(2) It is not permissible to infer that the statement that Jesus’ age was
twelve is intended to represent him as one year younger than the age of bar
mitzoak. A sharp dividing line between an age in which one was not yet
subject to all the laws, and a period in which they were uniformly binding,
did not yet exist in the first century as far as the sources reveal.

(3) The reference to the age of twelve in ii. 42 does not correspond to
any caesura in the life of a Jewish boy, since the obligation to visit the temple,
according to the Mishnah, was already incurred as early as the age of two.

Luke’s intention in giving Jesus’ age as twelve can perhaps be understood in
another way.

First, it must be pointed out that twelve is a stereotyped round figure.2 The
woman suffering from a haemorrhage had been troubled by her complaint
for twelve years (Luke viii. 43; Mark v. 25). After the feeding of the five
thousand twelve baskets of bread remained (Luke ix. 17; Mark vi. 43).
Paul’s first activities at Ephesus led to the rebaptism of twelve former follow-
ers of John the Baptist (Acts xix. 7). Paul defended himself before Felix by
claiming that he had arrived in Jerusalem only twelve days before (Acts
xxiv. 11). There is therefore reason to concur with L. Radermacher that
Jesus® age of twelve in Luke ii. 42 is intended as an estimate or round figure.?

It is also clear that the first and most important impression which Luke
wished to give, when he stated that Jesus was twelve, was that he was still a
child. The pericope concerns Jesus as a Tods, as he is described in 43.
According to the assumptions generally current in the time of Luke, the
age of twelve had quite a different meaning for a boy from that which it
had for a girl. For Greeks and Romans, Jews and Christians alike,? a girl

1 G. B. Caird, The Gospel of St Luke (Harmondsworth, 1963) ( The Pelican Gospel Commentaries), p. 66.

% Cf. Rengstorf in Th. Wb. zum N.T., 11, 322. By a ‘round’ number I mean not only that such
numbers convey a particular impression of completeness, but also that because of their function
they can be used to indicate quantities rather smaller or greater than the ‘round’ figure, i.e. as
approximations.

3 L. Radermacher, ‘Christus unter den Schriftgelehrten’, Rhein. Mus. Lxxm (1920), 232-9.
Independently of Radermacher, M. Dibelius saw the figure twelve as a round number, but also
referred to the sacral character and biological significance of the age of twelve. This explains why
the same age also plays a role in legends of the Buddha and Si Osire. M. Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte
des Evangeliums (‘'Tibingen, 19593), p. 104.

4 See e.g. M. Kaser, Das romische Privatrecht, 1 (Munich, 1959), 111 and %8-9; Strack-Billerbeck,
11, 10 (ad Mark v. 42); p- 374 (ad John ii. 1). For Gortyn, see G. Delling, in RAC1v, 684. For Egypt,
ibid. p. 685. For Rome, ¢bid. p. 687. The marriageable age for a man was fourteen according to
Babylonian Talmud, Kiddushin 29b. In ecclesiastical sources of the third and fourth centuries it is
recommended that boys should be married as adolescentes (Rufinus’ translation of véo1) before their
sexual desires reach a climax (Ps. Clem., Hom. v, 25; id., Ep.ad Fac. vii; Const. 4p.1v, 11). Apparently,
marriage between the ages of fourteen and eighteen was regarded as ideal for boys, while in Chris-
tian circles also girls were regarded as marriageable at the age of twelve. Indeed in the Protev. Fac.
viii, Mary is betrothed to _]oseph at twelve, because of her puberty. True, Mary’s marriage with
Joseph did not lead to a matr cons tum, but in c. x they were certainly regarded by the
priest as married: see E. de Strycker, La forme la plus ancienne du Protévangile de Facques (Brussels, 1961),
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was marriageable at twelve or twelve and a half. The death of Jairus’
daughter was thus particularly distressing because she was, at twelve, on the
threshold of life as 2 woman. Luke was not unaware of this element in the
narrative, and perhaps for that reason he explicitly stated her age right at
the beginning of the pericope, whereas Mark had mentioned her age only
in the last verse but one (Luke viii. 42; Mark v. 42).* A twelve-year-old boy,
on the other hand, was still to be considered as a child, meds, for two or
three years more.

Boys were not regarded as adolescents (épnPoi, peipékix) until the age of
fourteen, sometimes fifteen? or sixteen.® The elegy in which Solon divided
life into ten seven-year periods, and in which the child, Tods, reached adoles-
cence at fourteen, had a great influence, which can be observed among
others in Aristotle, the Peripatetics and the physician Diocles of Carystos
(fourth century B.c.).* As well known as that of Solon was the scheme of
Hippocrates, under which life fell into eight phases of seven years, with
children again reaching pubescence after the fourteenth year.’ The idea
that life developed in seven-year phases, marked by the xhipaxTtiipes or
KAtpoxTnpikol éviauToi, the years seven, fourteen, twenty-one etc., which
were felt to be dangerous, was widely disseminated by hellenistic astrologers,
and even believed by Christians.® The Stoics held that children of about
fourteen could distinguish right and wrong.” Philo, who refers with evident
approval to the life-schemes of both Solon and Hippocrates,® thought that
man attained not only physical but also intellectual maturity with the four-
teenth year (Leg. All., 1. 10). In the mid-second century Claudius Ptolemy,
who gave his name to a system of geography, was of the opinion that children
were physically and mentally formed in the period up to their fourteenth
year.? In Egypt under the Romans, boys of fourteen were accounted &pnpot,
and there —and probably in all hellenized cities'? — sons of good families
p- 111. In Ev. Ps-Mt. viii, Mary was betrothed to Joseph at the age when other women ‘viros in
coniugio sunt adeptae’. 1 Schiirmann, p. 490.

2 Varro, according to Censorinus xiv. 2 and the scholiast on Lucian’s Catapl. 1: "Eenpor koholv-
T of &md e’ (see Thes. L. Graecae, s.v. Epnpos). Martin P. Nilsson, Die hellenistische Schule (Munich,
1955), P. 34, writes ‘die Pubertit trat nach der allgemeinen Meinung der Griechen in dem fiinfzehn-
ten Lebensjahr ein’, but does not cite any proofs.

3 Xenophon, Gyropaedia, 1, ii. 4 and 8 says that the Persians place the boundary between moides and

tonpPor at the age of sixteen or seventeen. Cf. p. 322, n. 1.

* F. Boll, ‘Die Lebensalter’, Neue Fahrbiicher fiir das klassische Altertum xv1 (1913), 89-145, esp. pp.
115-17.

& H. I. Marrou, Histoire de I’éducation dans Pantiquité (Paris, 1965°%), p. 161. Marrou mentions five
classical authors who go back to Hippocrates.

8 Varro, apud Gellius 11, x. 9; Augustus apud Gellius xv, vii. 2-3; Plin. Epp. 11, xx. 3—4; Tert. Idol.
ix. g and the commentary on the last passage by P. G. van der Nat (ed.), Q. S. F. Tertulliani De Idolo-
latria (Leiden, 1960), pp. 135-6.

7 Agétius, v, 23 (Diels, Doxographi, p. 435) : wepl 8 Thv Sevrépav EPSoudBa Evvoia ylveron kahol Te kel kaKol
kal s Si8aoxarlas ertédv. See, for a discussion of this passage, A. Bonhoeffer, Epictet und die Stoa
(Stuttgart, 1890), pp. 204~7. 8 Opif. mundi 102-5. ? F. Boll, ‘Lebensalter’, p. 121.

10 Marrou and Nilsson disagree on whether epheboi outside Egypt entered the gymnasium at 14/15
(Nilsson) or at 18 (Marrou). The Icarian epitaph mentioned below seems to support Nilsson. See
Nilsson, p. 86, and Marrou’s review of Nilsson in L’Antiguité Classique xxv (1956), 234—40.
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entered the gymnasia, the grammar schools of the ancient world, at the same
age. Also, at fourteen Egyptians became liable to the poll tax, for which
purpose population registers were drawn up every fourteen years (xoat’
oikiav &moypagn, cf. Luke ii. 1). Boys initiated in the service of Isis let a
lock of their hair grow, the so-called Horus-lock, which was cut off at the
age of fourteen.! It is of great importance too that in Syria boys of fourteen
were liable to the poll tax, as Ulpian informs us: in Syrits a quatuordecim annis
masculi, a duodecim feminae usque ad sexagesimum quintum annum tributo capitis
obligantur (Digest. L, 15, 3 pr.).

For a variety of reasons, the completion of the fourteenth year was held
to be of cardinal importance. Such significance was attached to it that the
age of twelve was felt to be a stage of incompletion. A boy of twelve had not
yet put his childhood behind him, and had not yet reached the first stage of
maturity. A striking illustration of this is provided by an inscription found
on the Aegean island of Icaros, dating from the second or third century A.n.2
It is an epitaph in which a mother mourns the death of her twelve-year-old
son; the boy’s fate is all the more lamentable, she says, because he was not
permitted to put on the cloak of the ephebe, nor to become a pupil in the
gymnasium.

I am the grave of the twelve-year-old Philocles, set up by his mother,
Philocratea, who grieves for her unfortunate child;

Poor boy, he was not given the time to don the cloak of youth,

nor to see Hermes, the protector of the gymnasium.

Awdexérous T&eos eipl OidokAéos, v OéTo p&Tnp

dyvupéva Avypdv Traida didokpdTea:

oxéTALos, oUd’ Epbn yAauidos mepl XpwTl Potéobon

oU8’ écBeiv ‘Eppiiv yupvaoiou mpdedpov.

The most notable implication of the statement that Jesus was twelve is
therefore that he was not yet fully grown, had not reached the first stage
of maturity, but was still in a phase of physical, spiritual and intellectual
development. The episode of the twelve-year-old Jesus in the temple is an
incident from his years of growth. Luke can therefore preface it by saying in
40, ‘the child grew big and strong’, and add after it in 52, ‘ Jesus grew up and
advanced in wisdom’. In a similar way, Philo (Leg. All. 1, 10) had earlier
believed that a person was already endowed with reason (Tfv Aoyt &,
‘the reasoning faculty’, in G. H. Whitaker’s translation) at seven, but did not
become a completely rational creature (Aoyikds) until fourteen.

Itis now clear that the reference to Jesus’ age has a specific function in the
narrative, and also a particular purpose on the level of telling the story. In

t A. N. Zadoks-Josephus Jitta, in W. J. Verdenius et al., Antieke Jeugd (s. 1., 1968), p. 18.

2 W. Peek, Griechische Vers-Inschriften, 1 (Berlin, 1955), 36, no. 119. The important place of
tonP(e)ix in the life of boys and their parents is the subject of E. Griessmair, Das Motiv der mors

immatura in den griechischen metrischen Grabinschriften (Innsbruck, 1966) (Commentationes Aenipontanae
xvi), pp. 55-60.
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47, mention is made of the intelligence which Jesus displayed. The in-
formation that Jesus was only twelve throws this wisdom into the desired
prominence. Luke presents Jesus as still immature, not fully developed either
spiritually or rationally, in order to make his wisdom appear all the more
clearly.

The age of twelve is repeatedly referred to in Greek and hellenistic-Jewish
literature with the same purpose as in Luke ii. 42. Xenophon relates that
Cyrus, the son of Cambyses, at the age of twelve, when he was still in the
class of children (moides)! showed himself superior to all the boys of his age.
He learned faster than others and ‘did everything well, in the manner of a
(full-grown) man’ (koA&s kai &vdpeicos). There is a tradition according to
which Epicurus began to apply himself to philosophy when he was fourteen,
that is when he had become an ephebe.? That was rather early as students of
philosophy were expected to have completed the &ykUxAios mou8eic of the
ephebe school, the gymnasium, and consequently to begin philosophy when
they were about eighteen.? None the less, Epicurus’ biographer, Ariston of
Ceos (c. 225 B.c.) writes that ‘Epicurus began to concern himself with
philosophy when he was twelve’ (Diog. Laert. x, 14).

Josephus says that Samuel was twelve when he began to prophesy (4nt.
V, X, 4. 348). Various authors, including D. Vélter? and E. Burrows,? see this
as an indication that Luke modelled his account of Jesus in the temple on
traditions concerning Samuel. However, one should rather conclude that
Josephus and Luke used the same motif independently of each other, the
motif which Josephus himself describes when he says of the young Moses,
‘his wisdom did not increase with his age, but far excelled it’.6 Again,
Solomon, the wise man par excellence of the Old Testament, is said to have
ascended the throne at the age of twelve, in a Septuagint passage which has
no counterpart in the Masoretic text.” In the Epistle of Maria of Cassobola
(fourth century A.p.), ch. iii, Solomon is said to have been only twelve
when he delivered his famous judgment on the two women.® In Christian

1 Cyropaedia 1, ii. 8. According to Xenophon’s account, Persians were woises until their sixteenth
or seventeenth year, #épnfor until their twenty-sixth or twenty-seventh, téAsior &vBpés until their fifty-
first or fifty-second, and yepaitepor from fifty-two. Cf. p. 320, n. 3.

2 Diog. Laert., %, 2. Diogenes is probably citing Heraclides Lembus. Apollonius of Tyana is also
reputed to have begun to enjoy the higher educational subjects of rhetoric and philosophy at the
age of fourteen, that is the age at which other boys were only beginning their secondary education
(Philostr. 1, vii).

3 Marrou, Histoire, p. g10: ‘Il (Penseignement philosophique) suppose, au départ, un étudiant

ayant achevé sa formation secondaire.’

¢ D. Volter, Die evangelischen Erzahlungen von der Geburt und Kindheit Fesu kritisch untersucht (Strass-
burg, 1911), p. 77

5 E. Burrows, The Gospel of the Infancy (London, 1940), pp. 23 and 3.

8 Ant. 11, ix. 6, 230, already cited by Wettstein ad Luke ii. 47: oUveats 8¢ ol xatd Thy fidikiow Epueto
oUrtdd, ToU Bt TaTns HéTpou oAU KpelrTe kal TpeaPutépay Biedelkvue TadTng THY Teprovsiay v Tals Toudelons.

7 I (= III) Kings ii. 12. The same tradition occurs in Eupolemus (second century B.c.), apud
Eus., Praep. Ev. 1%, 30, and in a number of patristic authors mentioned by J. B. Cotelier ad Const.
Apost. 11, 1 (in the Clericus edition of 1724, 1, 216).

8 Ignatii et Polycarpi epistulae, ed. Th. Zahn (Lipsiae, 1876), p. 176. Cf. p. 323, n. 5.
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times, perhaps under the influence of Luke ii. 42, stories of amazingly
precocious evidence of wisdom and spiritual maturity by twelve-year-olds
were also related of Daniel,® Alexander the Great,? Moses® and Cambyses.

Possibly not all the post-Lucan authors who mentioned wise twelve-
year-olds still realized the impression which Luke had aroused in his con-
temporaries when he described Jesus at this age. But the author of the Epistle
of Maria of Cassobola shows some signs of fully appreciating Luke’s inten-
tion. Just like Xenophon with Cyrus and Josephus with Moses, the author
of this letter points out with reference to Solomon that the wisdom of the
child (mais) was not that of the youth (peipdxiov) but that of a full-grown
man (Téheios &vnp).

When the wise Solomon was twelve years old, he saw through the insoluble
problem of the women, concerning their children, so that all the people were
astounded by the great wisdom of the child, and honoured him not as a boy
but as a man.®

The age of twelve is mentioned in order to draw a sharp contrast between the
immaturity of the child, in terms of years, and the maturity of his reason.
The contrast is further accentuated by the author of the Greek Gospel of
Thomas, who in his paraphrase of Luke ii. 47 writes ‘all were amazed at the
way in which, though still a paidion, he confounded the preshyteroi’ (ix. 2).
Solomon, Cyrus and Jesus were not just young at twelve. They were not
even pepdKia, pubescentes, they had not reached the phase of maturing,
puberty.® According to hellenistic concepts they had not reached the age
of secondary education. All the more reason, then, for the reader to marvel
at their wisdom.

We conclude that Luke’s statement (ii. 42) that Jesus was aged twelve
was not related to the age of bar mitzvah, which was not then fixed. It implies

1 Ignatius, ad Magnesios, long recension, iii. 1; Ps.-Chrysostom (PG Lv, 567 and Lvi, 43); Sul-
picius Severus (PL xx, 128); the Syro-hexaplaric translation of Susannah (in Walton’s Polyglot,
London 1657, vol. 1v}; this version of Susannak 1 (= Daniel xiii. 1) runs: ‘Cum esset Daniel annorum
duodecim, vir erat nomine Joacim. (2) Qui uxorem habebat Susannam...’; The Thousand and One
Nights, 394 (tr. E. Littmann, Leipzig, 1928, 11, 528).

2 Ps.-Callisthenes, Vita Alexandri, ed. H. van Thiel (Darmstadt, 1974), 1, xiv(—xvi).

3 Midrash Shemoth Rabbah (eleventhftwelfth century?) v. 2 (translated by S. M. Lehrman in
Midrash Rabbah, ed. H. Freedman and M. Simon, 1, Exodus (London, 1951), p. 82).

4 Herodotus 111, iii, varia lectio cited by Wettstein ad Luke ii. 42.

5 Epistola Mariae Castabalensis, ed. Zahn (cf. p. g22, n. 8), p. 176: Zohopcov & & copds Buokaibeka
TUyydvewv ETév ouviike TO phya Tiis &yvwolas TGV yuvaik®v &l Tols opeTépors Tékvols 3fTHUG Ds TAVTX TOV
Aadv EkaTiivan &l Ti) TooaUTy ToU Toandos copiy kal poPnBijven oy s peipdxioy, AN’ ds TéAsiov &vBpa. Origen’s
remark quoted by H. Smith, Ante-Nicene Exegesis of the Gospels 1 (London, 1925), 273~4: ‘He (Jesus)
did not display wisdom beyond His age, but at the time when even in us reason is wont to be
completed through judgment, i.e. at the twelfth year’, seems to be wrong and conflicting with his
statement in Hom. XIX in Lucam in Werke 1x (Berlin, 1959) (GCS), p. 115; mpd y&p é1év Sddexa wrds
&vBpwoTros o Ywpel TANPSTHTA coplas.

¢ To my knowledge, Erasmus, in his Paraphrases, is the only expositor to draw attention, at the
words, ‘when he was twelve years old’, to the boundary between pueritia and ephebia, though in a
sense different from that given above: ‘Porro quum iam accedentibus annis firmior esset pueritia, ad
ephebiam accedens, annos nato duodecim. ..’
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nothing about the piety of Jesus’ parents. It stresses that the wisdom of the
child Jesus was truly extraordinary.

46: “After three days’. Jesus’ parents recovered their son after three days.
Many expositors follow Grotius on this passage, even in the formulation of
their comments. Grotius wrote: ‘on the first day they travelled outwards,
on the second day they returned by the same way, on the third day they
found the missing boy.’* This explanation has been almost universally
accepted, e.g. by C.T. Kuinoel (1817), F. Godet, H.J. Holtzmann,?
J. M. S. Baljon, De Zwaan, Klostermann and Schiirmann. Yet it is not
free from objections.

To begin with, it is by no means certain from what day the third day must
be reckoned. One can count them as Grotius did and allow one day for the
journey from Jerusalem, one day to return to Jerusalem, and one day to
search in Jerusalem. Alternatively, one can count them thus: one day’s
search on the way back, and two days’ search in Jerusalem. A third possi-
bility is that all three days of the search were spent in Jerusalem. Another
problem is that ‘after three days’ can also mean ‘on the fourth day’.?

Not only does Luke’s narrative pose the foregoing problems, but it is
clear that Luke did not concern himselfin the least with the question of how
the three (or four) days were to be divided. The problem simply does not
seem to have presented itself to him. The reason for this is not that Grotius’
interpretation is so manifestly obvious, as is often alleged, but rather that
for Luke, ‘after three days’ meant ‘after several days’ or ‘after some days
had passed’. In this case it was completely irrelevant when the days were to
be counted from.

As early as 1920, L. Radermacher? argued that three should be taken only
as a stereotyped round figure for a plurality, or in his own words, ‘eine rein
typische Summenzahl’. In his well-known article of 1903, ‘Dreiheit’®,
H. Usener had collected material, especially from folk-tales, which demon-
strated that three was often used as a round number. Radermacher then
pointed out that the same had held true of Homer, Greek comedy and above
all Herodotus. In the chronicle-style, as employed by Herodotus, many
events tend to last three days, three months, three years, etc., but it is a

! ‘Diem unum iter fecerant, altero remensi erant idem iter, tertio demum quaesitum inveniunt.’
Grotius was not the first to suggest this interpretation, which had already been given by Fr. Lucas
Brugensis (1549-1619g) in his C tarius in tum F.C. evangelium secundum Lucam (Antverpiae,
1712), ad loc. Lucas Brugensis adds to his interpretation: ‘Sic recte Euthymius distinguit dies’. For
Euthymius Zigabenus’ commentary, see Migne, PG cxxIx, 898.

2 H. J. Holtzmann, Die Synoptiker (Tubingen/Leipzig, 19013) (Hand-Commentar zum N.T., 1), p. 322.

3 N. Walker, ‘After three days’, N.T. 1v (1960), 261—2.

4 L. Radermacher, ‘Christus unter den Schriftgelehrten’, Rhein. Mus. Lxxm (1920), 232-9. R.
Laurentin, Structure et théologie de Luc I-II (Paris, 1957), p. 212, no. 335, states wrongly that Rader-
macher’s article appeared in Hermes. The same mistake occurs, oddly enough, in F. Neirynck,
Euvangelium Lucae (Louvain, 1966) (Studiorum N.T. auxilia 1), p. 106.

5 H. Usener, ‘Dreiheit’, Rhein. Mus. Lviu (1903), 1 ff., 161 fI,, go1 fI.
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question of a rough estimate, which cannot be accurately divided into phases.
Radermacher claimed not only that the figure three was stereotyped in such
cases, but also that these indications of time cannot pretend to any exactness.?

In 1958 J. B. Bauer drew attention to the fact that in the Old Testament
also, the number three often refers to a limited but unspecified quantity.?
Rachab gave the spies the advice to conceal themselves for three days (Jos.
ii. 16) ; Nineveh was so great that it took three days to pass through it (Jonah
iii. 3); Jonah was three days and three nights in the great fish (Jonah ii. 1).
Sometimes three is felt to be many, sometimes few. Hezekiah recovered in
only three days (II Kings xx. 8) but the pillage and slaughter in Jerusalem
after its conquest by Antiochus lasted three full days (II Macc. v. 14).
Bauer rightly observed that the same phenomenon can be seen in the New
Testament. In Acts xxviii. 17, Paul invited the Jews to hear him after only
three days, that is, shortly after his arrival in Rome. But Joseph and Mary
did not find their son until they had sought him for three days — we would
say, ‘after days of searching’.

Commentators and translators have continued to reject the interpretation
of Radermacher and Bauer. Yet G. Delling, in his article Tpeis in Kittel’s
Theologisches Wirterbuch, had to agree that in Acts and Luke the word three’
is often used in approximate indications of time. Months are hardly associ-
ated with any other figure except three (Acts vii. 20, xix. 8, xx. 3, xxviii. I1)
with one exception (Acts xviii. 11), in which case, however, the indication
is also global — a year and six months, or half of three years. The phrase
“three days’ occurs five times (ix. 9, xxv. I, xxviil. 7, 12, 17) always with an
approximate intention, and in most cases to be interpreted as a short period
(the four last named cases). According to Delling, Luke often applied the
figure three to periods of time for which he lacked more precise information, as
is clear from his references to periods of months.?

Indeed, one can draw two conclusions from the fourteen cases in Luke
and Acts which refer to periods of three hours, months, days, sabbaths or
years:

(1) the figure three does not claim to be completely precise, and can refer
to a rather shorter or longer period;

1 This last point is misunderstood by E. Klostermann, who in his commentary on Luke in the
Handbuch zum N.T. objects to Radermacher, ‘niemand verkennt, daB dies an sich eine typische
Zahl ist (gegen Radermacher)’. In many cases, according to Radermacher, three is not only in-
tended as a ‘typical’ number but also not completely exact. Cf. F. Boll, ‘Lebensalter’ (see p. 320,
n. 4), p. 99: ‘DaB...die Drei... einmal die unbestimmte Vielheit dargestellt hat, ist mir. . .schr
wohl glaublich.’

2 J.B.Bauer, ‘Drei Tage’, Biblica xxx1x (1958), 354-8. See alsoJ. Jeremias, ‘ Die Drei-Tage-Worte
der Evangelien’, in: Tradition und Glaube. Festgabe fiir K. G. Kuhn (Géttingen, 1971), pp. 221-9, see
p- 226: ‘... die Zeitangabe “am dritten Tag” (bezeichnet) keineswegs notwendig den dritten
Kalendertag, sondern hat héufig, ja iberwiegend, die vage Bedeutung “nach ein paar Tagen”.’

3 Th, Wb. z. N.T. viu (1969), esp. p. 219, lines 7-16: ‘Es bestiitigt sich auch durch andere
Angaben in Ag, dass Lk in seiner Darstellung die Ereignisse absichtlich durch Angaben von Zeitab-
stinden miteinander verbindet. Mangels genauerer Daten sieht er sich dabei des 6fteren zur Einset-
zung runder Zahlen genétigt, wie fiir die Monatsangaben ohne weiteres deutlich ist.’
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(2) “three’ tends in these cases to be an idiomatic expression for ‘several’,
sometimes with the connotation that the period stated islong, sometimes short.
The Greek Thesaurus rightly states that Tpeis is sometimes used to indicate a
small number, exiguus numerus, and sometimes a large one, multitudo. Lampe’s
Lexicon too now registers the fact that Tpeis occurs as ‘indefinite number in-
dicating a few only, —* ‘three or four”’.1

Luke’s use of the figure three in references to time therefore compels us
to interpret Luke ii. 46 pet& fjuépas Tpeis as ‘only after several days’. It is
not admissible to divide the days precisely into separate stages of the journey
made by Mary and Joseph. Such a division misinterprets the global character
of the figure three. A dynamic equivalent translation would, in order to
prevent misunderstanding, and avoid interpretations which Luke did not
intend, have to say something like ‘only after days of searching’.

Another misunderstanding must be abandoned. Time and again, com-
mentators have fallen into the temptation of interpreting three days’ as an
allusion to Jesus’ resurrection ‘on the third day’. It is not surprising that
Origen and Ambrose did this, or even Bengel in the eighteenth century, in
view of their hermeneutics, but recent writers such as Dupont?, Glombitza,?
Laurentin,* and J. K. Elliott> should have resisted the temptation. Their
interpretation can be shown to be misguided. True, Mark says three times
that Jesus shall rise ‘after three days’ (petd Tpeis Auépas, viil. g1, ix. 31, X. 34),
but Luke refuses, when dealing with the resurrection, to speak of ‘after three
days’. In his own words, the resurrection took place ‘on the third day’.
Luke changed Mark’s phrase peta Tpeis fiuépas to Tij Tpity fuépx (ix. 22) or
Tij fNuépg TH TpiTn (xviil. 33)¢ or else omitted any reference to time alto-

1 The number three often has an analogous function in Latin literature. T7es is repeatedly used to
denote a small number (see Lewis and Short) but it can also be a stereotyped figure denoting a
relatively large number; see, e.g., Gellius v, xiv, 24, triennium fotum, and 26, viam ferme tridui. The
stereotyped use of ‘three’ in indications of time can also be well illustrated from Evangelium infantiae
arabice, ed. H. Sike (Trajecti ad Rhenum, 1697): triduum pp. 39, 91, 157; triennis, pp. 23, 125;
triennium, p. 71 bis.

2 J. Dupont, ‘Jésus a douze ans’, in Féle de la Sainte Famille (Bruges, 1961) (Assemblées du Seigneur
XIV), PP- 2543, €SP. P. 42.

3 O. Glombitza, ‘Der zwolfjahrige Jesus’, N.T. v (1g62), 14, esp. p. 2.

4 R. Laurentin, Fésus au temple (Paris, 1966), pp. 101-2.

5 J. K. Elliott, ‘Does Luke 2: 41-52 anticipate the resurrection?’ Exp. T. Lxxxm (1971~72),
87-9.

¢ It must be admitted that in both cases, striking ‘minor agreements’ between Matthew and Luke
are to be seen; see the synopsis on Mark viii. 31 and x. 34. Yet for three reasons it is not absolutely
necessary to assume that Luke and Matthew in these passages are preserving the text of a proto-
Mark, from which Mark himself has deviated. Firstly, in the case of Mark x. 34, Luke and Matthew
differ in the order in which they put fuépg and tpity. The order used in Luke xviii. 33 occurs frequent-
ly in Luke, never in Matthew; cf, Acts xiii. 33 &v 18 YoAnd 16 Seutépw, Luke 1. 26 16 pnvi 16 Ekep, xxiil.
44 Sdpa #n, Acts X. g dpav &y, Luke 1. 59 7 finépg Tfj dy86n (cf. Acts vii. 8 = Gen. xxi. 4), Acts xix. 9
&pas wépmrrns, Luke 1ii. 1 &v &ter 8¢ wevtexandexdrep. The order in Luke xviii. 33, therefore, looks redac-
tional. Secondly, Luke xviii. 33 has &vaotfoeron as in Mark x. g4 and only Matthew has #yepficero;
this situation is most easily explained by assuming that Matthew made an alteration in Mark, and
not vice versa. Thirdly, Jesus’ resurrection on the third day was a central theme in early Christian
theology, for which a fairly definite terminology existed. It is not impossible that Matthew and
Luke, independently of each other, adapted the phraseology of Mark viii. 31 to the expression of
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gether (ix. 44// Mark ix. 31). Where Luke provides information on the resur-
rection independent of Mark, he says that it took place T TpiTn fuépg (xxiv.
7, 46; Acts x. 40).r Moreover, the words per& fluépas Tpels in Luke ii. 46
probably also betray the editorial hand of the third evangelist, as does the
expression Tf) Tpitn fpépy elsewhere. The order of noun and cardinal is
known as Lucan from the redaction of ix. 33, oxnvds Tpels, Acts ix. 9, Av
fipépas Tpeis pl PAémeov with Lucan conjugatio periphrastica, and xxviii. 17,
dytveto 8t petd fipépas Tpels ouykohéoacton adtéy with the Lucan éyévero
¢. Ace. c. Inf?

Luke as redactor very probably used two stock expressions, ueTa fpépas
Tpels and TH Tpitn fAuépx (or TH fimépe Tf) TpiTh). Of these, he chose in ii. 42
the very one which was not connected with the terminology of the resurrec-
tion. In ii. 42 he seems not to have had the resurrection in mind.?

46: ‘In the temple’. Jesus was found in the temple, sitting among the teachers.
Since the seventeenth century, commentators on this passage have occasion-
ally suggested that the episode of Jesus and the doctors took place in a syna-
gogue within the temple. As far as I know, this interpretation occurred for
the first time in a correspondence of 1632 between J. Cloppenburg and L. De
Dieu, reformed ministers at The Brill and Leiden respectively. Cloppenburg
wished to interpret év Té iepdd kal KT’ ofkov in Acts v. 42 as ‘in the temple
squares and in the temple synagogue’. When De Dieu took a sceptical view
of this proposal, Cloppenburg persisted in his argument that the existence of
synagogues within the temple had to be conceded, as otherwise, when the
temple was thronged on feast days, none could have made himself audible,
and conversations such as those implied in Luke ii. 46 would have been
impossible.

The view that there was a synagogue in the temple in which the events of

1 Cor. xv. 4 tyfiyepran i) finéps Tfj Tpitn while retaining the Marcan word order (numeral-noun-verb).
In the episode of the last supper, too, Luke (xxii. 1g~20) shows a strikingly close relationship to I
Cor. xi. 24-5.

1 The reason why, according to Luke, the resurrection did not take place petd Tpeis fuépas, but 13
Tpity fpép is, presumably, that in Lucan idiom, Tpeis could refer to an indefinite number, while
Tpitos simply referred to the exact number three. With reference to the resurrection, which according
to the ancient system of inclusive reckoning took place after three days precisely (Th. Wb. z. N.T.
Vi1, 29, n. 226), the ambivalent expression was less suitable, and the more exact one with Tpitos was
preferred by Luke.

2 H. J. Cadbury, The Style and Literary Method of Luke (Cambridge, 1920), 11, 153: ‘In the position
of the numeral adjective [by which Cadbury means the nomen numerale cardinale] Luke’s changes
tend towards the normal order, [i.e. postposition of the cardinal].’ Luke ix. 13 // Mark vi. 38; Luke
ix. 14 |/ Mark vi. 44; Luke ix. 17 // Mark vi. 43; Luke ix. 33 // Mark ix. 5; Luke xi. 26 // Matthew
xil. 45; in Acts Tpeis precedes the noun on three occasions and follows it on nine, while in one case
the order is uncertain (xxviii. 7).

% Schiirmann also rightly states this, but without any argument: Das Lukasevangelium, p. 134, ‘An
die drei Tage bis zur Auferstehung soll man hier schwerlich denken.’

4 J. Cloppenburg, Deliciae Biblicae Brielenses, stve collationes . . .cum L. de Dieu, most easily accessible
in Critici Sacri, 1x (London, 1660'), cols. 3967-4004, see 4000~1, sub ‘17 Julii/Septemb./Octobris
1632°; in the Amsterdam edition of 16983 this is vol. v, cols. 1457-8.
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Luke ii. 46 took place, was reformulated half a century later in J. Lightfoot’s
Horae hebraicae,r and based on rabbinical sources. Lightfoot drew attention
to the gloss of Rashi (¢. 1100), ‘there was a synagogue near the temple fore-
court (atrium, azarah) on the temple mount’, referring to Mishnah Yoma vii. 1,
a passage in which it is stated that on the day of atonement the high priest
read certain sections of the law, the scroll being handed by the attendant
(chazzan) of the kénéset to the head of the k¢néset, and by him, as head of the
priests, to the high priest. K*néset means both ‘assembly’ in the general
sense, and ‘congregation assembling in the bet hakkenéset’, i.e. ‘synagogue
community’. Lightfoot, without any compelling reason, thought that the
second and more specific meaning was the one applicable in Yoma vii. 1,
and thus saw this text as a reference to a synagogue in the temple precincts.
As, moreover, such tannaitic sources as Yoma 69b inform us that biblical
texts were read in the forecourt (azarah), there is no need to regard the atten-
dant and the head of the knéset mentioned in Yoma vii. 1 as functionaries of
a synagogue: one can see the ‘attendant’ and the ‘head of the community’
as representatives of the Pharisees, who according to Taanith iv. 1-2 took
part in the service as laymen, alongside the Sadducee officials.

The Christian Hebraists of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries such
as H. Relandus? of Utrecht, C. Vitringa?® of Franeker and J. G. Carpzovius*
of Liibeck, none the less uncritically adopted and disseminated the view of
Lightfoot. In our time, Lightfoot’s opinion has been shared by W. Schrage
in the Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament (vii, 821) and S. Safrai
in the Compendium Rerum Iudaicarum (11, 865, 904, 912). Among New Testa-
ment commentators, Billerbeck? held that Yoma vii. 1 seems to assume the
existence of a synagogue on the temple mount, although he realizes that
Luke ii. 46 does not demand that the episode which it relates should have
taken place in a synagogue or bet ha-midrash. Others, including G. Schrenk
in the Theologisches Worterbuch®, suggest that the episode should be located in
a bet ha-midrash. In his recent commentary on Luke, H. Schiirmann raises the
possibility that the doctors before whom Jesus displayed his wisdom gave
lessons in a temple synagogue on the temple mount.

It was Alfred Edersheim, in his book The Life and Times of [JFesus the

1 J. Lightfoot, Horae hebraicae, in Opera Omnia, 1 (Roterodami, 1686), 500; 11, 500 in the Franeker
edition of 16g99. Oddly enough, Lightfoot located Luke ii. 46 ff., in his Chronica (Opera Omnia, 1,
5-6) not in a synagogue, but in an assembly room of one of the three synedria which he distinguished.

2 Antiquitates sacrae veterum Hebraeorum (Trajecti ad Rhenum, 17414), p. 44. I owe these references
to Relandus, Vitringa and Carpzov to Edersheim (see p. 329, n. 1).

3 C. Vitringa, De Synagoga vetere libri ifi (Franequerae, 16g6) (and Leucopetrae, 1726), pp. 38-9.
Vitringa ascribes the ‘gloss’ quoted by Lightfoot (‘synagoga proxima erat Atrio in monte domus’)
to Jarchi, but ‘Jarchi’ is the name often given, by Jews and Christians, to Rashi.

4 J. G. Garpzov, Apparatus historico-criticus (Francoforti/Lipsiae, 1748), p. 136.

5 Strack-Billerbeck, u, 150.

8 Th. Wh. 2. N.T. um1, 235. Schrenk cites G. Dalman, Orte und Wege Fesu (1924%), p. 317, but in the
first and second editions which were accessible to me (19191, p. 277; 19212, p. 242) Dalman locates
Luke ii. 46 ‘wahrscheinlich in den Hallen dieses Hofes (= des Frauenhofes!)’.
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Messiah,* who subjected to a critical appraisal the passages from rabbinic
literature which had been brought forward to demonstrate the existence of a
temple synagogue, and showed that none of these texts in any way justified
the conclusions drawn from them. S. B. Hoenig of Yeshiva University devoted
a special study to the presumed temple synagogue in the Fewish Quarterly
Review of 1963.2 Hoenig investigated anew the sources on the basis of which
it had been claimed that a temple synagogue had existed within the temple
area, and showed that these assertions derived from a misinterpretation of
various passages in the Mishnah (Tamid iv. 3—v. 1; Yoma vii. 1; Sofah vii. 8;
Taanith ii. 5). Later rabbinical authors had sought to find in these passages
support for their view that synagogue services had been performed, either in
the lishkat haggazit, or on the azarah (or in the court of the women), or on
the temple mount. But closer study shows that in not one of these cases is it a
question of the liturgical practices of a synagogue. ‘No proof'is to be deduced
from these sources of a definite establishment as a Synagogue locale within the
temple precincts, or even of any fixed bet~midrash there. Such are only later
retrojective portrayals.’

The temple synagogue will have to disappear from commentaries on Luke,
but Luke’s impression of teaching being given within the temple appears
clearly from Acts. John and Peter instructed the people (iv. 2) in the colon-
nade (oTo&) of Solomon (iii. 11). Luke also assumed that the Apostles in
general used to teach the people in the colonnade of Solomon (v. 12, 21, 25).
Luke localized the teaching given in the temple to the colonnades of the
temple terraces. Luke’s inaccurate idea of the topography of the temple area
is plain from the fact that he situates the colonnade of Solomon in the area
to which access was given by the Beautiful Gate.* Haenchen rightly observes
that the referenceto thecolonnade in iit. 1 1 served to heighten the local colour.
But it was, moreover, a local colour to which Luke’s readers all over the hel-
Ienistic world would have been sensitive. Colonnades were the most usual
locale for secondary and higher education in the time of Luke. Gymnasia
consisted, according to the architectural tradition of the period, simply of
four colonnades around a square courtyard,® and many philosophers besides
the Stoics taught their pupils in colonnades which offered protection from

1 A. Edersheim, The Life and Times of Fesus the Messiah, 1-11. I used the New York edition of 1931
(11, 742~3: ‘Appendix X, On the supposed Temple Synagogue’). Earlier editions appeared from
1883! (London, 1886%).

2 S. B. Hoenig, ‘The Suppositious Temple-Synagogue’, Fewish Quarterly Review riv (1963),
115-31, reprinted in J. Gutmann, ed., The Synagogue, Studies in Origins, Archacology and Architecture
(New York, 1975), pp. 55-71.

3 P. 129 according to the pagination in 7.Q.R.; p. 69 in Gutmann, The Synagogue.

4 E. Haenchen, Die Apostelgeschichte (Gottingen, 1968%) (Meyers Reike), p. 164. Luke, in fact, had
no accurate ideas of the geography of Palestine as a whole and his account of Jesus’ last journey to
Jerusalem (ix. 51-xviii. 14) cannot be reconstructed on a map of Palestine. Luke had no such map.
See H. Conzelmann, Die Mitte der Zeit (Tiibingen, 1954, 19572), p. 61 n. 6.

5 M. P. Nilsson, Die hellenistische Schule, pp. 30—3: ‘Die Gebdude’. Nilsson refers to Vitruvius v. 11,
where it is said that the palaestrae of gymnasia were surrounded on four sides by colonnades. Character-
istic examples of gymnasia with colonnades are those of Priene and Pergamum.
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the sun. Furthermore, a colonnade named after Solomon, who was famous for
his wisdom (Luke xi. 1), must have been, for Luke, a peculiarly appropriate
place for instruction.

The narrative does not indicate that Luke also pictured the scene of the
twelve-year-old Jesus in a colonnade. He says only ‘in the temple, among the
doctors’. This reveals Luke’s evident intention to make it clear that Jesus
displayed his wisdom before the doctors of the temple at Jerusalem, who
were regarded as authorities. There, and not in some Galilean village
synagogue, was where Luke wanted Jesus to excel.! In an analogous way,
he depicted the confrontation of Paul and the representatives of Greek
philosophy as taking place in Athens. Luke sought Greek wise men in
Athens, Jewish sages in Jerusalem.

The choice of the temple at Jerusalem as the scene of the episode therefore
seems to serve Luke’s intention to make Jesus® wisdom appear more clearly.
This intention also explains why, at the beginning of the pericope, vv. 412,
the celebration of the passover is accorded such attention. Luke wished
Jesus to give evidence of his wisdom in Jerusalem, although he was a village
boy from Nazareth in Galilee. As a good story teller, Luke knew? how to
move Jesus from Nazareth to Jerusalem in a natural and historically accept-
able manner, by making him travel with his parents to attend a feast of
the passover, a feast of which Luke says not a word more, once it has served
its purpose as an explanation of Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem.

48: ‘Your father and I’. The order in which Luke places the two elements of
the subject is abnormal. In Greek, if ¢y is linked with another word to
form a composite subject, usually by kai, then normally &yd comes first.
This is true of the New Testament also:

I Cor. ix. 6 &yo kai BapvaPas

John viii. 16 &yc kol & Tépyas pe ot

John x. g0 #yd kai 6 Tartrp

Cf. I Cor. xv. 11 €iTe 0Ov &y eite &keivor
In modern commentaries no attention is paid to the striking word order in
Luke ii. 48, perhaps because this order corresponds with that of modern
languages in which bourgeois courtesy has relegated ¢y to second place.
Yet Augustine noticed the unusualness of Luke’s formulation.® His explana-~
tion is that Mary followed the ordo conjugalis, and that ‘ the man is the head of
the woman’ (Eph. v. 23). By conforming to this rule, Mary stressed her
humility.

1 Dupont, pp. 31~2: ‘le voici donc dans la capitale, devant les maitres les plus illustres de sa
nation; c’est dans cette Sorbonne du judaisme que son intelligence force 'attention, mérite ’admira-
tion, provoque la stupeur’. Schiirmann, p. 134, gives a similar interpretation.

2 Cf. the way in which Luke uses the census in ii. 1 to manoeuvre Mary and Joseph to Bethlehem,
and the presentation in the temple (ii. 22) to set the scene for the song of Simeon.

3 Augustine, Sermo LI, cap. xi, no. 18, PL, XXxXvI1I, 343, cited by Laurentin, Fésus, pp. 217-18.
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However, it seems possible to give another and more mundane explanation
for the primacy of 6 wornp cov. In the following verse, 49, Luke makes
Jesus speak the accusing words, ‘Did you not know that I must be about
my Father’s affairs?’ Plainly, the word ‘Father’ in 49 refers to the same word
in 48 but while the word ‘father’ in Mary’s reproach concerned Joseph, in
Jesus’ answer it refers to God. Luke is thus playing on the word ‘father’. In
this play on words ‘father’ has the central role. The prominent place taken
by & matp oou in 48 clearly announces the important role which the word
‘father’ is to play in the direct sequel.

Yet there is not such an emphasis on ‘my Father’ in 49 that the opposition
of the two fathers is the main theme of 48-9.1 The stress is on ‘why did you
seek...? Did you not know... etc.’, words which make it clear that the action
of both parents was fundamentally misconceived. Luke does not play off one
father against the other. He puts both parents in a position far beneath that
of God. Luke lets the child Jesus indicate the limits to the authority and
claims which his parents had over him. Thus, the evangelist aims to make
it clear that Jesus was not dependent on men in his life and actions but was
guided by the will of God.

49: ‘I must be about the affairs of my Father’. There has been controversy
over the meaning of these words for centuries. The two interpretations which
have received most support are ‘I must be in the house of my Father’
and ‘I must be about the affairs of my Father’; as a variant of the second
version, one also finds ‘I must be engaged in my Father’s business’. Divers
other explanations have been given. A survey of the solutions given by old
and new translations, the fathers and the commentators, can be found in
Laurentin.2. We may confine ourselves to mentioning two views which
are difficult to reconcile. B. S. Easton 3 wrote that &v Tois kTA. ‘can mean only
“in my Father’s house’’. J. A. Scott? on the other hand wrote that the same
words ‘can mean only “in the affairs of my Father” or “things of my
Father”’.

It is remarkable to note how many participants in the debate have opted
very decisively for one or other extreme viewpoint. Laurentin too allowed
himself to be tempted to write ‘the expression elvau év Tois Tol (followed by
a personal name) never meant “to be occupied in the affairs of”” and could
not be understood in that sense’.?

It is not open to any doubt that év Tois ToU TaTpds pou Bei elvan pe can

1 E. Klostermann, Lukasevangelium, p. 47: ‘Der Gegensatz von ToU watpés pov zu v. 48 steht in
zweiter Linie (anders 8:21).°

2 R. Laurentin, Fésus au temple (Paris, 1966), pp. 38—72.

3 B. S. Easton, The Gospel according to St Luke (Edinburgh, 1928), p. g2.

¢ J. A. Scott, Classical Weekly x1. (1947), 70, in a review of the Revised Standard Version (New
York, 1946).

5 Laurentin, Jésus, p. 56. The possibility which Laurentin wrongly dismisses here is used in the
French translation of Louis Segond, and the New Translation of the Dutch Bible Society (1951).
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mean ‘I must be in the house of my Father’. This possibility appears from
the Septuagint,! from papyri,? the usage of Greek authors® and the fact that
several Greek fathers naturally interpreted Luke ii. 49 in this sense, without
any problems in so doing.* The Syriac translations also offer ‘in my Father’s
house’. The obvious advantage of this interpretation is that it gives a very
logical sequel to the words, ‘why did you seek?’ The search is unnecessary,
as the place where Jesus ought to be should have been evident to his parents,
i.e. the house of God.

Yet it must be stressed that if Luke had only wanted to say ‘I must be in
my Father’s house’, he expressed himself in an unnatural and even extra-
ordinary manner.

Luke’s choice of words is unnatural, because for ‘my Father’s house’ he
could simply have written 6 olkos ToU waTpds pou, just as in xvi. 27. In
Luke xix. 5, he wrote é&v 16 oike oou 8el pe peivar. With a slight variation, he
could have written in ii. 49: *& T8 olke ToU ToTpds pou Bel pe (u)elval.
It cannot be objected that Luke could not have referred to the house of God
as ofkos, since he did so repeatedly:

Luke vi. 4(//Mark ii. 26) eicfjA8ev eis Tov olkov ToU feol

Luke xix. 46 (/] Mark xi. 17) 6 olkos uou (sc. ToU 6¢oU) (cf. the cleansing of

the temple in John ii. 16 Tov olkov)

Acts vii. 47 Zohopv 8¢ oikoddunoev aiTdd olkov (not a citation)

Cf. Luke xi. 51 ToU oikov for the temple-house (ToU vaoU in Matthew

xxiil. 35)
Luke’s expression of the idea ‘to be in my Father’s house’ is extraordinary
because T& ToU + genitive of a noun indicating a person never occurs in
Luke or the rest of the New Testament in the sense of ‘the house of”’.
Mark viii. 33 ‘you do not think the things of God’, T& ToU feol
Matthew xxii. 21 ‘pay Caesar what is due to Caesar’, T& xaicapos, ‘and
God what is due to God’, T& ToU 8e0U

I Cor. ii. 11 “who knows the thoughts of a man?’ t& To¥ &vfpddmou

I Cor. vii. g2 ‘the unmarried man cares for the Lord’s business’, t& ToU

kupiou

I Cor. vii. g4 idem

I Cor. xiii. 11 ‘when I grew up, I had finished with childish things’, T&

ToU vnriou

In early Christian literature the expression ‘the things of my Father’ even
occurs literally in the Gospel of Thomas, logion 61: ‘To me was given from
the things of my Father’.®

1 Job xviii. 1g; Tobit vi. 11 X; Esther vii. g.

2 J. H. Moulton, Einleitung in die Sprache des N.T. (Heidelberg, 1911}, p. 167.

# Laurentin, Jésus, pp. 58-60.

¢ Ibid, pp. 60-1.

5 A. Guillaumont et al., eds., The Gospel according to Thomas (Leiden/London, 1959), pp. 34-5.
‘To give from’: Matthew xxv. 8, Rev. iil. 9: ¢§; Luke xx. 10: &wé.
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art mae ehod off na TIAEIWT
*datum-est miht ex iis qui sunt + gen. mei-patris
*5édoTan pol &€ (&ro?) TGV ToU TaTpds pou

But here too, the meaning ‘the house of my Father’ cannot be admitted.

The words &v Tois ToU watpds pov in Luke ii. 49 can therefore mean ‘in
my Father’s house’ and as appears from the way in which the fathers under-
stood this passage, they naturally have this meaning in the context in which
they occur. As appears from analogous expressions in early Christian liter-
ature, however, Luke’s phrase can also be given another and more general
meaning. The question is therefore justified whether in Luke ii. 49 the
interpretation ‘the things of’ does not make enough sense for it to be con-
cluded that Luke deliberately chose an enigmatic expression in order to
profit from its ambivalence.

This is indeed the case, for several reasons.

By using the verb 8e¢i Luke makes Jesus’ stay in the house of his Father a
part of his ministry as a whole. This consisted, according to Luke, in the
fact that Jesus must (8¢1) make known the gospel of the kingdom of God (iv.
43), be rejected, be put to death and resurrected (ix. 22), and that in him
the scriptures must (8¢i) be fulfilled (xxii. 37). Jesus had a task to carry out in
the realization of God’s plans, a task which he could not lay aside. God’s
hand and counsel, according to Luke, had already determined what was to
happen (cf. Acts iv. 28) and it was Jesus’ commission to serve the putting into
effect of these plans: Utrnpeteiv Tf) ToU feol Poulfj, as Luke could have said
(Acts xiii. 86). For that reason he had been sent (Luke iv. 43). Luke could
have explained Jesus’ stay in the temple in another way. He could for example
have written, ‘did you not know that I desired (&mifupd) to be in the
temple?’ or ‘...that I was glad to be...?’ (eUppaiveo v év KTA., Xx1p&dV
eimr év kTA.) or ‘... that I wished to be in the temple?’ (fiv 8éAcov, éBourdpny).
If he had desired to indicate an obligation on Jesus’ part to be in the temple,
he could have written, ©...that I ought to be in the temple...’ (ko@fket,
gvdéyeTon) or ‘that I was obliged (d¢eiAw) to be in the temple’ or ‘that it was
necessary’ (&vearyxkaiov fjv) etc. But by using the verb 8ei Luke gives us to
understand that Jesus’ stay in the temple is to be understood as part of his
inescapable task in the realization of God’s plan. This task will remain upon
him until the ascension.? As Jesus’ success in the temple in ii. 46 cannot in
itself be regarded as an integral part of this task, as Luke conceives it? (for
this it would have been more appropriate for the doctors to reject him, see ix.
22), the words ‘I must be &v Tols ToU watpds pov’ have a meaning which

1 Acts iii. 21. Luke’s view that the task which Jesus had to fulfil continued after his stay in the
temple cannot be derived from the fact that 8ei is in the present tense. Even if Jesus’ task had
been at an end in ii. 49, Luke could have written &ei. Cf. xxiv. 21 fidmizopey dm1 odtds foiv. Blass—
Debrunner, Grammatik, §324; A. T. Robertson, 4 Grammar of the Greek N.T. in the light of Historical
Research (Nashville, Tenn., 1934, reprint of the 4th edition), pp. 102g-30.

2 Luke iv. 43, ix. 22, xiil. 33, xvil. 25, xxii. 37, xxiv. 7, xxiv. 26, 44-6; Acts iii. 21, xvii. 3.

22 NTS XX1V
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transcends the incident related in the pericope. Clearly, &v Tols ToU ToTpds
uouv means not only ‘in the house of my Father’, but also *& ols 6 worrtip
pov 8iéfeto, that is, in the work that my Father’s plan and decision imply.
There is an excellent parallel to this use of T& in Epictetus 111, xxiv. g9:
Siarpifw év Tois oois, which means: ‘I am living in Thy service’, i.e. the
service of God.

There is yet another reason why it is necessary to interpret the words év
Tols ToU maTpds pov as ambivalent. Ancient readers immediately understood
the text in the sense, ‘I must be in the temple’, but in 51 Luke allows Jesus
to return to Nazareth, without the obligation just referred to forming any
hindrance. This striking incongruity disappears, however, if one interprets
v Tois ToU TaTpds pov as *&v ols 6 Tatrp wou Si1ébeTo or simply *&v Tois
Epyors ToU TaTpds pou (cf. John ix. 4).1

A third reason to accept that é&v Tois ToU worpds mov is an ambivalent
expression is that Luke immediately follows it with the incomprehension of
Jesus® parents at their son’s statement (50). This observation is a signal, by
which Luke makes his readers aware that 49 has another and deeper mean-
ing than the obvious one.? There is no reason to agree with Laurentin ( Fésus,
p. 78) that the incomprehension of Jesus’ parents refers only to the play on the
word ‘father’. From Luke ix. 45, xviii. 34, xxiv. 25—7 and xxiv. 445 it is
clear that failure to understand arises whenever Jesus says that he must (8ef)
suffer, be put to death and resurrected. In agreement with this, the incompre-
hension of 50 cannot be confined to the altered meaning of the word
‘father’, but must refer to the whole statement, ‘I must be in my Father’s...".
What, according to Luke, Jesus’ parents could not grasp, was that Jesus’
words had a deeper meaning, viz. ‘God has given me a special place in his
providential scheme of salvation, and I cannot abandon that place’.

Fourthly, év Tois ToU TaTpds pouv cannot mean exclusively ‘in the house
of my Father’, because the question ‘Did you not know...?’ assumes a
positive answer. Joseph and Mary were expected to be aware of it. Now,
within the framework of the narrative, they could not be expected to have
known that their child would be in the house of God, i.e. the tem-
ple.2 What, according to Luke, they certainly could have realized, was that

1 Laurentin, Jésus, p. 71, states that this conflict has been observed by various authors, and
recognizes that there is a ‘tension paradoxale’ (p. 71) and an ‘apparente contradiction’ (p. 130)
between 49 and 50. But in Laurentin’s opinion this conflict is only illusory, because Jesus’ words ‘I
must be with the Father’ form a prophetic allusion to his resurrection and ascension. As this would
not take place for another eighteen years, Jesus was not in conflict with his words in 49 when he
returned to Nazareth: his hour had not yet come (John ii. 4). After all, Laurentin too attaches two
meanings to the words &v Tols Tol oatpds pou: (1) ‘with my Father in the temple’; (2) ‘with my Father
in heaven after the resurrection and ascension’. In my opinion, the text of Luke ii. 41-51 offers no
support for this second interpretation.

2 Dupont, p. 33, speaks of ‘une invitation & nous efforcer de comprendre’.

3 Ttis true that Luke ii. 41-52 shows a number of striking similarities to I Sam. i-iii; this has been
pointed out in particular by D. Vdlter, Die evangelischen Erzahlungen, pp. 76—9. But there is a signifi-

cant difference. Samuel, after he had been brought to the house of the Lord (els ofkov xuplov, i. 24),
remained in the temple, attached to the temple-worship; Jesus, on the other hand, returned to
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Jesus as Son of God (Luke i. 35) must be a factor in the realization of his
Father’s work of salvation (ii. 30).

It seems justified to conclude that Luke used an enigmatic turn of phrase!
with two meanings. The first, which in spite of its unusual wording impresses
itself on the reader of the Greek text,? is ‘I must be in the house of my Father,
i.e. the temple’. The second is ‘I must® be about my Father’s business’.

The business of the Father included, for example, the proclamation of the
kingdom of God (iv. 43), the giving of the Holy Spirit (Acts ii. 33) and of the
kingdom (Luke xii. 32), the fulfilment of his Father’s promise | (xxiv. 49): all
acts of God which Jesus helped to carry out. Just as elvea év Upvors (Jos. Ant. 11,
346) is correctly translated as ‘to occupy oneself in the singing of hymns’, so
elvoa v in Luke ii. 49 can be translated, without any objection, as ‘to be
occupied in’ as also I Tim. iv. 15, év ToUTo1s {od1, ‘occupy yourself with these
things’. Laurentin® erred in rejecting this translation on the grounds that it
is only permissible in cases in which the object introduced by &v refers to
some activity. He thus failed to see that the ‘things’ of God can be interpreted
without any difficulty as activities, as épya, as God’s ‘great and marvellous
deeds’.

The ambivalence of the sentence &v Tois ToU mwarpds pou Bl pe elvan is
probably not susceptible of a satisfactory rendering in any language.® The
translator is therefore faced with the problem of which of the two meanings
he is to choose. The least inadequate solution is to give one version in the
text, and refer in a note to the deliberate ambivalence and the alternative
meaning. Several translations® give a footnote at ii. 49, to indicate that
another translation is possible. This, however, is not enough. Attention has
to be drawn to the fact that both translations correspond to Luke’s intention.
If no note can be given, ‘I must concern myself with the things of my Father’
should be preferred, as the intention which it expresses could not adequately

Nazareth after the presentation (Luke ii. 39) and continued to live with his parents. For that reason
it could not be expected that they would know that he must be in the temple.

1 Dupont, p. 34: ‘la parole énigmatique’; Laurentin, Structure, p. 143: ‘phrase énigmatique’;
Jésus, p. 72: ‘in the house of my Father’ is an expression of ‘caractére volontairement énigmatique’.

2 This appears to be a conclusion which can be justified from the Greek fathers (see Laurentin,
Fésus, pp. 59-61), pace CG. F. D. Moule’s observation, ‘a priori the Authorised Version about my Father’s
business seems the more natural’, dn Idiom book of N.T. Greek (Cambridge, 19682), p. 75.

3 The word 8¢ is ambivalent too, as it can represent a present tense as well as an imperfect in
oratio recta, cf. p. 333 n. 1.

4 Laurentin, Jésus, p. 54. For the meaning ‘to be engaged in’, see Soph. Oed. Tyr. 562 tv 1 Téxvn;
Plat. Phaedo 59A v gidocogiq (Liddell and Scott, p. 488), Prot. 317C and Meno g1 E &v =i téxvn;
Thuc, vir, 14 & Teryoud kal mapaokeud); Xen. Hell. 1v, viil. 7 tv toworors; Plut. Mor. 11, 342 B &v Tois
xuptwrdTols Tis fyeuovias; Aelian, V.H. 1, 31 & yewpylq. Cf. F. Field, Notes on the Translation of the
N.T. (Cambridge, 1899), p. 52-

5 The Latin translations are also unsatisfactory, either because literalness makes them obscure
(ff? 1 g 7*: ‘in patris mei’), or because they give only one of the two meanings (B: ‘in patris mei
domum’; aur ¢ 4 fvg: ‘in his quae patris mei sunt’), or neither of them (b: ‘in propria patris met’).

¢ E.g. A Harmony of the Evangelisis in English, with . . . notes for the use of the Unlearned, by J. Priestley
(London, 1780), p. 16; the Dutch Willibrord version, the Gospel of Luke in contemporary Dutch,
Vrij! (Amsterdam, 1970), the Bible de Férusalem, and the Version synodale de la société biblique de
France.

22-2
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be grasped by a reader who saw only ‘I must be in my Father’s house’.
The converse would be less difficult.

Finally, it is not difficult to show that the interpretation which R. Lauren-
tin, following in the footsteps of Dupont, gives to the words ‘I must be év
Tols ToU TaTpds pou’ seems unacceptable. According to Laurentin, &v Tois
ToU ToTpds pov can mean only ‘with my Father’ and nothing else. Jesus
would have said, ‘I must be with my Father’, meaning by this, ‘I must
come by suffering and resurrection to share the glory of my Father in heaven’.
Jesus® words in ii. 49 would thus have been a mysterious prediction of his
resurrection and exaltation. Laurentin draws this conclusion from the fact
that the verb 8¢ is used, which in his opinion is ‘I’expression-clé pour
signifier le mystére pascal’. The answer to this is that Luke did repeatedly
use the verb 8si in Jesus’ predictions of his passion and resurrection, but he also
employed it to mean that Jesus must preach the kingdom of God (iv. 43, a
passage not cited by Laurentin), or that certain events must come about
before the end of the world begins (xxi. 9, also omitted by Laurentin). Luke
thus did not use the verb exclusively to indicate that it was God’s will that
Jesus should suffer, die and be resurrected. Jesus’ whole life, his preaching
(iv. 43), his actions (xix. 5) and his journey to Jerusalem (xiii. §3) are dom-
inated by this ef. It is also as inescapable a part of God’s will that a time will
come when all things shall be set up again (Acts iii. 21), that Paul should
suffer for Christ’s name (xiv. 22), go to Rome (xix. 21) and there bear wit-
ness to his faith (xxiii. 11). ‘The deliberate will and plan’ (ii. 23) of God,
the source of the 8¢l in question, concern a far wider field than the passion
and exaltation of Jesus. It is therefore not necessary to interpret Luke ii. 49
as foreshadowing this exaltation, unless other reasons compel us to do so.

Laurentin in fact names several other elements? in the pericope which he
regards as indications that Jesus’ stay in the temple was a mysterious sign of
his future exaltation, even a first Easter, and that his expression in ii. 49
was a foreshadowing of Easter. But these references are just as unconvincing.
The explicit reference to the feast of the passover in 41-2 serves to explain
how Jesus came to be in Jerusalem, and not to give the whole episode a
paschal significance. Jerusalem and the temple (43, 46) are relevant here as
the places where Jesus could meet the best and wisest teachers, not as the
locale of the events of the passion. The reference to ‘three days’ in 46 has, as
explained above, demonstrably nothing to do with the resurrection, con-
trary to Laurentin’s opinion. Jesus met incomprehension (50) elsewhere in
the Gospel, in fact whenever he spoke of his passion and resurrection, but in
these cases his speech was always completely explicit, whereas in ii. 49 there
is not the slightest allusion to death or resurrection. Moreover, the incompre-
hension in 50 is readily explicable as the normal reaction (from Luke’s view-
point) of those who understood Jesus’ words in the obvious local sense.

! Laurentin, Fésus, pp. 95-109.



SONSHIP, WISDOM, INFANCY 337

It cannot be denied that Laurentin’s exposition is of great subtlety and
depth. It stands in the impressive allegorical tradition of Clement and Origen,
but in its soaring flight it leaves the text and its factual details, and thus the
original meaning intended by the author, rather far behind.!

II. THE STRUCTURE OF THE NARRATIVE

The structure of the pericope has received little —indeed I believe no —
attention in the literature. Yet a study of this structure can throw light on
the narrative technique and intention of the evangelist.

First of all, the limits of the pericope must be exactly defined.

It is clear that the pericope begins with 41, ‘and his parents went every
year to Jerusalem...’. The preceding verse, 40, is a typical ‘summary’.
Though it functions as editorial introduction to 41 fI., it is not a part of the
episode. It is even very possible that 40, like i. 80, is intended in the first
instance to round off the preceding passage. Yet 41 fI. stand in such a clear
relationship to the topic of wisdom raised in 40 that it is certain that, in the
composition as it now exists, 40 is not only a conclusion but also a transition
to 41 fI. The narrative proper, however, begins in 41. Accordingly, 40 was
omitted by the author of the Greek Gospel of Thomas, who in his account of
the twelve-year-old Jesus made demonstrable use of Luke’s Gospel, as we
now know it. He regarded this verse as not belonging in the actual narrative.

The end of the pericope is formed by 514, ‘and he obeyed them’. In the
first place ‘he returned’ (kotéBn, 514) functions as the stereotyped exit by
which episodes are repeatedly closed in Luke i—ii and elsewhere (i. 23 and
1. 38 &mijAev, i. 56 UméoTpeyev, ii. 20 UméoTpeyav, ii. 39 éméoTpepav).
Secondly, ‘all things’ (mévta T& prjpaTa) cannot refer to Jesus’ words in
49, for these are already referred to as ‘the word that he spoke’ (1o pfjuax 6
géA&Anoev) in 50; 516, ‘and his mother treasured up all these things in her
heart’ clearly begins the conclusion of the childhood episodes. Thirdly, Luke
did not write in 51 ‘all these things’ but, according to the lectio difficilior
potior, ‘all things’, without ‘ these’. Unlike ii. 19, he did not use the demonstra-
tive TaUta, and this makes the connection between 514 and 515 much less

1 T feel obliged to correct two mistakes of another sort in Laurentin’s work. (i) On p. 51 he cites
from a nineteenth-century commentary the name of a scholar called Valcken, who is said to have
interpreted & To¥ watpds as ‘affairs’. Laurentin adds that he had not been able to see Valcken’s
work himself. He apparently failed to realize that Valcken was an abbreviation of L. C. Valckenaer,
professor of Greek at Leiden from 1765 to 1785, who was a good scholar in the fields of textual
criticism, language and interpretation of the New Testament. His notes on Luke ii. 41-51 occur in
his Selecta e Scholis (ed. E. Wassenbergh), I. (Amstelodami, 1815). (ii) On p. 156 Laurentin includes,
among the authors who have compared Luke ii. 41~51 with a legend of the Buddha, two scholars,
Van den Bergh and Van Ensinga (sic), their names being separated by a comma, and listed separately
in the index. In reality, these scholars were one and the same person, i.e. G. A. van den Bergh van
Eysinga (sic), professor of New Testament at the University of Amsterdam from 1936 until 1944. He
wrote, as well as hundreds of reviews, about 200 books, brochures and articles including several in
French. With P. L. Couchoud of Paris, he also edited the Annales d’histoire du Christianisme.
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close than that between ii. 18 and ii. 19. Fourthly, the author of the Greek
Gospel of Thomas used Luke ii. 515-52 as the last paragraph of his whole
book (xix. 5). He makes his action clearer by writing mévTa T& yevdpeva
instead of Twévta T& pripaTa. He thus regarded Luke ii. 515-52 as a conclu-
sion not of the preceding pericope but of the whole childhood narrative.
The same view has been rightly upheld in modern times, by, for example,
F. Neirynck,* B. van Iersel,? B. F. Meyer® and H. Schiirmann.* Not a single
edition of the Greek text, or — so far as I am aware — of any translation, re-
flects the correctness of this insight in its layout.

The words koTépn pet” afTév in 514 have a literal pendant in 42, dvoPai-
vévTwv atédv. The verses 42 (prepared for by the ‘background information’
in 41) and 514 form as it were the acts in which the dramatis personae enter
and leave the stage.

The passage reaches a climax in the section which describes Jesus sitting
among the doctors, in conversation with them. Luke very deliberately
threw this into relief. On the one hand, he left his readers on tenterhooks,
eager and anxious to learn the fate of the missing child (he does not say in
43 that Jesus was in the temple, only that he remained in Jerusalem, and
not until 46 does he make it clear, when he relates how Jesus was found by
his parents). On the other hand, Luke drew particular attention to Jesus’
sitting among the doctors, by emphasizing the amazement of those present,
and the astonishment of his parents.

Luke focuses alternately on Jesus and his parents, both before and after the
central passage, in medio doctorum.® Before this phrase the emphasis falls
first on Jesus, who remains behind in Jerusalem (43), then on his parents who
search for him (44—46a). After the central phrase, in chiastic order, first the
parents with their feelings of astonishment and reproach receive attention,
and then Jesus with his answer and their incomprehension (49-50).

The structure of the pericope can be set out schematically as shown on
the next page.

Just as the parodos of 42 is preceded by a glance into the past (Mary and
Joseph were accustomed to go every year to Jerusalem), so the exodos of 51
is followed by a look into the future — Jesus was from then on an obedient
son.

1 F. Neirynck, ‘Maria bewaarde al de woorden in haar hart’, Collationes Brugenses et Gandavenses v
(1959), 433-66, see p. 463.

2 B. van Iersel, ‘The Finding of Jesus in the Temple’, N.T. v (1960), 16173, see p. 162.

3 B. F. Meyer, ‘But Mary kept all these things, Lc 2, 19, 51°, C.B.Q. xxvI (1964), 31—49.

¢ The exegetes who see 515 as the conclusion of 41ff. include W. C. van Unnik, ‘Die rechte
Bedeutung des Wortes treffen, Lukas 2, 19’, in Verbum, Essays... dedicated to Dr H. W. Obbink
(Utrecht, 1964), pp. 1290-47, see p. 131, n. g: ‘Dieser Passus steht als Abschluss der Geschichte
vom zwdlfjahrigen Jesus im Tempel.’

5 The pericope contains 170 words. The word péoe in 46 is the 85th word and the phrase v péoey
16 B18aordAcov therefore forms the mathematical centre of the pericope. In the scheme of the structure
of the pericope, which we give in the text, another mathematical balance is concealed, to which
Professor Smit Sibinga drew my attention: A+B+B'+A’ = C+C'+X = 85 words.
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A. Parodos: Mary, Joseph and Jesus go to Jerusalem (&vapoavévrov, 41-2);
B. Jesus stays in Jerusalem, which is not noticed (43);
C. his parents seek and find him (44-64a);
X. Jesus among the doctors (465—47);
C'. his parents, annoyed, reproach him (48);
B’. Jesus® reaction, which is not understood (49-50);
A’. Exodos: Jesus, Mary and Joseph return to Nazareth (xatéPn, 51a).

The structure of the pericope appears to be a textbook case of ‘concentric
symmetry’.! In itself, this is perhaps not surprising. Concentric symmetry was,
as appears from a rapidly growing series of modern publications,? a very
widespread method of composition, both in Hebrew and in Greek and Latin
literature. It is evident in the psalms, the prophets and other parts of the
Old Testament; in Homer, Hesiod, Herodotus, Plato, the tragedians, Virgil,
Catullus and in various early Christian writers, both in the New Testament
and elsewhere, including Paul, Mark, Luke, John and Hebrews. Of more
importance in this connection is the fact that the study of concentric sym-
metry has clearly revealed that those authors who employed it used the
central phrase to draw special attention to that which they considered par-
ticularly important.® The central phrase also functioned as climax. We are
justified in concluding that Luke ii. 41-51 has its climax, or at least one of its
climaxes, in the encounter of Jesus and the doctors, which Luke employs to
illustrate Jesus’ intelligence. The structure of the narrative indicates that
Luke intended to represent Jesus as a precociously intelligent child. The
assertion that ‘the narrative finds its key in v. 49°* therefore needs qualifica-
tion, in view of the form in which Luke chose to cast his narrative.

III. THE MOTIF OF THE PRECOCIOUSLY INTELLIGENT CHILD

Luke ii. 41-51 sought to depict Jesus as precociously intelligent. This conclu-
sion can be drawn both from the shape of the narrative and from its introduc-
tion. Verse 40, ‘the child grew big and strong and full of wisdom’, belongs
to the editorial transition from the scene of the presentation to that of the
twelve-year-old Jesus. The direct parallel to ii. 40 in the pericopes on John

1 For the term ‘concentric symmetry’, see A. Vanhoye, La structure littéraire de I' Epitre aux Hébreux
(Paris/Bruges 1963), p. 62.

2 Qlder literature is listed by Vanhoye, La structure, pp. 60—3. It is not possible to give even a
survey of the voluminous recent literature. We may content ourselves with a reference to J. Smit
Sibinga, ‘Melito of Sardis. The Artist and his Text’, Vig. chr. xx1v (1970), 81-104, see p. 104, n.
59; X. Léon-Dufour, ‘Trois chiasmes johanniques’, N.T.§. vit (1960-61), 249-55; and A. di
Marco, ‘Der Chiasmus in der Bibel, 3. Teil’, Linguistica biblica xxx1x (December 1976), 37-85
(especially on the gospels).

3 Vanhoye, La structure, p. 60; K. A. Bailey, ‘Recovering the Poetic Structure of ¥ Cor. i 17-ii 12°,
N.T. xvu (1975), 265-96, see p. 270: ‘the climax of a poem of this [concentro-symmetric] type is
always the centre’.

4 J.F. Jansen, ‘Luke ii, 41-52°, Interpretation, a Journal of Bible and Theology xxx (1976), 400-4, see

p- 401.
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the Baptist is i. 8o, ‘the child grew up and he became strong in spirit’. While
John grew ‘in spirit’ Jesus grew ‘in wisdom’. This difference can be related to
the fact that Luke wanted to give the first evidence of the role of the Holy
Spirit in Jesus’ life — and a very pronounced role too —in the scene of the
baptism (iii. 22), in agreement with Mark i. 10. In order not to belittle that
role, Luke may have wished to play down its importance in Jesus’ earlier
life before ch. iii, and therefore omitted it in ii. 40. But perhaps he was not
even tempted to speak of the Holy Spirit in ii. 40 (that he wrote i. 8o before
ii. 40 cannot be proved), and wanted to refer specifically to Jesus’ wisdom
here; ii. 40 also contains a clear statement of the theme with which, accord-
ing to Luke, ii. 41-51 is to be concerned: Jesus® wisdom.

It is not difficult to establish the convention to which Luke adhered when
he related that his main character gave evidence of amazing intelligence
while still a child. It was a standard motif in Graeco-Roman biography.
Several authors, including Bultmann! in particular, have remarked on the
parallel. For Bultmann it was so evident that the story of the twelve-year-old
Jesus reflected a biographical interest? that he produced no proof of this
view, but confined himself to a few citations from Herodotus (1, 114),
Plutarch (V. Alex. v) and Philostratus (V. 4p. 1, vii). Laurentin® believed
he could dismiss the parallel between Luke ii. 41-51 and the Greek biographi-
cal tradition as of minor importance, by discussing the three passages cited by
Bultmann. It seems as if Laurentin believed that these three texts are the
only ones in Greek literature in which great figures from history and litera-
ture are said to have excelled in wisdom or intelligence in youth. In any case,
Laurentin regards a discussion of Bultmann’s three references as an adequate
basis on which to conclude that the contrasts with the Greek biographical
tradition are ‘much more striking than the similarities’, so that he can
calmly assert that ‘Quoique Luc posséde une culture hellénique trés supéri-
eure a celle des autres évangélistes, il s’insére avant tout dans la tradition
biblique.’

However, the tradition of the ‘hero’ who even as a child gave signs of im-
pressive intelligence is much more widespread and more stereotyped in
Greek and hellenistic biography than one might assume from the literature
which has appeared on Luke ii. 41-51 up to now. Xenophon relates that
Cyrus as a child excelled his contemporaries in the speed with which he
learned (Gyrop. 1, iii. 1) and gave frequent evidence of his eagerness to
learn (iv. g). The unusual intelligence of the young Epicurus was described
by his biographers Ariston of Ceos and Heraclides Lembus, as mentioned
above. According to Plutarch, Solon was already a ‘lover of wisdom’
(cogios épaotris, V. Sol. 11) when he was still young (véos v &t1). Theseus

1 R. Bultmann, Geschichte der s_ynaptzschen Tradition (Gottmgen, 1958%), p. 327.

2 Ibid. p. §34: .das Interesse an seinem plos .

3 R. Laurentin, ]esus, p- 147-51. Laurentin substltutes Plutarch’s Oratio de Alexandri Magni for-
tuna et virtute, Mor. 11, 342 B, for Plut. Alex. v.
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displayed as a boy (peipéxiov) a firm spirit united with intelligence and
sagacity (oUveots, V. Thes. vi, 4). Themistocles, when still a child (11 Trods
&v), was naturally intelligent (ouvetds, V. Them. 11, 1). The young (véos)
Dion was Plato’s quickest-learning and most acute pupil (edpaBéororos kai
d¢Utartos, V. Dion. 1v, 2). Cicero’s intelligence (oUveois) was such that
people came to admire him, causing scenes comparable in certain respects
to that of Jesus in the temple: ‘When he (Cicero) was of an age for taking
lessons, his natural talent shone out clearly, and he won name and fame
among the boys, so that their fathers used to visit the schools in order to see
Cicero with their own eyes and observe the acuteness (8§UTtns) and intelli-
gence (oUveols) in his studies for which he was extolled’ (V. Cic. 11, 2).
In the pseudo-Herodotean Vita Homeri* the teacher, Phemios, states that
Homer as a child was intelligent (Tov maida évta ouvetdv). The Viia
Aeschinis preserves a tradition that Aeschines as a child assisted his father, a
schoolmaster, in school (pooi 8¢ aUTOV Taida pev Svra &v ¢ Sidaokoteicp
ToU TaTpds Umoupyeiv).2 According to Nepos, Epaminondas as an adoles-
cent excelled his fellow pupils in doctrinis (V. Epam. 11, 2) and Atticus as
puer was so gifted that he not only learned rapidly but could repeat what he
had learned (non solum celeriter acciperet quae tradebantur sed etiam excellenter
pronuntiaret, V. Att. 1, 2-3).

In conformity with this biographical convention, Philo too, in his Vita
Mosis 1, v. 21—4, claims that his hero, in his childhood (Tfis Traudikfis HAixicrs,
25), excelled in intelligence, knowledge and wisdom. Josephus (d4nt. 11, ix.
6) says that Moses as a child revealed an intelligence beyond his years, equal
to that of an older man. The fact that the motif of precocious intelligence in
children who were later to become famous had taken root in Jewry as early
as the first century B.C. appears from Jubilees xi. 16, according to which
Abraham had already reached the conclusion that idolatry and iconolatry
were serious errors, before he was fourteen. The theme does not appear in
biographical inscriptions of hellenistic Egypt;® the myth of Si Osire which
forms a striking parallel to Luke ii. 41-51 (see, e.g., Bultmann, Geschichie, p.
328) seems to reflect the same literary tradition, but may well have been
influenced by Greek biography, if not by Luke ii itself.

It is not necessary to cite further passages.* It was a commonplace of
hellenistic biography to relate tales of the precocious intelligence shown by
famous men. The common occurrence of this motif forbids us to assume that
its use in Luke ii. 41-51 is independent of this biographical tradition. Not

1 Ps.-Herodotus, Vita Homeri (ed. Wilamowitz-Moellendorf) (Kleine Texte cxxxvir), iv—v.

2 Vitg Aeschinis, in F. Franke (ed.), Aeschinis Orationes (Lipsiae, 1851) (Teubner), pp. 1-2.

3 E. Otto, Die biographischen Inschriften der Agyptischen Spiizeit (Leiden, 1954). On the theme of
intelligentia precox in Jewish sources, see Ch. Perrot, ‘Les récits d’enfance dans la haggada antérieure
au II¢ siecle de notre ére’, Rech. de sc. rel. 1v (1967), 481-518; see p. 484 (on Noah), p. 486 (on

Abraham), p. 503 (on Moses). )
4 See also Vita Alexandri1, xvi (ed. H. van Thiel); L. Bieler, Theios Aner (Darmstadt, 1967, reprint

of the Wien edition, 1935, vol. 1), p. 34.
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that this pericope must be directly influenced by any of the examples quoted,
but it is sufficiently clear that it was a favourite theme of hellenistic biogra-
phies of famous people, to claim that even as children they had excelled in
intelligence. The pericope follows a general tendency.

A relationship between the first chapters of Luke’s Gospel and Greek
biography was also affirmed in 1973 by W. C. van Unnik,! who believed
that Luke’s narrative followed the scheme (1) birth, (2) first education at
home, (3) schooldays (yéveois, &vaTpoen), Toudeia), known from Acts xxii. 3.
As Jesus’ upbringing in Nazareth is only briefly alluded to in Luke iv. 16,
Van Unnik has to place the story of the twelve-year-old Jesus alongside
the circumstances of his birth. In my opinion this is a rather forced interpre-
tation and, moreover, the third element in the scheme is completely absent
in Luke.

Van Unnik was right to see the correspondence between Luke ii. 41-51
and Greek biographical convention, but the convention was not a narrative
of the birth of the hero and its attendant circumstances, but the motif of the
unusual intelligence of the person in question, revealed when he was still a
child.

It is perhaps useful to outline briefly the significance of the fact that Luke
ii. 41-51 betrays the influence of the literary tradition of Greek biography.
This is not to say that the pericope tries to achieve a historical reconstruc-
tion in any modern sense of the word. Ancient biographies, in general, were
written either to make someone famous or to reveal the causes of that fame
in the case of those who had already achieved it. In both cases, the author
tried to arouse respect or admiration for his subject. So too did Luke in
ii. 41~51. Both author and readers know, and honour, the subject a priori.
The pericope tries to present reasons which justify that honour.

IV. THE REDACTIONAL CHARACTER OF 47

However striking the place of Jesus’ intelligence in the pericope, explicit
reference to it is limited to one sentence, i.e. 47. If 47 were missing, the reader
would learn nothing of Jesus’ intelligence, or of the deep impression which he
made on his audience. This very verse, 47, has been suspected of coming
from the hand of a redactor. Van Iersel? pointed out two irregularities in the
narrative as it exists.

Firstly, because the sentence kod i86vtes arov &emAdynoav in 48 has no
subject, the incautious reader is tempted to supply the subject from 47
(Tré&ves of dkovovTes aiToU) and to fall into the assumption that TrévTes is
also the subject of é&emA&ynoav. This is naturally not the correct interpreta-

1 W. C. van Unnik, ‘Eléments artistiques dans I’Evangile de Luc’, in F. Neirynck (ed.), L’ Evan-
gile de Luc. Problémes littéraires et théologiques (Gembloux, 1973) (Biblioth. Ephem. Theol. Lov. xxx),

PP- 12940, see pp. 136—7.
2 B. van Iersel, ‘The Finding of Jesus in the Temple’, N.T. 1v (1960), 161-73.
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tion. The reader is assumed to take as subject the yovsis who have been the
subject from 434 to 46, without interruption, but are no longer so in 47.
The variation of subject in 47 is the reason why 484 is elliptical and liable
to misunderstanding.

In the second place, in 46 Jesus is said to be listening and asking questions.
In 47, however, one is amazed, not at his questions, but at his answers, which
have not been mentioned. Van Iersel concludes: ‘It follows that 47 is to be
regarded as a secondary addition to the story.’

Schiirmann? agrees with Van Iersel that 47 betrays the hand of a redactor,
but does not accept that in the version of the narrative which preceded the
Lucan redaction every equivalent of 47 was lacking. He bases this view on two
arguments. On the one hand, the observation in 46 on Jesus sitting in the
midst of the doctors, and his questions, which according to Schiirmann must
already represent an allusion to Jesus’ wisdom, would remain unilluminated.
On the other hand, if 47 was completely absent, the motif of Jesus’ wisdom
would be totally lacking, and there would be no occasion to add the pericope
to 40, in which Jesus’ cogia is mentioned.

These assertions will not bear examination. Firstly it is completely un-
necessary to suppose that in a version in which 47 was lacking 46 would
already have alluded to Jesus’ wisdom. In a narrative which wished to depict
the young Jesus as already devoting himself to the affairs of God, it makes
perfect sense in itself that on a particular occasion he went his own way,
was believed to be lost, and was found sitting among the doctors and putting
questions to them.? In such a narrative it was not at all necessary for Jesus
to be presented as exceptionally intelligent.®

Secondly, 40, in which the word cogiq looks forward to the cuveois in
47, is itself part of the redactional transition from ii. 28-38 to ii. 41-5I.
Nothing forbids us accepting that the redactor who inserted 47 at the same
time created the coherence which can be observed between 40 and 47. Not
only the word cogix, but all the rest of 40 (x&pts feol fiy &m’ oUrd) also
seems to be due to Luke’s redaction. X&pis belongs to what Hawkins des-
cribed as ‘the most distinctive and important instances’ among the words
characteristic of Luke’s gospel.# The phrase xépis fiv ém’ ait6 has only one
exact parallel in the entire Greek Bible, i.e. in Acts iv. 83, X&pis ueydAn fjv
gmi mévros. (These sentences are formed by analogy with those in which the
Spirit is said to be ‘upon’ someone: Luke ii. 25 velux fiv &yiov én’ aldrdv,
cf. Luke iv. 18 = Isa. Ixi. 1, TveUpa kupiou &t éué.)

1 H. Schiirmann, Das Lukasevangelium, 1 (Freiburg/Basel/Wien, 1969), 135.

2 Such a story is told, for example, of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanos, who ran away from his
father to devote himself to the study of the Law, and was found by his father, who had come to
Jerusalem, in a ‘house of study’. See R. Bultmann, Geschichte, p. 328.

3 The verb &&oTapen characterizes astonishment at supernatural happenings such as the raising of
Jairus’ daughter (Luke viii. 56), the resurrection of Jesus (Luke xxiv. 22), the magical arts of Simon

the Magician (Acts viii. g, 11), Philip’s miracles (13), the miracle of the tongues at Pentecost (Acts
ii. 7, 12). 4 J. C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae (Oxford, 19092, reprinted 1968), p. 23.
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Consequently, the arguments by which Schiirmann tried to justify his
belief that the pre-Lucan version of ii. 41-51 included some equivalent or
other of 47 are not convincing. Yet on the other hand there is no adequate
basis to support the conclusion that 47 is entirely an interpolation of Luke,
without any foundation in the preceding tradition. The vocabulary and
style of the verse are, as will be demonstrated below, extremely Lucan in
character, but this in no way excludes the possibility that 47 is a Lucan adap-
tation of a passage which already displayed the irregularities pointed out by
Van Iersel. It is in principle impossible to discover whether a passage which
forms part of a narrative, and is clearly redactional in character, rests on an
older basis, unless the source is known. It would contribute to the solution of
the dilemma if it were beyond dispute that 47 also reflected typical Lucan
interest in its content, but this is not the case. True, Luke did sometimes add
to Mark’s narrative that Jesus’ audience were astonished by his words or
actions (Luke ix. 435, xxiv. 12), but more often he omitted Mark’s reference
to their amazement (Mark v. 20, x. 24, 26, x. 32, xi. 18; cf. xv. 5, 44). The
conclusion therefore remains that there is no way of determining whether
Luke in 47 adapted an older passage, or created and interpolated the verse
e nihilo.

On the other hand it is perfectly clear that 47 in its present form shows the
language and style of Luke as redactor. The first five words of the verse,
&loTavTo 8¢ TavTes of drovovTes, occur (as no previous author known to me
has pointed out) in identical form in Acts ix. 21, a passage not based on older
tradition.! The second half of the verse, Tfj ouvéoa kai Tais &mwokpiceov
oUToU, forms a hendiadys® for which the best parallel is to be found in Luke
xxi. 15, oTépx kol copiad, a redactional addition to the text of Mark xiii. 11.

Although &€icTnu only occurs three times in the third Gospel, once taken
from Mark v. 42, and twice as Sondergut of Luke, it seems from the eight
cases in which it occurs in Acts that Luke used it readily enough.

The phrase mévtes ol dxovovtes (-oavTes) is decidedly characteristic of
Luke. It is admittedly found only three times in his Gospel, but it occurs
eight times in Luke and Acts taken together, while not occurring at all in
either Matthew or Mark, or in the rest of the New Testament:

Luke 1. 66 TavTes of  AxovoavTes
ii. 18 TrévTes of &koUoavTss
1. 47 Tbvtes of  dkovovTes

* H. Conzelmann, Die Apostelgeschichte (Tibingen, 1963) (Handbuch zum N.T.), p. 59. Cf. also
Acts ii. 12.

2 Blass~-Debrunner, Grammaiik §442, 16.

3 Fr. Lucas Brugensis (cf. p. 324, n. 1) paraphrased os ¢t sapientiam as sermonem sapientem. Modern
translations, such as The Gospel of Luke in Contemporary Dutch, Vrij/ (Amsterdam, 1970) or the
New Testament in Today’s Dutch, Groot Nieuws voor U (Amsterdam/Boxtel, 1972) have ‘wijze
woorden’ (wise words). The first translates ‘I shall have you say such wise words that. ..’ and the
second, ‘I shall put such wise words into your mouth that...’,
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Acts v. 5 TWAYTOS TOUs AKOUOVTAS
V. IT  TévTas Tous SKoOUoVToS
ix. 21 Tévtes of  dxoVovTes
X. 44 TQvTas TOUs dkovovTas
XXvl. 29 TravTOoS Tous &xoliovTas

This phrase could rightly claim to be included in Hawkins’ Subsidiary List
B! from which it is wrongly omitted. Cadbury pointed out that in details
Luke inclines to generalization. TI&s and wévtes are favourite words of his,
and are sometimes added to his sources, as may be seen from the lists drawn
up by Cadbury.?

Finally, it may be observed that the way in which 47 is linked to 46, i.e.
by the coordinating conjunction &, is in exact agreement with Luke’s
preference for 8¢ over xad.?

The present form of 47 has therefore been strongly influenced by Luke.
This is not to say that the verse was first composed and interpolated by him.
He could have adapted some earlier form of the verse, but even if the Lucan
redaction were founded on an earlier version, the irregularities which, as
Van Iersel pointed out, the verse introduces into the narrative are sufficient
grounds to accept that it was interpolated at some stage of transmission.
That may have happened at Luke’s redaction, or earlier; in either case the
verse is secondary. A pre-Lucan recension of the narrative was made, in
which 47 had no part, and in which the motif of Jesus’ intelligence was not
included. G. Huet wrote in 1912, in a completely different context, ‘Le
théme de l'enfant sage a été parfois ajouté aprés coup a des récits ot ce
théme primitivement ne se trouvait pas.’

V. LUKE’S REDAGTION IN THE REST OF THE PERICOPE

Luke’s redaction is not confined to 47: the pericope shows his idiom else-
where. We shall survey the other verses in rather less detail than 47.

In Luke’s narrative the journey to Jerusalem (42) and the annual pil-
grimage of Jesus’ parents serve the purpose of bringing Jesus into contact
with the best qualified teachers of Palestine. They are subsidiary to, and pre-
pare for, 47. It is therefore not surprising that 41 and 42 are highly Lucan in
language.

MopeveoBat is editorial in twenty of the forty-nine cases where it is used by
Luke. It repeatedly recurs in introductions to pericopes which the evangelist
himself composed (ix. 5I, x. 88, xvii. 11). Although it cannot be called a

1 Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, pp. 28—9; cf. F. Neirynck, ‘Hawkins’s Additional Notes to his ‘Horae
Synopticae’’, Eph. Theol. Lov. XLvI (1g770), 78—-111, see p. 86 where the expression is not mentioned.

3 H.J. Cadbury, The Style and Literary Method of Luke (2 vols. Cambridge, Mass., 1919~20), 11,
115-16.

3 Cadbury, pp. 142-5; Van Iersel, p. 171.
4 G. Huet, ‘Daniel et Susanne’, Revue de Uhistoire des religions, 33me année, Lxv (1912), 277-84.
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‘favourite word’ of Luke, it is in a number of cases ‘ clearly due to him rather
than to his source’.® Toveis is characteristic of Luke’s Gospel according to
Hawkins’ strictest standards: Luke changes ‘father and (or) mother’ to
‘parents’ in viii. 56 and xviii. 29, and in xxi. 16 it is a Lucan addition.
Ko distributivum is a grammatical peculiarity of Luke in temporal phrases.?
"Etos figures in Hawkins® first list of Luke’s characteristics. *lepoucodnu is a
particularly distinctive Lucanism.? In the expression Tfj éoptij ToU mdoya
the element Tfj éopfj is perhaps a Lucan attempt to soften the barbarian
sound of the indeclinable Aramaic word mw&oyxe. Luke is known for his
‘repugnance to foreign words’* and for example changed 1o Tdoya kad T
&3una in Mark xiv. 1 to 9 £opTh) TGV &Upwv 1} Aeyopévn maoxa in Luke
xxii. I.

In 42, one meets again the words just named: &tos and topT1, this time
avoiding the barbarism completely. Again, €os is a Lucan characteristic in so
far as it occurs ten times in Luke and Acts, and never in Matthew, Mark,
Paul, or John (kat& 16 €8os is redactional in Luke xxii. §9). Furthermore,
the order of noun and numeral in ét&v 8m8exa is in agreement with Luke’s
tendency to improve the semitic word order of his sources into the normal
Greek.’

Verse 43 contains the typical Lucan turn of phrase, &v 16 +infinitive,®
and the verb UmrooTpépetv,? also characteristic of Luke, as well as the Lucan-
isms yoveis and ’lepoucairiy, which have just been referred to.

2uyyevels and yvwoTds, used by Luke in 44, both occur in Hawkins’ lists.®
Verse 45 also includes lepovcadnip and UtrooTpéetv, for which Luke had a
pronounced preference.

Very characteristic of Lucan style is the phrase &ytveto followed by a
finite verb,? as in 46. The order of noun and numeral in fjuépoas Tpeis also
conforms with Luke’s preferences.’® Adverbial expressions derived from
péoos, like &v péo in il. 46, are favourites with Luke.! Though between
gmepwTdw and the simple verb Luke prefers the simple verb,'? he changed
fpwTwy in Mark iv. 10 into émnpdTwv in Luke viii. g and introduced the
compound verb in Luke vi. 9, xviii. 40, xx. 21 and xxii. 64, so that the use of
gmrepwTAVTA in ii. 46 does not clash with his normal idiom.

1 Cadbury, p. 110; cf. pp. 173 and 177.

2 Ibid. p. 117.

8 Hawkins, p. 1g. The word has an asterisk which marks it as a most distinctive and important
Lucanism. For ‘Pimportance accordée a Jérusalem, théme favori de Luc’, see Laurentin, Structure,

p. 103, and Fésus, pp. 95-9.
¢ Cadbury, pp. 154 fI.
5 Ibid. pp. 153—4.
¢ Hawkins, p. 18 (the expression is asterisked) and p. 40. Cadbury, p. 132.
7 Hawkins, p. 23 (the word is asterisked) ; Cadbury, p. 172.
8 Hawkins, pp. 22 and 28.
® Hawkins, p. 17 (asterisked).
10 Cadbury, p. 153, and see p. 327, n. 2 above.
11 Cadbury, p. 2o1.
12 Ipid. p. 167.
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As to 48, elmrev Tpos is a distinct feature of Luke’s style,! whereas d8uvé&opat

is more or less characteristic of Luke, who is the only New Testament author
to use it, on four occasions.?
P In 49, one meets again the Lucanism eltrev mwpds. Aei referring to the neces-
sity for Christ to fulfil God’s plan is present in all four Gospels, but in the
third it occurs so frequently that Hawkins characterized it as “more or less
characteristic of Luke’.® The combination i 811 occurs elsewhere in the New
Testament only in Acts v. 4 and v. 9.# It seems as if even the logion of Jesus
was given form by Luke.

Verse 50, in its vocabulary and content, is typically Lucan. Luke repeatedly
elaborates on the theme of failure to comprehend (ix. 45, xviii. 84, Xxiv. 25
and 45).% Kad atéds is characteristic of Luke,? as is pfjpc.®

Verse 51 lacks Lucanisms in the sense of Hawkins and Cadbury, whose
criteria are applied above. The only words which give cause for comment are
v Umotacodpevos. The periphrastic imperfect, though common in all parts
of the New Testament, is more frequent in Luke and Acts than in other New
Testament authors.?

The pericope appears to betray the hand of Luke throughout. One must
reckon with the possibility that the tradition on which Luke based the peri-
cope may have contained considerably less information than the present
narrative. The localization of the episode in Jerusalem, the feast of the pass-
over, the pilgrimage, the travelling party and the journeys of Jesus’ parents to
and from Jerusalem and Galilee, may all be due to Luke’s invention. Yet it
is not probable that Luke had no tradition at all at his disposal when he
wrote the pericope: this assumption would fail to account for the irregularities
shown by 47. On the other hand it is in principle impossible to reconstruct
the tradition which was available to him. It may also be possible that
Luke included just as much information in his narrative as was available
to him, and only reshaped it in accordance with his own style.

Another result of an inquiry into the specifically Lucan element in Luke
ii. 41-51 concerns the relationship between this pericope and ch. xix of the
Greek Gospel of Thomas, which also relates the episode of the boy :Jesus in
the temple. Several Lucan words and phrases in ii. 41-51 also occur in the
corresponding chapter of the Greek Thomas (¥tos, yovels, & ueow, dduve-
pevol, and x&piTi of 52). The most significant expression which both writings

1 Jbid. pp. 202-3; Hawkins, p. 21.

2 Hawkins, p. 24; Laurentin, Fésus, p. 36.

3 Hawkins, p. 24.

4 Ti &n also occurs in the LXX and as a variant reading in Mark ii. 16. Blass-Debrunner, §299.

5 Van Iersel, p. 170 n. 2.

8 Cadbury, p. 107; Laurentin, ¥ésus, p. 12.

? Hawkins, pp. 19 and 41; Cadbury, p. 193; W. Michaelis, ‘ Das unbetonte kal «ités bei Lukas’,
Studia theologica v (1950), 86—93.

8 Hawkins, p. 21.

? Blass-Debrunner, §353: ‘die meisten nt. Beispiele entfallen auf Lukas (Ev. und den ersten Teil
der Acta)...’.
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have in common is &v TG UmooTpépeiv adtols, a phrase which in Luke is
certainly redactional. As the redactional element of Luke ii. 41-51 seems to
be present in Thomas xix, it is clear that the Greek Thomas-Gospel is not
independent of Luke.

VI. THEOLOGICAL MOTIFS

I. Jesus® wisdom
The tension between the theme of Jesus’ wisdom (4%) and that of his rela-
tionship to his heavenly Father (49), referred to in the introduction to this
paper, appears to be explicable from the history of the composition of the
pericope. The first theme was not always part of it, but was a secondary
addition, either by Luke or by one of his predecessors.

The theme of Jesus’ wisdom was certainly conceived by Luke as a bio-
graphical motif. This is indisputably indicated by the statements in 40, ‘the
child grew big and strong and full of wisdom’ and 52, Jesus grew up and
advanced in wisdom’, in which the categories of physical and intellectual
growth are closely linked. Moreover, it is precisely in hellenistic biography
that the theme of the precociously intelligent child became a traditional
literary motif. Luke’s adaptation of this biographical motif, however,
probably rests on theological assumptions. As far as Jesus’ sophia is concerned,
the impulse did not come from I Samuel, as U. Wilckens wrongly suggested.?
In I Sam. ii. 21 and 26 there is no reference at all to Samuel’s wisdom. As
Volter? and Stahlin® have rightly seen, a closer parallel is Sir. li. 13-17,
where the author says that when he was still young he sought wisdom,
praying for it before the temple (i.e. in the forecourt of the temple) and that
from his childhood he applied himself to seek wisdom and made much
progress in it.

However, the emphasis in Sir. li falls rather on eager devotion to the
search (13: &iTnoa) for wisdom than on its possession and display, as in
Luke ii. The young Sirach of chapter li asked God for it (14: f§iouv) and
would continue to pursue it till his death (14: s éox&Tov &anTiow aTAV).
He followed in wisdom’s footsteps (15: ixvevov) and even became uneasy
from his search (21: % koMo pou Erapbydn Tol ékgnTiicon adThv). Jesus, on
the other hand, according to Luke, had already possessed wisdom from his
childhood (even if he too had to ‘increase’ in it), and even as a child he had
already shown proofs of an amazing intelligence. This appears to correspond
to another Jewish tradition.

Inlate-Jewish descriptions of the coming Messiah (or whatever he may be
called in the various sources), it is regularly stated that he will be endowed
with wisdom: a spirit of wisdom and a spirit of understanding will rest upon

1 Th. Wb. zum. N.T. v, 515, line 4.
2 D. Vélter, Die evangelischen Erzihlungen, pp. 8o-1.
8 Th. Wb. zum N.T. v1, 713, line 5.
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or dwell in him. Speaking of the Chosen One, the author of I Enoch xlix. 3
says ‘In him dwells the spirit of wisdom...and the spirit of understanding.’
According to Ps. Sol. xvii, God will make the anointed King ‘mighty by
means of the Holy Spirit, and wise by means of the spirit of understanding’
(6 Beds kaxterpydoaro alTév duvaTdy &v TrveUpaTt &yl Kol copdv v Pould)
ouvéoews, 87). Test. Levi xviii. 7 says that God will raise a new priest, and
that ‘the spirit of understanding will dwell upon him’ (Tvelpx ouvécews
kararoUoel e ouTév). In' Test. Levi ii. 3, Ms. ¢, Levi prays to God for
messianic functions (e.g. oiwiv xpiow dAnBiviv els TdvTa TOV adddva). In
this prayer he says: ‘Show me, Lord, the Holy Spirit (16 TveUpa to &yiov)
and give me counsel, wisdom and knowledge (BouAfiv xoi cogiav Kol
yvéow) and strength to do what pleases you and to find favour (yé&pw)
in your eyes.’ The earliest testimony, if not the source, of this tradition is
the messianic prophecy of Isa. xi. 2:

‘The Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him,
a spirit of wisdom and understanding,

a spirit of counsel...’

dvarradoeral #07 ooV Tvebpa ToT Beol,
Tvebua coplas kol ouvéoews,

TrvsUpa BouAfis. ..

Despite differences in the wording, the tradition is a constant one: ‘a spirit
of wisdom (= the spirit of God) shall rest upon him’. It seems that there is a
relationship — albeit a distant one ~ between this tradition and the words
of Luke in ii. 40, ‘he was filled with wisdom and God’s grace was upon him’.
Luke could not introduce God’s ‘spirit’ here in ch. ii, since it was only to
descend on Jesus later, at his baptism (ch. iii). If he could not use the word
nrvedua, he could adequately convey the idea of the divine power which mani-
fested itself in Jesus’ wisdom, by the word Yé&pis. For the close relationship of
mvebdua and x&pis, see e.g. Acts iv. g1-3, kai émArigbnoav &ravtes Tol &yiov
TIVEUMTOS . .. XApis Te peydAn fv &wi mévras. For the relationship of x&pis
and coopic, see Acts vii. 10, #5wkev aUT®d (sc. Moses) x&pv kai cogicw.t

Luke ii. 41-51 is a biographical rendering of the traditional conception
that the Messiah would be endowed by God with wisdom and understanding
(copla, 40; oUveas, 47).

1 K. Berger, ‘“Gnade” im frithen Christentum®, Ned. theol. tijdschrift xxvu1 (1973), 1—25, tried to
show that the wisdom books of the LXX assume that x&prs, in the form of wisdom or understanding, is
given by God to his elect. This idea is indeed present in Wisdom iii. g, but not in any of the other
passages cited by Berger (p. 3, Prov. viii. 17; Sir. vi, 18, xxxvii. 21). It cannot therefore be accepted
as a current and traditional opinion, which throws light on Luke ii. 40. More often wisdom or know-
ledge is, in apocalyptic contexts, a part of eschatological salvation, sometimes simply called xé&ps
(Berger, p. 4: I Enoch v. 8; Test. Levi xviil. g; Luke i. 17). But this wisdom is to be shared by the

many who will share in the time of salvation. Luke ii. 40, in which wisdom and understanding are
ascribed to Jesus alone, cannot be directly related to this tradition.
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2. Ferusalem

The localization of Luke 1i. 46-50 in the temple of Jerusalem has perhaps an
importance which goes beyond the episode in itself. In Acts, Luke is intent
on emphasizing the idea that the origin of the church was closely linked with
Jerusalem and the temple (Acts ii. 46, iii, iv. I, v. 205, 42). He says ex-
plicitly that the preaching of the church began in Jerusalem (Luke xxiv. 47).
By choosing the temple at Jerusalem as the scene of ii. 41—51, Luke also
created an analogy between the first phase of Jesus’ activities and the initial
phase of the history of the church.

There is, in my opinion, no occasion to assume that the pericopes of ii.
22-51 (circumcision, presentation, the boy Jesus in the temple), were in-
tended to serve as typological pendants to the beginnings of the history of
the church, as it is related in Acts. Rather, Luke was concerned to connect
both the early life of Jesus and the earliest phase of church history with
Jerusalem and the temple, in order to make clear that the acts of Jesus and
the church were the legitimate historically based continuation of the history
of Israel. ‘Hier wird der Anspruch der Kirche, das wahre Israel zu sein,
fundiert’, wrote Conzelmann, although in quite another context.! Luke
had the same intention when he transposed the second and third temptation
(iv. 1-18, cf. Matthew iv. 1—11) with the result that Jesus’ public preaching
appears to have begun in Jerusalem.? Above all, Luke’s redaction of the
cleansing of the temple (xix. 45-8) also reveals this theological purpose.
Jesus’ entrance to Jerusalem is transformed by Luke into an entrance to the
temple; after he cleansed it, Jesus used it as a fixed place of instruction. Thus,
he ‘annexed’ the temple, and rebutted Jewish claims to it.® The claim of the
Jews to the temple as the centre of their religion can no longer be accepted.
Their religion is obsolete, and the temple has become the starting point of a
new religion, and a new phase in the history of man’s salvation.

3. [ was bound (S¢i)

Asl sometimes means that divine laws were to be fulfilled (Luke xiii. 14,
€€ Nuépau elotv év ofs Bei 2pydrecdar), sometimes that natural human norms
were to be respected (Luke xv. 32, ebppovdfjvar 8¢ xad xapfivan €8e, 611 6
&BeApds oou oUTos vekpos fiv kad E3noev). But Sl refers in particular, in Luke
moreoften thanin other evangelists, to Jesus’ task of proclaiming the kingdom of
God, and undergoing in Jerusalem thefate of the prophets (e.g.iv. 43, xiii. 33).
Jesus’ whole life was defined by this 8ei, from his first appearance as a twelve-
year-old (ii. 49) to his death (xxii. §7), resurrection (Acts xvii. 3) and ascen-
sion (Acts iii. 21). This 8¢i is based on God’s decisions which are recorded in

1 H. Conzelmann, Die Mitte der Zeit (Tiibingen, 1954), p. 62, dealing with the triumphal entry
into Jerusalem. 2 Conzelmann, Mitte, p. 18.

3 Ibid. p. 64, ‘Im Blick auf die Kirche ist der Anspruch der Juden widerlegt. Ihre Berufung auf
den Tempel, die Tradition, besteht zu Unrecht.’
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the Old Testament,! cf. Luke xxiv. 44, ‘Everything written about me in the
Law of Moses, the Prophets and Psalms, was bound to be fulfilled’. The rela-
tionship between God’s decisions and their revelation in the Old Testament
by the Holy Spirit is made especially clear in Acts iv. 25-8. According to this
passage, Jesus’ passion and death are said to have been foreordained by
God’s hand and by God’s decree.

Luke’s viewpoint can be analysed as follows:

(a) God had earlier decided, and had revealed his decision in the Old
Testament, that he would send someone to announce good news, who would
suffer and be rejected, and be put to death as a prophet in Jerusalem;

(6) because God decided these things and made his decision known, they
must happen (8ei);

(¢) Jesus is the one whom God has chosen to fulfil his intentions;

(d) Jesus himself was aware that God had chosen him for the realization of
his intentions and decisions.

The verb 8¢i thus refers in the first place to the necessity with which God’s
intention, once revealed, must be fulfilled; and only in the second place does
it refer to the duty which God laid upon Jesus, and which Jesus took upon

himself.
In many cases it is easy to determine the Old Testament passage to which

Luke’s 8¢i refers. In iv. 43, for example, Jesus says ‘I must give the good news
of the kingdom of God...., for that was what I was sent to'do’. "This statement
stands in a clear relationship to Isaiah Ixi. 1, cited immediately before by
Luke in iv. 18. The Old Testament basis of Luke ii. 49, however, cannot be
ascribed so easily. Many passages are contenders, but it is also possible that
Luke was not thinking of a specific passage in the Old Testament. He may
have derived Jesus’ duty to occupy himself with the affairs of his Father from
the general image which he had formed of the Son of God, and may have
assumed that this image as a whole could be verified from the Old Testament.
Another possibility is that the revelations and prophecies of Luke i. g2—3
(the annunciation) and ii. 29g-38 (Simeon and Anna) in Luke’s opinion
made it sufficiently clear that Jesus had a place and duty in the realization of
God’s intention. Be this as it may, Luke did not trouble himself with the
scriptural basis of his 8¢t in ii. 49. For him, the only important fact was that
Jesus’ actions were willed and decided by the Father, and that Jesus had
become aware of this, and that this position had been given him by God.

4. My Father

In ii. 49 Jesus does not say that he had to be in the house/affairs of ‘God’
but of ‘my Father’. The conception on which ii. 49 is based is therefore not
merely that Jesus was the Son of God, for in the tradition which ascribes to

1 E. Fascher, ‘Theologische Beobachtungen zu 8¢i’, in Neutestamentliche Studien fiir Rudolf Bult-
mann (Berlin, 1954) (BNW xx1), pp. 228-54, esp- 245—7.
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Jesus the title of ‘Son of God’, God does not play the role of father, and the
relationship between Father and Son remains unexplored. The tradition
which influenced ii. 49 was not that of the Son of God, but that of ‘the Son’,
or ‘the Son and the Father’.! In Luke, this tradition is most clearly observ-
able in x. 22: ‘No one knows who the Son is but the Father, or who the
Father is but the Son’ (//Matthew xi. 27), immediately preceded by the
words ‘my Father’: ‘everything is entrusted to me by my Father’. As is
well known, this is a christological tradition which, apart from the Synoptic
Gospels (e.g. Mark xiii. 32), is adopted in particular in the Johannine writ-
ings. Itis therefore not surprising that the Gospel of John very frequently puts
the words ‘my Father’ in Jesus’ mouth (at least twenty-two times).

From Luke x. 22 it appears that the third evangelist understood the phrase
‘my Father’ to stand in a very close relationship with the expressions ‘the
Son’ and ‘the Father’ used absolutely. The possessive pronoun clearly
expresses the same relationship as is suggested by the juxtaposition of the
absolute expressions ‘the Son’ and ‘the Father’. This relationship consists of
a strong mutual involvement, the consequence of which is that the Son is
endowed with full powers which are given to him and to no other. ‘Every-
thing is entrusted to me by my Father’, Luke x. 22; ‘I vest in you the kingship
which my Father vested in me’, Luke xxii. 29; ‘I am sending upon you my
Father’s promised gift’, Luke xxiv. 49. These are — apart from ii. 49 — all the
passages in which Luke puts the words ‘my Father’ on Jesus’ lips. It cannot
be coincidence that in all three places in which Jesus speaks of God as ‘my
Father’, he is represented as being authorized by ‘the Father’ to transmit
the gifts of God (knowledge of God, kingship, the Spirit) to mankind. In
this view, contacts between God and man are only possible through ‘the
Son’, so that the Son automatically attains a position between God and man,
i.e. above man, and therefore also above his parents.

However, it is not only God’s authorization which gives the Son a posi-
tion above all other men, it is also the exclusiveness of the mutual relation-
ship of the Son and the Father. If the Son and the Father are one, as John
X. 30 expresses it, then there is no place left for Jesus’ natural parents. This
is the situation of Luke ii. 49. Jesus dismisses the claims of his parents by
appealing to his specific relationship to ‘his’ Father.

There is another pericope in Luke in which Jesus dismisses his parents
rather brusquely: viii. 19—21. Vélter, in a discussion which is still well worth
reading,? tried to show that Luke wrote ii. 41-51 under the influence of],
inter alia, the Marcan parallel to this pericope, Mark iii. g1—5. This possi-
bility should not be altogether excluded, but the differences cannot be over-
looked. In Luke viii. 19—21 (//Mark iii. g31-5) Jesus declares that his true

1 Ferdinand Hahn, Christologische Hoheitstitel (Gottingen, 1966%), pp. 319-33. P. G. Voss, Die
Christologie der lukanischen Schriften in Grundzigen (Paris/Briigge, 1965), p. 120, wrongly dismisses the
distinction between the traditions of the ‘Son of God’ and ‘the Son and the Father’.

2 D. Vélter, Die evangelischen Erzihlungen, pp. 78-9.
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kindred are those ‘who hear the word of God and act upon it’. This places
blood relationship beneath the fulfilment of God’s will. In Luke ii. 41-51 the
relationship with the parentsis placed beneath the relationship of the Father
and the Son. This is a considerable difference. The point of Luke viii. 21 is
of an ethical character; that of ii. 49 is christological: Jesus is the Son who
stands in an exclusive relationship to the Father.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Some of the results achieved in the above study can be summarized as
follows.

1. One of the objectives of Luke ii. 41-5I is to express, and illustrate, the
fact that Jesus stood in a special and exclusive relationship to God. For this
purpose, ii. 49 used the christological tradition of ‘the Son and the Father’.

2. Under the influence of Jewish eschatological traditions, according to
which a ‘spirit of wisdom and understanding’ was to rest upon the Messiah,
the pericope credits Jesus with amazing intelligence.

3. The representation of Jesus as displaying surprising intelligence as a
child reflects a theme of hellenistic biography. This theme had in fact already
entered Jewish literature before Luke.

4. The theme of Jesus’ precocious intelligence does not seem always to
have been part of the pericope, but to have been added to it during the
transmission of the narrative. This addition explains the tension between the
theme of Jesus’ wisdom and that of his exclusive relationship to ‘the Father’,
which may have been stressed in an earlier version.

5. The structure of the pericope in its present-day form is a good example
of concentric symmetry, which gives a clearly defined role to Jesus sitting
amongst the doctors, and thus to his intelligence.

6. Ev. Thom. Gr. xix shows signs of dependence on Luke ii.

7. Laurentin’s interpretation that the pericope is a mysterious prolepsis’
of Easter and Christ’s exaltation is unacceptable.

8. The expression év Tols ToU waTpds uov is deliberately ambivalent. With-
in the context of the episode ii. 4I-51, it means ‘in the house of my Father’,
yet at the same time it has a meaning which goes beyond the episode: Jesus is
depicted as being involved in his Father’s plans and their realization.

9. The unusual sequence of the words ‘your Father and I’ prefigures the
play on the meaning of the word ‘Father’.

10. Luke ii. 465—47 is not to be located in a temple synagogue.

11. The phrase ‘after three days’ in ii. 46 means ‘only after several days’.
The three days are not to be divided into the different stages of the journey
of Jesus’ parents, as it is related in ii. 44~6. The phrase ‘after three days’
certainly does not contain any allusion to the ‘third day’ of Jesus’ resurrec-
tion.
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12. The reference to Jesus as being aged twelve in Luke ii. 42 does not
bear any relationship to the age of bar mitzvah, nor does it serve to illustrate
the piety of Jesus’ parents. According to the idea generally held in Luke’s
day, childhood for boys endedinabout thefourteenth year. The ‘ twelve years’
mentioned in ii. 42, chosen as a stereotyped round figure, place Jesus in
the age group of those who had not reached the age of ephebeia and secondary
schooling. The statement of his age consequently accentuates the extra-
ordinary character of his intelligence.



